September 18, 1969

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

25963

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, September 18, 1969

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

O magnify the Lord with me and lef us
exailt His name together—Psalm 34: 3.

Almighty God, who art the source of
all our blessings and the fountain of
flowing love, help us to realize that Thou
art always with us—seeking our good,
forgiving our sins, and endeavoring to
lead us in the ways of justice and peace.
Prosper us in our work, guide us through
our difficulties, and reward with the joy
of living those who extend a helping
hand to others who have lost their way
in the world.

We invoke Thy blessing upon us as we
labor for the good of our people and
upon our Nafion in these crucial times.
Let not our adversaries triumph over us
but let the glory of a just people in-
crease from year to year.

Sustain with Thy power those whom
our people have placed in positions of
authority and all who are entrusted with
our safety and with the guardianship of
our rights and our freedom. May peace
and good will live in the hearts of our
citizens and may our faith exalt our Na-
tion in righteousness; to the glory of
Thy holy name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

BARBARIC TREATMENT BY NORTH
VIETNAM OF PRISONERS OF WAR

(Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
ever so often, and much too seldom, an
issue comes before this great representa-
tive body which transcends party lines,
political philosophy, or the differences
which sometime seem to divide North
and South, East and West, or urban and
rural. Such an issue was presented to
this House yesterday afternoon concern-
ing North Vietnam’s inhumane and bar-
barie treatment of hundreds of American
men who are now prisoners of war.

Yesterday's special order, which de-
voted itself to this great issue, presented
most vividly the deep and unanimous
concern that this Congress feels about
our fighting sons who are now prisoners
in North Vietnam.

In the gallery yesterday was no orga-
nized lobby group. Rather, there were
hundreds of wives, parents, children and
loved ones of the men who have gone
above and beyond the call of duty in
their country’s service. It was both a
beautiful and noble experience to see the
manner in which this issue was presented
to the Congress.

Now, we must do our duty—in causing
not only national but world concern and
condemnation for the Hanoi govern-
ment in their violation of every conceiv-
able standard of moral conduct and
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treatment of those they now hold cap-
tive.

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr,
Dickinson) has performed a worthy and
noble service in providing the forum for
all of us to express our concern. This
Congress and the American people owe
him a debt of gratitude—and owe to
those men now in North Vietnam our
every human effort to achieve their free-
dom as soon as possible. These coura-
geous men have done their duty. To their
families, this Congress is saying that
we shall do ours.

CHARGES OF MURDER AGAINST
GREEN BERETS

(Mr, RODINO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, the an-
nouncement this morning by Secrefary
of the Army Resor that it would be “un-
wise and unjustified” for him to interfere
with the normal course of proceedings
in the Green Berets court-martial cases
is unconscionable and a surrender of
civilian authority to the military.

Secretary of the Army Resor was urged
by me and my colleagues, Representa-
tives CarL ALBERT, PauL RoGErs, Tom
GETTYS, BoB STEPHENS, CLARENCE LoONG,
and Jon FLywnT, in a letter addressed
to him last week to assert civilian au-
thority over the case, in accordance with
the law and in the interests of justice.

I have no evidence that the accused
Green Berets will receive fair and im-
partial treatment. This is based on my
knowledge of the mishandling of the
case up until now. Let us not forget that
these men of distinguished background
in the military were in solitary confine-
ment in 5- by 7-foot cells even before
an investigation was completed. And the
appalling fact is that this information
was not known to any responsible officer
at the Pentagon for a month or more—
in violation of the Blue Bill proceedings
initiated by President Eisenhower.

Secretary Resor has failed to fulfill his
responsibility in this case, and I do not
intend to stand by and see these men
who have acted in accordance with or-
ders and with the highest patriotic mo-
tives sacrificed to save the careers of
military commanders or South Vietnam-
ese political leaders.

Let us not forget that this case cen-
ters around the alleged killing of a Viet-
namese double agent—and that these
servicemen were acting under orders.

Mr, Speaker, law and order with justice
must triumph—even for members of our
Armed Forces.

THE ARMY'S DISPOSITION CON-
CERNING THE EIGHT GREEN
BERETS

(Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
this morning I, also along with Congress-
man PeTerR Ropino and other colleagues,
received a letter from the Secretary of
the Army regarding his position and the
Army's disposition concerning the eight
Green Berefs.

Iam extremely concerned by the state-
ment of the Secretary and do not agree
with it.

In about 3 weeks, according to the
statement, some of these young men will
be tried for murder and conspiracy to
commit murder. I think the Army may be
establishing a precedent where any
American fighting man could be charged
with murder for carrying out an order
which resulted in the death of an enemy.

The entire situation has an air of un-
reality. I do not think the American pub-
lic has any idea of what really has trans-

. pired. And I am concerned that if the

way this case has been handled so far is
any indication, we may never know what
happened.

The lack of protection of these men’s
rights is intolerable. They have even
been subjected to solitary confinement in
5 by T cells with only 1 hour a day out.

I, along with my colleagues, plan to
take this matter up with higher authori-
ties, starting with the Secretary of De-
fense, in order to insure that these men
are provided their constitutional rights
under law.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, ROGERS of Florida,. I yield to our
distinguished majority leader.

Mr, ALBERT. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. He knows that he and I, as
well as the gentleman from New Jersey,
have constituents who are involved in
this case and who are apparently going
to be tried in the near future. The Amer-
ican people will be shocked if it is deter-
mined that the decision to try these
boys is influenced in the slightest par-
ticular by the wishes of any foreign gov-
ernment. Such a decision would be in-
}mical to our entire concept of criminal
aw.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I certainly
agree with that, and I share the same
concern with relation to how much in-
fluence the Government of South Viet-
nam is exerting in the handling of this
case.

ADMINISTRATION IS NOT CON-
SUMER ORIENTED

{Mr. HANNA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I noted in
the paper yesterday an expression from
a member of the administration to the
effect that the tax reform bill passed by
this House was too consumer oriented.

Mr. Speaker, this brought to my at-
tention the fact—the unhappy fact, I
think—that the present administration
does not feel a concern for those people
who can be categorized as the consumers
of the United States. I think if I were
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going to err in any judgment I would
make in this House, I would err, I hope,
on the part of the consumer.

It seems to me the people of the United
States are a little ahead of this Con-
gress and certainly miles ahead of this
administration, I find in my district a
willingness for us to move toward a pro-
gram even of wage and price controls,
‘When we look at the sorry spectacle and
the performance of what has been hap-
pening in terms of inflation, we cer-
tainly must admit we have not been do-
ing anything for the consumer.

I think any Member of this body could
talk to his own wife or to the wives in his
district, and he would find there is a ris-
ing, rising, rising concern over the fact
that when these wives go to buy any-
thing for their family, they find the
prices soaring. I think it is not surpris-
ing to find they are willing to go to price
controls, bargaining whatever risk there
lies in wage controls. In the race between
prices and wages, the average American
is losing the race as a consumer. I think
it high time for Congress to become con-
sumer oriented.

THE CASE OF THE GREEN BERETS

(Mr. STEPHENS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks,)

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked for this time because I would like
to take the opportunity of associating
myself with the remarks made by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr,
Ropino) and the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Rocgers) in respect to the decision
of the Secretary of the Army to have the
court-martial proceed through the field
commander in the Green Beret case.

As I have said on a number of occa-
sions, I cannot believe anyone is going to
win by the procedure that has been de-
cided upon. I am very disappointed that
the Secretary of the Army has not taken
it upon himself to bring this matter to
America for further consideration before
allowing the court-martial to be con-
vened by the field commander.

PRESENT CONGRESS PASSES LEGIS-
LATION OF HIGH QUALITY

(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, sometimes the
further one is away from the scene, the
better his vision. While some of the news-
papers in this country have not given
this Congress much credit, I was much
interested in an article in the London
Economist of a couple weeks ago, which
pointed out in its foreign section that
this Congress is being criticized. It said
while this Congress has not produced
a great quantity of legislation, the quality
has been exceedingly high. The article
went on to point out that this Congress
had pushed the Nixon administration
into two things it never intended to do:
One was tax reform and the other was a
considerable amount of additional money
for education,
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Mr. Speaker, I attach hereto the ar-

ticle from the Economist:
ConGRESS oN ITs OwWN

The fact that Congress is now adjourned,
enjoying a three-week recess and discarding
the obsolete notion that a session should run
continuously until its work is completed,
unfortunately enhances the false impression
that Capitol Hill this year has been a place
of somnolence. Using the normal but totally
misleading measuring stick of the number
of Bills passed, the 91st Congress, with a sub-
stantial Democratic majority in both houses,
does seem laggard. Even some high members
of the Nixon Administration have toyed with
the idea of going to the country in the 1970
mid-term elections by compalgning against
the "“do-nothing” Democratic-controlled Con-
gress, turning inside out the Truman cam-
paign of 1948,

In truth, however, the first eight months
of the 91st Congress, while skimpy quantita-
tively, are most impressive qualitatively. It
has pushed President Nixon into two courses
that just a few months ago he had not the
slightest intention of following: comprehen-
sive tax reform and substantial reduction in
defense expenditures. The tax reform Bill,
the only major legislation with a chance of
final passage this year, is almost entirely a
creation of Congress—a rarity over the past
36 years when the executive branch has
drafted almost all major legislation. Em-
boldened by these successes, Congress prom-
ises to go its way without paying much
heed to the White House.

GREEN BERET CASE

(Mr. GETTYS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GETTYS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
join in and associate myself with the re-
marks of Majority Leader ALBERT, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. ROGERS),
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
Ropivo), and the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. STEPHENS), in connection with
the poor handling of the so-called Green
Beret case in Saigon by the Secretary of
the Army.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the Secretary
has rendered a disservice to the Ameri-
can people and to the image of our mili-
tary forces by not convening the court
in this case under his jurisdiction rather
than under the military commander. The
interests of dedicated Army officers are
being sacrificed for apparent political
considerations. Respect for military jus-
tice is being seriously jeopardized.

THE NEWS MEDIA SHOULD FOCUS
WORLD OPINION ON THE TREAT-
MENT OF PRISONERS OF WAR BY
THE NORTH VIETNAMESE

(Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was
given permission to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr, Speaker and
Members of the House, at the close of
regular business yesterday afternoon the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr, DICKIN-
soN) took the lead in providing a forum
here in the House, under the mechanism
of a special order, for Members of the
U.S. Congress to make an effort to assist
our prisoners of war held by the North
Vietnamese and their families, their
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wives and loved ones back home, by try-
ing to influence world opinion against
the inhumanity of the North Vietnamese
and their violation of every moral con-
cept man knows anything about in the
treatment of American prisoners of war.
I commend him again for this action.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it needs to be
saild that if we are going to influence
world opinion, to bring some pressure to
bear on the immoral North Vietnamese,
we are going to have to have some real
help from the news media and from
every segment of the news media both
at home and abroad.

I do not know how many Members are
aware of it or not, but the Washington
Post this morning, the morning paper
here in our Nation's Capital, so far as
I can determine, did not see fit to even
mention what happened yesterday even
though nearly half the membership of
the House participated. The gallery was
packed with families of our prisoners.

I call now upon every segment of the
news media of this country to try to take
this cause to the news media of the
world, and let us influence worldwide
opinion in an effort that has to be un-
dertaken to bring some pressure to bear
on the Morth Vietnamese to at least pro-
vide humane treatment for our prisoners
of war. It is unconscionable that some-
thing of this gravity, so serious in na-
ture, could be totally ignored here at
home.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman {rom Alabama.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. The gen-
tleman is incorrect in one aspect. The
Washington Post did in fact report it.
I was dismayed to find that it was on
the society page. If anything is going to
get to Hanoi, I am sure it will be from
the society pages of the Washington Post.

Mr, WAGGONNER. I believe the gen-
tleman has really accented the problem.
I thank him for that statement. I am not
accustomed to reading the social col-
umns of the Washington Post.

Mr.

SOUTHERN SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, Mr.
Speaker, Vice President Acnew, in a
speech before the Southern Governors
Conference, stated what many of us in
the South have been saying for a long
time. A southerner himself, he is prob-
ably more keenly aware of the great dif-
ficulties the southern school districts are
experiencing,

He clearly voiced his opposition to “ar-
tificially contrived integration' saying:

I'm against busing those children to other
neighborhoods simply to achieve an inte-
grated status of a larger geographic entity.

He also dispelled the notion that this
administration is offering a special favor-
itism te Southern States saying that the
administration’s so-called southern
strategy is “no more than one of just
recognition and equitable treatment.”
Our measures do not favor the South, he
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said, but ask that all States achieve ex-
actly equal standards.

I hope that the Vice President is able
to convey his definitions of “just” and
“gquitable” and “artificially contrived in-
tegration” to the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare. And it would
mean much more to those troubled com-
munities in the South if some of Mr.
AGNEW'S words were translated into
court decisions and administrative rul-
ings.

It is easy to say “no busing,” Mr. Vice
President. But it is hard to explain to
a child who is being hauled halfway
across the county to satisfy the bureau-
cratic dreamers over at HEW.

THE NIXON DOMESTIC PROGRAM

(Mr. MacGREGOR asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, it is
seldom that a President’s domestic pro-
posals receive the wide acclaim accorded
President’s Nixon’s group of messages
that make up his “new federalism”
package.

In the few weeks since the President
spoke to the Nation outlining the new
federalism, every major newspaper in the
country and hundreds of smaller ones
have editorialized on his proposals.

Out of over 400 editorials only 30 were
opposed. Surprisingly only five consid-
ered the proposals inadequate. Another
25 thought that he was increasing the
size and scope of the welfare state.

But, Mr. Speaker, the Nation's news-
papers were overwhelmingly in favor of
the President’s program. In general, they
looked on it as a practical alternative to
the colossal failure of the current welfare
programs.

Mr. Speaker, one thing seemed to con-
cern the newspapers more than any-
thing. Their concern is that the Congress
will drag its feet on the legislation the
President will send up to implement his
program.

I do not believe we can afford to do
this. Too much is at stake. Too many
people, not only the newspapers, but
also the poor, and the people who pay
the bills—the taxpayers—are watching
carefully.

We cannot let them down.

PRESIDENT’'S SPEECH TO THE
UNITED NATIONS

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
if the United Nations is to be more than
a debating society and a propaganda
forum, the members of that organization
must respond meaningfully to President
Nixon's urging that they persuade Hanoi
to engage in productive peace negotia-
tions at Paris.

I would like at this time to commend
President Nixon for going before the
United Nations to make this eloquent
appeal for peace, this plea that member
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nations of the U.N. seek to use thelr good
offices on behalf of an early peace in
Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, there is no problem fac-
ing this Nation that is more pressing than
the Vietnam war. Any effort, therefore,
that the President makes which may
have beneficial results is very much to
be applauded.

I mentioned yesterday during House
discussion of the prisoner-of-war issue
that world opinion counts for something
even among Communist nations. I be-
lieve that to be true, and it is for that
reason I feel that President Nixon’s ap-
peal to the United Nations may have
some impact on North Vietnam.

If all 126 members of the U.N. were
to pressure North Vietnam for more
meaningful peace negotiations, I be-
lieve the result would be beneficial in
the cause of peace.

If only a fraction of the U.N. members
but a sizable number were to raise their
voices in protest against the unyielding
position of North Vietnam at Paris, the
result might be to move the other side
to some degree.

Mr. Speaker, I believe President
Nixon's initiative in going before the
United Nations on behalf of world peace
will have a salutary effect. I feel he de-
serves the commendation of this entire
House.

SEATS IN THE HOUSE CHAMBER
SHOULD BE RESERVED FOR MEM-
BERS ONLY

(Mr. ABERNETHY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, Tues-
day was a great day in this Chamber
when Members of the House and Senate
were afforded an opportunity to honor
our brave astronauts who walked on the
moon,

Naturally, this was a day when thou-
sands of people wanted to be in the
Chamber, to see and hear these brave
young men and pay to them an honor
they were justly due.

Mr. Speaker, during the years I have
been here I do not believe I have ever
seen the Chamber more crowded. Regret-
tably, some of the Members of the House
did not have a place to sit. This was due
to the fact that quite a number of unau-
thorized adults and children—and I love
children as I have three of my own—
were occuping seats which were actually
the seats of the Members. We frequently
bring our young children here. And as a
rule they can usually be taken care of
on such a day as last Tuesday by having
them occupy seats with the Members.
But certainly unauthorized adults should
not be in these seats or even in this
Chamber as some were last Tuesday. I
counted nine Members of the House of
Representatives who were standing
against the wall to my right and to my
left with no place to sit.

Now, Mr. Speaker, these Members did
not mind standing. However, there are
rules of the House regarding admission
to the Chamber and occupancy of the
seats. I trust that henceforth upon occa-
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sions of this kind that the rules are en-
forced and the seats of the House of Rep-
resentatives will be reserved for the oc-
cupancy only by authorized personnel,

Mr. Speaker, I am sure you are not
responsible for what happened Tuesday.
I know you share my views about this
matter.

A NEW HIGH REACHED IN INTER-
EST RATES ON GOVERNMENT
BONDS

(Mr. ALBERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
the Treasury Department announced
that it was offering $8.9 billion of Gov-
ernment securities at the fantastically
high interest rate of 8 percent.

This is the highest interest rate paid
on Government securities since the dark
days of 1859.

Mr. Speaker, this 8-percent interest
rate on securities backed by the full faith
and credit of the U.S. Government
should make it clear to everyone that
something must be done and done quickly
about these destructively high inter-
est rates. It is unconscionable that the
Federal Government must pay 8 percent
on its borrowings.

It is time that the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem perform its function and support the
Government bond market. We have a
Federal Reserve System to prevent the
American people from being gouged in
this manner. Yet, the Federal Reserve is
not acting to support the bond market
and as a result the taxpayers are being
struck with an unnecessary and heavy
burden of high interest on Government
borrowings.

Mr. Speaker, this is an emergency sit-
uation and it is a firm test of the Federal
Reserve's willingness to act in a respon-
sible manner and in the public interest.
I suggest that the Federal Reserve take
whatever action is necessary to reduce
the interest rate on Government securi-
ties well below this 8-percent level.

INTEREST RATES WILL CONTINUE
TO RISE UNTIL WE STOP SPEND-
ING

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I share the
distinguished majority leader’s concern
about high interest rates, but let me say
to the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ALBERT) that we got that way, at least
in part, by virtue of the fact that through
the years Congress and this Government
has been spending money that it did
not have., This Government has been
borrowing money in fantastic amounts.
It has been asking for the inflation that
produces 8-percent interest rates. Only
a few days ago the House went so far as
to approve a 10-percent interest rate on
Government-guaranteed loans and the
gentlemen voted for it.

Until we stop spending money that
we do not have, interest rates will con-
tinue to go up and up and up.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a gquorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No, 175]
Gray
Griffiths
Gubser
Hansen, Wash.
Hathaway
Holifield
Jones, Tenn,
Kee
Kirwan
Lipscomb
McDade
Morton
O'Hara

Blatnik
Bolling

Cahill

Clark

Clay

Corman
Dawson

de la Garza
Dent

Devine

Diggs
Edwards, Callf,
Fascell

Fulton, Pa., O'Eonski Utt
Gallagher Olsen Whalley

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 385
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

Pepper
Poage
Pollock
Powell

Price, Tex.
Purcell
Railsback
Roybal

Sisk

Stuckey
Sullivan
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.

EFFECTS OF IMPORTS

(Mr., ST GERMAIN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently, I overheard a 10-year-old girl say
that some houses should have a sign on
the outside reading, “This house fully
equipped and supplied by Japanese made
goods.” “Out of the mouths of babes,”
is a quotation that is particularly ap-
plicable here, and I say we should pay
heed.

The worsening import situation is
creating ever darker clouds over certain
sections of this country. Woonsocket,
R.L, in my district, for example, is being
hit particularly hard by the good for-
tune of foreign manufacturers.

Four weeks ago Uniroyal, Inc., em-
ploying 880 persons, announced that it is
closing down operations. The mass im-
ports of inexpensive footwear are re-
sponsible for this serious loss to the
city’s economy.

A week ago the president of the French
Worsted Co. in Woonsocket—Rhode
Island’s largest wool spinning opera-
tion—confirmed “a serious cutback and
layoff due to lack of business.” Textile
imports are taking their toll. The com-
pany work force which normally num-
bers 550 persons is down to 300.

An equally serious situation prevails at
many of the dye houses because of the
imports of dyed yarns, dyed fabrics, and
completed garments.

The manufacturing done by Woon-
socket’s industry is being replaced by
products from abroad. But Woonsocket's
industries are not the only ones in this
country which are being adversely af-
fected.

‘When are we going to wake up about
the import situation? A strong beginning
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has to bhe made while the Japanese dele-
gation is here to discuss textile imports.

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF
THE PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESI-
DENT

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 681) proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States re-
lating to the election of the President
and Vice President.

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 the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 681), with Mr. Mrrrs in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The CHATIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday the joint resolu-
tion was subject to amendment at any
point. Are there any amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF

COLORADO

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado, Mr, Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rocers of Colo-
rado: On page 2, line 20, after “least” strike
out “40” and insert 45",

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment increases the
amount of votes necessary to be declared
elected President, from a plurality of 40
percent to that of 45 percent. I offer
this amendment with the thought in
mind that we in America have learned
that we do not like to elect individuals
to public office unless they have a suf-
ficient mandate from the people.

Mr, Chairman, most of us know that
in many municipalities where there are
nonpartisan elections the candidates
must receive at least 50 percent of the
vote in order to be elected, or if they
fail to get the 50 percent, then there is
a runoff election.

In the history of the Nation from 1856
until the last election, there were only
three instances where a candidate run-
ning for President failed to get at least
45 percent of the vote. I feel that if a
man is to be elected President of the
United States, it should be by a vote of
more than 40 percent of the people. This
is especially true in order to assure a
mandate to the new President to move
forward and to govern effectively,

As I indicated a moment ago, there
have been only three instances since 1856
when the candidate failed to get as much
as 45 percent of the popular vote. The
objective of bringing about a runoff to
the people would be more readily ac-
cepted if we had a higher plurality
requirement.

It is my thought that there should be
a complete and full opportunity by the
voters of the Nation to express their
choice of President.

The resolution now pending before us
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provides for a popular vote. It also pro-
vides that the candidate who receives the
most votes in excess of 40 percent is
elected President. But if he receives less
than 40 percent and all other candidates
fail to get 40 percent, then the two high-
est candidates would have to participate
in a runoff.

I believe that if we require a plurality
of at least 45 percent, rather than 40
percent, we will assure a more represent-
ative form of government for the people,
while also guaranteeing the fullest op-
portunity to the people to express their
will in the election of the President.

I, therefore, urge the members of the
Committee to adopt this amendment,
and thereby aid in the approval of this
resolution.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment, although I do so re-
luctantly, because the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. RoGers) performed yeo-
man service in the many hearings which
were held on this important constitu-
tional proposal.

_Mr. Chairman, the Nixon administra-
tion and the Electorial College Reform
Commission of the American Bar Asso-
ciation both gave careful consideration
to the question of what should be the
minimum required percentage of the
popular vote to elect the President. Both,
the administration and the ABA con-
cluded that it should be 40 percent.

The 40-percent figure is obviously a
compromise. A higher figure would en-
courage third parties and thus increase
the possibility of a runoff which no one
really desires. A lower figure would pro-
vide a very small mandate for the man
elected President and would, more im-
portantly at this stage of the amending
1tqz'ocess, jeopardize chances for ratifica-

ion.

The 40-percent figure is historically
sound. Popular vote election totals have
been tabulated as far back as 1824. In
those 37 elections, only once did all the
candidates fail to reach 40 percent. That
one time occurred in 1860, when Abraham
Lincoln just barely missed receiving 40
percent of the popular vote. His name
did not appear on the ballot in 10 States.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the rejection of
this amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I share with the dis-
tinguished minority leader of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, my eminent and
esteemed friend, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. McCuLLocH), his opposition to
this amendment. I do that reluctantly
also because we have an abiding affec-
tion for the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. Rocers). He has been one of the
mainstays of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, and has stood by our side through-
out the very arduous and lengthy hear-
ings that we have held on this very
important constitutional amendment.

The committee considered the ques-
tion of whether the minimum plurality
should be 40 percent or 50 percent, or
whether it should be 45 percent. It also
considered whether a simple plurality is
appropriate. After full deliberations the
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committee concluded that it would be
far better to provide for a 40-percent
plurality requirement.

But it is not merely 40 percent. This
must be distinctly understood. It is not
that alone. The proposed new bill re-
quires that the individual who is elected
must win the most votes. He must get
the plurality of the popular vote and at
least 40 percent.

You and I and Governors and super-
intendents of education if they are
elected, and most other public officials in
the States, counties, and the cities, are
elected by a plurality. We provide for a
plurality in the new article of amend-
ment, but we also add the other condition
of a 40-percent minimum. There must be
some minimum because if we had a sim-
ple plurality it is possible that a Presi-
dent could be elected with only 20 per-
cent of the popular vote, or only 30 per-
cent of the vote.

The President must be in a position to
unify the Nation. He must be in a posi-
tion to lead the Nation. If he only gets
that small and minuscule number of
votes behind him, he is not necessarily
the leader of the Nation. He will have
his troubles. Therefore, we set the re-
quired amount at least 40 percent be-
cause, as has been repeatedly stated here
today, some 15 Presidents were elected
with less than 50 percent of the vote and
all but one received more than 40 per-
cent. Lincoln was elected with less than
40 percent of the vote.

So we set it at 40 percent. Now if we
increase the amount over 40 percent, we
have to consider whether or not the in-
creased number will give encouragement
to splinter parties and will make more
likely a runoff election. We do not want a
runoff if we can avoid it.

Runoffs are costly. They mean a repe-
tition of the irritations and the frustra-
tions and the vast expenditures of money
involved in elections, We do not want to
increase the possibility of a runoff if we
can avoid it.

But if you increase the amount above
40 percent, then to that degree you in-
crease the chance that spoilers and
splinter parties may come into the pic-
ture and try to make deals. That was
exemplified in the last election when one
candidate, as you may remember, came
forward and tried to make a deal with
either Mr, Humphrey or Mr. Nixon. He
said, “If you will agree with me to give
me the choice of some members of the
Cabinet and if you will not enforce un-
duly the civil rights laws, I will throw
the weight of my influence and power
and prestige to you.”

Happily neither candidate fell for that
kind of intrigue and they rejected that
kind of deal. But nobody knows what
the future can bring forward. It may be
that we will have candidates that might
be weak enough in the moment of stress
and strain to make a deal. We do nof
want those deals. We have tried to dis-
courage such deals by making the re-
quired plurality high enough to prevent
spoilers from getting into the picture and
making possible deals.

Therefore, we say that 40 percent is
sufficient. It is not too high and it is not
too low. We, members on the Committee
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on the Judiciary, have spent hours on
this matter. We did not reach our judg-
ment on this proposition in an arbitrary
manner. We went into it thoroughly. The
members exercised their intelligence and
we finally came forward with a 40-per-
cent figure.

I do hope, therefore, that the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished gentle-
man from Colorado will fail.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WAG-
GONNER FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR. ROGERS OF COLORADO
Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I

offer a substitute amendment for the

amendment offered by the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. ROGERS).

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WAGGONNER
as a substitute for the amendment offered
by Mr. Rocers of Colorado: On page 2,
line 20, strike out “40" and insert in lieu
thereof “50".

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, if
you paid particular and close attention
to the three Members who preceded me
in the well, first the gentleman from
Colorado who offered the 45-percent
amendment to the committee resolution,
you will recall, said that whoever is
elected President of the United States
ought to have a mandate from the peo-
ple and that in his opinion a 40-percent
plurality did not constitute a mandate.
I could not agree more.

The gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
Rocers) was followed in the well by the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
McCuULLOCH) .

Mr. McCurLrocH took the position
that we should not increase the percent-
age from 40 percent for two rather
spurious- reasons, neither of them hav-
ing any value. First of all, the American
Bar Association thought that 40 percent
is what we ought to have. The American
Bar Association does not make decisions
here in this Congress for me. The people
elected me to the Congress, not the ap-
pointed officials of the American Bar
Association.

He further attempted to justify not in-
creasing the percentage, as the gentle-
man from Colorado recognizes ought to
be done, by stating that we did not want
to do anything to encourage third par-
ties—and he specifically made reference
to third parties. This in itself really
should tell you why we have this legis-
lation. They are trying to tighten or in-
crease the strength of the two-party sys-
tem to the detriment of any dissent that
a free American might want to voice.

Then the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
McCurrocH) was followed in the well by
the distinguished chairman of the House
Committee on the Judiciary, and he made
the statement, if you paid attention to
his remarks, that the President of the
United States ought to get a vote suffi-
ciently large to be able to unite the peo-
ple of this country. Certainly he is cor-
rect but I would ask you how many of
you really believe that a 40-percent plu-
rality is a vote which would be sufficiently
a mandate to bring about the uniting of
the people of this country under the
leadership of any President who does not
get any more vote than that?

Let me say this: During the course of
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the consideration of this resolution in
committee and during debate the people
have been misled into believing that this
resolution provides for a majority vote.

I am going to do what I did once before.
I am going to make reference to three
pieces of correspondence. The first is by
the National Federation of Independent
Businesses, which produced a poll show-
ing that an overwhelming majority of
our people favor the election of the Presi-
dent by a direct vote. But listen to what
they said. They did not tell the people
they were talking about a plurality of 40
percent. They will not tell you that. The
specific question asked was in these ex-
act words:

Do you favor presidential elections by
majority of the popular vote of the people?

My friends, I agree with the gentleman
from Colorado. The President should
have a mandate. It is only by a majority
vote that a President would have a true
mandate from the people.

Again I refer to a news report from the
United Automobile Workers dated Sep-
tember 11. They refer to the subject of
electing the President and the impor-
tance of having a majority President.
This is the title of this paragraph in this
United Automobile Workers report. They
state exactly this, in support of a major-
ity, not a plurality:

Direct popular election would give victory
to the majority candidate and is the only
forthright, foolproof answer to this problem.

I also quote from the United Auto-
mobile Workers Washington Report
dated September 15. Listen to what they
have to say again:

Certainly an overwhelming majority ac-
cording to polls agree on the majority ap-
proach to presidential elections.

My friends, if you want your President
and my Presiden? to have a mandate and
be one who can unite the people—and we
want a true democracy and not a raw
democracy—then let us forget the idea
of plurality Presidents, if we are going to
a direct vote, and let us elect majority
Presidents who do have a mandate from
the people.

What is wrong with that? Not a thing
in the world. Do not kid the people. If
we are going to have a direct vote we
should require a majority, not a plural-
ity.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. BIESTER) .

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, the sub-
stitute would aggravate the problems
which were referred to by the chairman
of the committee, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. CeLLEr), when he ad-
dressed himself to the figure of 45 per-
cent, for obviously by each percentage
point we rise above 40, we increase the
chance and likelihood of splinter parties
throwing the Nation into a runoff elec-
tion.

As one rises above 45 percent, this
opportunity increases, and it increases,
I submit, almost in geometric pro-
gression.

If one looks at the hearings on page
1009, he will find listed the Presidents
of the United States who, since we kept
records on the subject, have served even
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though they received less than 50 percent
of the total popular vote in the country.
They include Presidents Adams, Polk,
Taylor, Buchanan, Lincoln—who re-
ceived less than 40 percent, Mr. Chair-
man, but I think it is proper to point
out that President Lincoln was not even
on the ballot in 10 of the States of the
then Union—and Presidents Hayes, Gar-
field, Cleveland, Harrison, Cleveland
again, Wilson twice, Truman, Kennedy,
and Nixon.

In all of those circumstances—and I
believe that is 15 out of 37—had a ma-
Jjority been required, we would have had
a runoff election.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for one brief
comment?

Mr. BIESTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr, Chairman, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania makes
reference to the fact that only President
Lincoln was elected with a vote which to-
taled less than 40 percent.

Mr. BIESTER. It is not only Lincoln,
but I mentioned that point when I re-
ferred to his name.

Mr. WAGGONNER. But when we are
talking about uniting the country, would
the gentleman not say that President
Lincoln failed to do just that?

Mr. BIESTER. I might say the Presi-
dent who received the largest mandate in
this country, ever, was a man who de-
clined to run for a second term, in part
because of national disunity.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe it is
necessary to elaborate on the very cogent
observations and arguments of the
chairman of the committee. I simply
point out that the substitute amendment
agegravates the chance and encourages
the country to go into splinter parties
and increases the likelihood that we will
have a runoff election—which, of course,
all of us would not like to see happen
under any circumstances.

I think the committee’s position of 40
percent is a thoroughly rational position.
Forty percent is a figure below which
only one President in the last 100 years
has gone, and that was President Lin-
coln, and I have explained those circum-
stances somewhat. It is a figure which
prevents and is intended to preclude the
effectiveness of third parties in their de-
sire to wheel and deal in choosing the
ultimate winner.

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly urge the
House to reject the amendment and the
substitute.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I rise
in opposition to the substitute and the
amendment to the substitute.

Mr. Chairman, I rise reluctantly to
speak against the substitute and against
the amendment to it, because I think al-
most everything that the able gentleman
from Colorado and the able gentleman
from Louisiana have said is correet—
except their conclusions.

Of course, this leads to the reason why
the general change that is sought here
seems to me to be so undesirable, The
amendments themselves, I think, are un-
desirable and would make the change
worse than if the committee resolution
were enacted.
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It is popular today to say we should
“throw away tradition, respect, and
ceremonious duty,” and adopt some new
method which on its face appears to solve
a problem. But I suggest here that the
problem which is addressed by these
three choices of percentage emphasizes
the existence of a problem that is not
solved by the basic resolution and would
not be met by the amendments.

The important thing about the system
that exists today is that when a Presi-
dent is elected, history has shown us
he is nearly always elected by a sweep-
ing electoral vote. This may not appear
important to people today, but it has
unified this Nation for 180 years. For
some reason—and I think it is a reason
closely akin to the intelligent pragmatism
of the common law—the electoral vote
magnifies the popular vote majority.

Mr. Chairman, it is that fact which
gives the people a feeling of finality in
our presidential elections, a feeling that
the election was a valid determination
by and for the Nation, It seems to me
we make a mistake if we argue over a
number of different percentages and
come out with a conclusion that a man
elected by, say 35 or 40 or 45 percent thus
receives a mandate of the people to lead
the Nation.

Mr. SANDMAN. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the substitute amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, we have, up to now, I
believe, done away with most of the evils
we have sought to do away with.

Everyone with whom I have talked
seems to be of an opinion that perhaps
the best way to do this is by a direct
election. I believe we have accomplished
that.

I am prepared, as most people here
are, to vote for almost any plan that will
guarantee the direct election of a Presi-
dent in preference to the system we now
have.

I do not expect the amendment of the
gentleman from Colorado to be adopted,
although I would rather have his amend-
ment adopted than I would a 50 percent
plus one majority rule adopted because
I am also of an opinion that the next
thing we want to accomplish is that kind
of an election of the President which
will leave no doubt as to any further
proceedings. The biggest thing we want
to do away with here, I believe, is the
horror of the election to the highest
office resolving itself under the present
system to the House of Representatives.
This I am sure everybody wants to do
away with.

If this is what we hope to accomplish,
then I believe we should address our-
selves to that contingency which would
throw the election either to this body or
under some other process. This is the
next largest problem.

Many people are also of the opinion
that we should restore and maintain a
strong and healthy two-party system.
This I certainly favor, also. We have
great fear, obviously, judging from all
the speakers who have spoken, that
various plans will encourage the third-
party system. Well, this is important,
and this, I believe, we should direct our
attention to at this moment. I know of
no other way to encourage third parties,
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I know of no other way to make a man
like George Wallace more powerful, than
to demand that the President of the
United States must have a vote equal to
50 percent plus one. This would have
been tantamount to having that man
practically name the President of the
United States in the year 1968, and I am
sure nobody here wanted that to happen.

I do not see any real significance to
the magic figure of 40 percent, and I am
not persuaded to adopt that just be-
cause the American Bar Association
thinks it is a good idea. In this instance
I share the opinion of my friend from
Louisiana. We were elected to make the
laws, not the bar association.

I am sure my theory is not going to be
adopted, either. I was going to put in an
amendment to the effect that the Presi-
dent of the United States should only
be required to get a plurality of the vote
by direct election. This would do away
with any possible contingency of having
some other election.

If we go through the records it is quite
obvious that no splinter group, no third
party, is going to win, anyway. I believe
that this way we are presenting a simple
constitutional amendment to the people
that they can buy. The lower we make
this requirement the better it would
work.

For this reason I am prepared to vote
for almost any measure that is going to
guarantee the election of the President
by a popular vote, but if we want to
make it a perfect legislative measure. I
believe we have got to take out the 40-
percent requirement.

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

Mr, SANDMAN. Yes. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr, Chairman, any re-
duction below 40 percent would be un-
desirable because it would undermine
the two-party system. An elimination al-
together would result in numerous splin-
ter parties. Under such a circumstance,
a President could be elected with a small
percentage of the popular vote and lack
the type of popular mandate necessary
to govern effectively. The two-party sys-
tem has helped to unify the United States
and has enabled Presidents to provide
necessary leadership.

By increasing 40 percent to a majority,
the number of elections resulting in a
runoff could be too numerous. Historical
experience indicates that a 40-percent
plurality requirement would make the
need for contingent elections extremely
remote. Splinter groups would very
rarely, if ever, be able to secure enough
votes to force a runoff election.

I urge defeat of this amendment.

Mr. DOWDY, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the substitute.

Mr. Chairman, during this debate I
have stated my firm opinion that a
President-elect should have a majority
vote mandate from the people some-
where down the line. The proposal before
us provides for election of a President
by 40 percent of the vote. I support the
amendment to require 50 percent of the
vote for election.

The ranking minority member of the
Judiciary Committee has just stated dur-
ing the debate on the pending amend-
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ment that the 40-percent figure is a com-
promise. It is a compromise all right. It
compromises the integrity of the vote.
It compromises the popular one-man,
one-vote concept by substituting there-
for the concept of one man, 11 votes.
It would provide that a President-elect
could take office, having received only
two out of five of the votes cast, mean-
ing that he would have only a 40-percent
mandate—that he could be bitterly op-
posed by the other 60 percent of the votes.
It would make possible the election of a
President who is not supported by the
people. It would make it possible for the
voters of the 12 largest cities to elect a
President who would completely disre-
gard the remainder of the Nation. It
would mean campaigns would be directed
to those cities, ignoring the voters of
the other areas.

We call this a nation ruled by the ma-
jority. The amendment of the gentleman
from Louisiana should be adopted, in
order that the will of the majority might
prevail.

If we are to abolish the electoral vote
concept, which provides a majority elec-
tion, we surely should preserve the ma-
jority concept in the proposed new
method.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the
substitute.

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

Mr. DOWDY. Yes. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MIKVA. Would the gentleman also
be for his 50-percent requirement for the
election of Congressmen?

Mr. DOWDY. Certainly.

Mr. MIKVA. But you are aware no
Member of Congress at this point is sub-
Jject to such requirement?

Mr. WAGGONNER. Will the gentle-
man yield?

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. Could I correct the
gentleman’s erroneous statement? It re-
quires 50 percent plus one, a majority,
to be elected in a primary as a Member of
Congress from the State of Louisiana,
and I think it should remain that way.

Mr. DOWDY. I do, too. Thank you.

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

Mr. DOWDY, Yes. I yield to the gentle-
man from Rliode Island.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of House Joint Resolu-
tion 681, the proposed constitutional
amendment which would abolish the
electoral college system and provide for
the direct popular election of the Presi-
dent and Vice President of the United
States.

Chairman CerrLer has correctly
pointed out that it is “downright un-
civilized” to perpetuate a system which
could make winners losers and losers
winners. The continued survival of our
political system is based upon the ability
of the people to choose their leaders. In
my estimation, over the years, the wis-
dom of the electorate has been proven.

In one of the most perceptive analyses
of American politics that has ever been
written, De Tocqueville’s “Democracy in
America,” it was pointed out:
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In the United States, the majority governs
in the name of the people .. . the people
therefore are the real directing power.

Today we exist with an electoral sys-
tem that has, within its archaic me-
chanics, the ability to deny the rights of
the majority. This amendment will help
insure the fact that regardless of in what
city, State or section of the country a
voter resides, his ballot will be counted
on an equal basis with all others.

Last year we saw tremendous ex-
amples of the benefits of involvement
and participation in the demoecratic
process. The direct election of the Presi-
dent and Vice President will not only
lead to greater participation on the part
of hundreds of citizens, but also, and
more importantly, it will heighten the
effectiveness and equity of our electoral
process.

House Joint Resolution 681 is not a
haphazard move aimed at eliminating a
third party threat, but rather a well-
planned, well-thought-out amendment
that seeks to insure the responsiveness
and effectiveness of our democracy. With
our present system we have seen how
power brokers can be born, we have seen
how sectionalism can arise, and how the
intentions of the majority can be ignored
by the electors of any given State.

Mr. Chairman, the people and only the
people should be power brokers. The
deadlocks and bargaining that could
well become reality under our present
system must be eliminated. House Joint
Resolution 681 would remove these
threats by returning power to the elec-
torate, the people of this great country.
In my estimation, this is exactly where
it belongs.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. Chairman, what is the magic in
40 percent? Why not 39? Why not 41?
All of these would specifically legalize
election of a President by less than a
majority vote. Now, as I understood the
proponents of the direct popular vote
system, they believe in pure democracy.
Have you stopped to think that the pres-
ent system provides for the election of
your President and your Vice President
not by 40 percent, but it provides for
these officers to be elected by a majority
vote? Granted not a direct majority vote
of the people but a majority vote of the
electors elected by the people. So we
presently have a majority vote require-
ment for the election of the President
and Vice President.

Really, do we want to provide a
method whereby we tell the American
people that we want their No. 1 and No. 2
administrative officers elected by a mi-
nority vote?

Now, let us be honest with the people.
As the gentleman from Louisiana
pointed out, the three polls that he cited,
the question presented to the people was
whether or not they would like or prefer
to have the President elected by a direct
popular vote—that is by a majority of
the popular vote.

Now, Mr. Chairman, various speakers
have stated anywhere from 70 percent
up to 81 percent of the people are in
favor of such a direct vote system. The
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only question I ask is this: Why was it
not 99 percent? If you ask the people on
the street whether or not they are in
favor of electing the President by a
majority of the people voting, why would
it not be 99 percent responding affirma-
tively? Because most of the people feel
that that is exactly the way it is done
right now. So, it is surprising to me that
the response was not 95 percent or 99
percent.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard these
figures cited from the various polls over
and over again but somehow we forget
the form of the question propounded. If
we would be honest with the people and
try to enact legislation in line with
the specific question presented to them,
then we should be in favor of electing
the President and Vice President by a
majority popular vote.

One final thing which I would like to
point out: Repeatedly have the advo-
cates of change—and I can see the im-
perfections of this system and I person-
ally believe that the district system is
best—but over and over again they have
said we must do something, because if
there had been a shift of 1 percent in
the vote this would have resulted in
utter confusion; if there had been this
occurrence, chaos would have resulted,
and if this other thing had occurred, we
would have faced a catastrophe. But
these “ifs"” never developed, Mr. Chair-
man.

Well, may I say to you, Mr. Chair-
man, is it not just as logical—in fact,
more logical—to argue that since these
“ifs” did not eventuate such fact is in
favor of rather than against? It is a fact
that it did not happen. We were not
thrown into this confusion. We were not
thrown into a state of utter chaos as
some have said could have happened.

Mr. Chairman, I am not using that as
a basis for stating that the present sys-
tem is perfect. Oh, no. I remember the
statement made by the distinguished
gentleman from California, the ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Rules, when he said as he heard the
arguments presented before the Commit-
tee on Rules and, also, as I have heard
the arguments presented here over the
past several days here on the floor of the
House, I am convinced that those who
wrote the Constitution did a rather mag-
nificent job in devising the present
system.

I believe, if I recall history correctly,
only 39 of the delegates to the Consti-
tutional Convention remained to sign
the final document. But as we look at it
in retrospect, I believe that they came
up with the best possible system for a
government not just for America, but a
government for the United States of
America.

So, those who would advocate—and I
endorsed and supported the district
plan—but those of you who are so in-
sistent that the people must speak out
and those who are so insistent upon the
democratic principles, then I ask you
how can you argue against the basic
principles of a pure demoecracy; namely,
election by a majority rather than a
minority vote. Not 40 percent, not 39
percent, not 41 percent or any other
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percentage,
gavern.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the mem-
bers of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Unlon will
favorably consider the amendment
which has been offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana, if you truly believe in a
democracy.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
RosTENKOWSKI). The question is on the
substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. Wac-
GONNER) for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
ROGERS).

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. CELLER) there
were—ayes 43, noes 33.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man pro tempore (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI)
appointed as tellers Mr. WAGGONNER and
Mr. Rocers of Colorado.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
71, noes 91.

So the substitute amendment was re-
Jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. ROGERS).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Rocers of Colo-
rado), there were—ayes 51, noes 68.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr, Chairman, 1
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr, RoGers of
Colorado and Mr. MIKva,

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes 67,
noes 87.

So the amendment was rejected.

(Mr. HUTCHINSON asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorbp.)

Mr, HUTCHINSON, Mr. Chairman, on
ratification of the Constitution, the
United States was created a Federal Re-
publie. Citizens of the States at once be-
came citizens of the United States, but
they did not thereby lose their State
citizenship. Instead, we are at the same
time citizens of the United States and of
the State wherein we reside.

In our Federal Republic, with powers
divided between the State and the Na-
tion, our people vote in their role as citi-
zens of their States. The Constitution
directs the apportionment of Members in
this House to the States and the people
of the State elect the members of that
State’s delegation here. Likewise, in the
other body it is the people of a State who
choose the two Senators from that State.

And as our presidential electoral sys-
tem has evolved, the people of each State
direct how the electoral vote of that State
shall be cast. There is not and never has
been any Federal election machinery.
Elections are conducted by the States. It
is the people of the States who partici-
pate in them. The concept of voting as a
function of State rather than National
citizenship is one of the marvelous
checks and balances within our federal
system. It is one of the powers reserved
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to the people of the States by the largely
ignored 10th amendment. I conceive it
to be the duty of the Congress, even in
writing constitutional amendments, to
preserve the fundamental federal struc-
ture of our governmental system.

I said a moment ago that as our pres-
idential electoral system has developed,
the people of each State direct how the
electoral vote of that State shall be cast.
The presidential electors appointed by
the several States under the original
Constitution were admittedly free agents
and I concede that they continued to be
free agents under the 12th amendment
as that amendment has been interpreted,
the latest instance being last January
by this Congress in the case of the North
Carolina faithless elector. But I submit
that it need not have been so, and a good
case could be made for holding that the
12th amendment binds electors to carry
out the trust imposed by the people who
elected them. To make out that case, we
need only remember why it was that the
12th amendment became necessary. Had
the electors remained truly free agents,
as the original Constitution intended
them to be, the circumstances which
necessitated the 12th amendment would
not have arisen. It was only because the
electors were no longer free agents but
were bound by party loyalty that the
12th amendment was made part of the
Constitution. Since the adoption of that
amendment back in 1804, presidential
electors could have been restricted to the
ministerial duty of casting their votes for
the presidential and vice-presidential
candidates of the party which elected
them. Because of those infrequent occa-
sions when the issue has arisen, the elec-
tors continue to be respected as free
agents, the Constitution now needs to be
amended to abolish presidential electors
a5 persons.

The oft-expressed theory is that the
will of the people might be thwarted in
the electoral college by men who can be-
tray their political trust. The recitation
of 180 years of history apparently fails
to allay those fears, although that his-
tory reveals no real cause for alarm, the
half dozen isolated cases of faithless
electors notwithstanding. The electoral
college has always been faithful to its
trust, casting the electoral vote in each
State as the people of that State have
directed.

As the electoral system has evolved,
the States have adopted a unit rule sys-
tem whereby the voters determine state-
wide for which party all of a State’s
electoral votes will be cast. The argument
is made that this winner-take-all system
denies any weight to those sometimes
very large percentages of the electorate
who cast their votes for the presidential
ticket which did not carry the State,
Well, let us look at that argument a min-
ute. It is equally valid to argue that those
voters who do not vote for the winning
candidate for U.S. Senator in their State
have lost their vote. Everyone who voted
against us who are Members of this
House likewise can argue that they lost
their vote. If we choose those who are to
occupy public office by the greater num-
ber of votes, then all of those who would
have chosen some other candidate in a
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sense do lose their votes. If, under our
federal system, the people of a State are
to determine how that State’s par-
ticipation in the choice of a President
shall be made, it is true that those who
vote for some other ticket likewise lose
their vote. But it is no different than in
the case of electing any other official.
Next, it is contended against the pres-
ent electoral system that it is possible
for a presidential ticket to win a majority
of the electoral votes without obtaining
a national plurality of the popular vote.
It can also be pointed out, though, that
it is possible for a party to win control
in this House of Representatives although
the total number of votes cast for con-
gressional candidates of the other party
nationwide may exceed the total cast for
the winning party. I have seen voting
statistics, which I do not have presently
at hand, showing that in some elections
my political party had received a larger
percentage of the total vote cast for con-
gressional candidates than was reflected
by its membership in the House. These
circumstances have not greatly alarmed
the people of the country, but they are
equally as valid criticisms as the argu-
ment that a President might be elected
who failed to receive the greatest num-
ber of popular votes. Eighty years ago
that happened. But not since Cleveland
won the popular vote and Harrison the
electoral vote in 1888 has the top runner
in the vote of the people failed to re-
ceive a majority in the electoral college.
The 20th century has been without
blemish in that regard although we have
experienced as many elections with sig-
nificant third party challenges in this
century as in the 19th. Recall the third
party threats in 1912, 1924, 1948, as well
as in 1968, yet in each of those cases as
well as in the close two-party elections
in 1916 and 1960, the electoral system
elected the candidate who also received
the most popular votes. Having disposed
of that one election 80 years ago when
the candidate who got the most popular
votes failed to win in the electoral col-
lege, we have to go back to 1876 and to
1824 to find the only other instances.
That this should have occurred but three
times in our history and not at all in this
century presages no real cause for alarm,
Turning now to another point, it is
clear that the writers of the.Constitution
expected presidential electors to be
chosen by districts within each State.
James Wilson of Pennsylvania initially
proposed an electoral college, and his pro-
posal described the electors as being
chosen by distriets within each State. In
the end, that detail was omitted from
the Constitution and each State was em-
powered to appoint electors in such man-
ner as the legislature thereof shall direct.
The States already have it within their
power to provide for the choice of presi-
dential electors by districts and no con-
stitutional amendment is requisite to ac-
complish any change from the winner
take all to the district system of choosing
electors. A constitutional amendment is
necessary, however, to abolish the elec-
tors as persons and, I repeat, that change
should be made to remove the threat of
the faithless elector.
The abolition of presidential electors
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as persons will also accomplish another
reform. Since there would be no electors,
it would be impossible for any State to
list a slate of electors on their ballots in
lieu of the names of the candidates of
the political parties and we would no
longer have any independent electors.

As I see it, there are only two changes
that need to be made at the present time
in the constitutional provisions for the
election of our President. The first is the
abolition of personal electors, and the
second is the problem of the contingency
election when no ticket shall have re-
ceived a majority of the electoral votes.
It has been 144 years since the House
has been required to choose a President,
and since that time our two-party politi-
cal system has developed. We may cite
some close elections and say that the
electoral system almost failed, but the
point is, it has not, suggesting that our
present political system is stronger than
some are willing to acknowledge. But
even if the electoral college should fail
to deliver the majority of the electoral
votes some time, because the people by
their suffrage direct no majority, the
House upon which the choice of a Pres-
ident will then devolve, will have also
been elected by the people directly an-
swerable to them within a 2-year period,
chosen through the same political par-
ties, a politically responsible party ca-
pable of reflecting the people’s will. The
framers of our constitutional system had
no fear of the House as an electing body.
On the contrary, they expected that most
Presidents would be chosen in the House.
The college of electors, meeting in their
respective State capitols, with no coming
together nationally, were not expected to
produce a choice nationwide. In effect,
the electors were expected only to nom-
inate the candidates from whom the
House should choose a President. As our
political system has developed, however,
the contingency of House election has
proven to be quite remote. There is no
empirical evidence that the contingency
will arise more frequently in the future
than in the past.

But the procedure for contingency
election put rorth in the 12th amend-
ment. gives to each State one vote, with
a majority of the States necessary to
elect. This procedure would be wholly un-
acceptable to the American people today
and is in need of change. It is also pos-
sible, if the House is in control of one po-
litical party and the Senate is in control
of the other, at a time when the House
is called upon to choose a President
and the Senate to choose a Vice Presi-
dent, that we could end up with a split
administration, a President of one party
and a Vice President of the other. That
happened only once in our history back
in 1796 when John Adams, a Federalist,
was elected President and Thomas Jef-
ferson, a Democratic-Republican, was
chosen Vice President in the electoral
college. In order to provide an accept-
able method of contingeney election, the
most reasonable change, it seems to me,
would be to provide that when no presi-
dential ticket receives a majority of the
electoral vote of the States, then the
Senate and the House, meeting as a
single body in a national assembly,

CXV——1636—Part 19

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

should proceed to choose a President and
a Vice President from among the top two
presidential tickets with every Senator
and every Representative having one
vote. A simple majority of the whole
number of votes cast would make the
choice. We would then be assured that
both the President and the Vice Presi-
dent would be of the same political party
and there would be as many votes cast
in the contingency election as there
were electoral votes cast in the general
election, the vote of the District of Col-
umbia only excepted.

To accomplish these changes, that is,
to abolish the electors as persons while
retaining to each State and to the Dis-
trict of Columbia its electoral vote, and
to provide for a more acceptable method
of contingency election, I introduced
House Joint Resolution 825. Within the
spectrum of alternatives, my proposal is
an automatic plan, automatic because
the electoral vote would be cast without
the existence of presidential electors.
The proposal does not reach the matter
of how a State shall cast its electoral
vote, whether statewide or by district,
because the constitutional power to make
those determinations already exists in
the States. House Joint Resolution 825
also would provide that if a ticket re-
ceives & majority of the electoral vote,
the House and the Senate would ascer-
tain that faet after counting the elec-
toral vote and would then immediately
act as a single-bodied national assembly
to choose a President and Viee President
from among the top two tickets.

I believe that desirable reforms can
be accomplished within our federal sys-
tem and that it is not necessary to de-
stroy the system. The committee pro-
posal, House Joint Resolution 681, in-
stead of strengthening our familiar sys-
tem, destroys it, in my opinion. The com-
mittee proposal has been promoted on
the grounds that it provides for the direct
election of the President by the people.
The truth is that the people already elect
our President directly but they do it
through a federal system where their
role as citizens of their States is also
preserved. Though I am not enamored
with the committee approach, I am no
less dedicated to the proposition that the
people shall elect their President. They
do that now.

As has been explained by earlier
speakers in this debate, the committee
proposal is a very simple plan. It would
have the people go to the polls in a na-
tional election and cast their votes for
President and Vice President. The ticket
which receives the greatest number of
votes will be declared elected, so long as
the winning ticket receives at least 40
percent of the total vote cast. In ease no
ticket received the 40 percent minimum,
a runoff election would be held in which
the people would choose between the top
two tickets. The Congress would be given
reserve authority to define uniform resi-
dence requirements to vote for President
and Vice President, Congress would also
be authorized to make uniform the man-
ner of holding the presidential election
and the Congress would provide for
counting the vote and ascertaining the
results. The Congress would also have
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power to provide for the inclusion of any
ticket on the ballot throughout the Unit-
ed States. Some of these powers vested
in Congress by the amendment are
broadly enough phrased so that we can
reasonably expect presidential elections
to be conducted according to Federal law
rather than State law.

Wholly in the spirit of improving and
perfecting the committee proposal and
without any purpose of obstructing it
whatever, I would offer four amend-
ments: First, under our present system,
it is necessary for the President and the
Vice President to come from different
States. I would amend the committee
proposal to provide that no eandidate
shall consent to the joinder of his name
with that of a resident of the same State
as himself. This would assure that there
would be a diversity of State citizenship
on each ticket in the future as in the
past.

The original Constitution did not define
any qualifications for the office of Viece
President. The 12th amendment, how-
ever, specifically states that no person
constitutionally ineligible to the office of
President shall be eligible to that of the
office of Vice President. The committee
proposal, House Joint Resolution 681, re-
peals by necessary implication all of the
12th amendment, except, hopefully, the
last sentence of that amendment, which
requires the Vice President to have the
same constitutional qualifications of eli-
gibility as the President. Committee
counsel states that in his opinion, noth-
ing in the committee proposal would of
necessity repeal that last sentence. But
the sentence is so clearly part of the elec-
toral process of the 12th amendment as
to raise doubts and in my opinion, it
should be stated again in this direct elec-
tion proposal in order to make sure that
it survives. I would, therefore, propose
to amend the joint resolution to specif-
ically require the Vice President to have
the same constitutional qualifications as
the President.

The present Constitution directs that
the day on which the presidential elee-
tors shall give their votes shall be the
same throughout the United States. The
committee proposal provides that the day
for presidential elections shall be uni-
form throughout the United States. I
would amend it to provide that the day
for presidential elections shall be the
same throughout the United States. I
believe that the word “uniform” and the
words “the same” are not necessarily
synonymous. I would prefer that we re-
tain the original phraseology of the Con-
stitution so far as possible.

My other effort to improve the com-
mittee proposal would rephrase the
rather inelegant language of seetion 3 in
order to remove reference to “a pair” of
persons. The Committee on the Judiciary
was not pleased with this wording and
in my opinion efforts should be made to
improve it on the floor.

Before concluding my remarks, I desire
to discuss the provisions of House Joint
Resolution 825 introduced by me. Section
1 provides that the States no longer ap-
point electors of President and Vice Pres~
ident but each State shall continue to
have a number of electoral votes equal to
the whole number of Senators and Rep-
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resentatives to which the State shall be
entitled in the Congress.

Section 2 provides that the people of
each State shall cast the electoral votes
of that State in elections for President
and Vice President. The times, places,
and manner of holding such elections
would be prescribed in each State by the
State legislature but the Congress might
at any time, by law make or alter such
regulations. The voters in each State
would have the qualifications requisite
for electors of the most numerous branch
of the State legislature, but a State may
reduce or waive its residence require-
ments for eligibility to vote in presiden-
tial elections. That would, however, be
left entirely to the States.

The third section provides that the
District of Columbia would have a num-
ber of electoral votes equal to the elec-
toral vote of the least populace State.
Congress would provide by law for elec-
tions at which the people of the District
of Columbia would cast the District’s
electoral votes and the Congress would
designate by law the officer in the dis-
triet whose responsibility it would be to
transmit the results of such elections to
the President of the Senate.

Section 4 provides that, following every
presidential election, the Governor of
each State would transmit to the Presi-
dent of the Senate of the United States
his certificate listing the names of all
persons voted for as President and Vice
President in his State, the number of
popular votes received by such persons,
and the number of electoral votes, if any,
received by each. The President of the
Senate would, in the presence of the
Senate and House of Representatives,
open all the certificates and the votes
would then be counted. The person hav-
ing the greatest number of electoral votes
for President would be the President if
that number be a majority of the whole
number of electoral votes cast for Presi-
dent, and the person having the greatest
number of electoral votes for Vice Presi-
dent would be the Vice President if such
number be a majority of the whole num-
ber of electoral votes cast for Vice
President.

If no person received such a majority
of the electoral votes, then the person
who received the greatest number of
popular votes would be the President if
such number be at least 40 percent of the
total popular vote cast and the person
who received the greatest number of
popular votes for Vice President would
be the Vice President if such number
be at least 40 percent of the total popu-
lar vote cast. I would abolish the electors
as persons but retain the electoral vote.
I would require a ticket to obtain a ma-
jority of the electoral vote or if that
failed to obtain the greatest number of
popular votes so long as that number
represented at least 40 percent of the
popular vote cast.

But if no ticket received either a ma-
jority of the electoral vote or at least 40
percent of the popular vote, I would then
let the Congress decide, meeting as a
national assembly in a single body with
every Senator and Representative en-
titled to one vote. At the present time,
that national assembly would be made
up of 535 men and women, 435 of whom
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had been elected to the House of Repre-
sentatives and 100 Senators. A quorum
of that national assembly would be a
majority of the whole number of Sen-
ators and Representatives. That major-
ity would be 268, assuming no vacancies.
They would vote between the two top
contenders for President and the winner
would be the candidate who received the
most votes. The national assembly would
then proceed to choose a Vice President
from among the two top contenders for
Vice President and the candidate would
be elected who got the most votes in the
national assembly.

Consider for a moment what the situa-
tion would be when this necessity for
choice of a President and Vice President
by the Congress should arise. The people
would be so divided politically in the
country that no ticket would have re-
ceived as much as 40 percent of the pop-
ular vote. No one would have received a
majority of the electoral vote. A new
House would have been elected and one-
third of the Senate would have been
elected in that same decisive election.
That new Congress would have convened
on the 3d of January, only 17 days be-
fore a new President is to be inaugurated.
Under those circumstances, the urgency
of a selection would be paramount. The
selection of a President and Vice Presi-
dent under those circumstances should
be made as simple as possible. The party
which elected the largest number of the
Members of Congress, House and Sen-
ate, would choose the President.

The retention of an electoral vote sys-
tem with a fallback to the popular vote
winner, so long as he obtains at least 40
percent of the total vote cast, would have
placed the election of the President in
the House only once in our history, the
election of 1800 which resulted in an elec-
toral vote tie. The provision for a second
contingency calling upon the Congress to
choose a President only when the peo-
ple have failed to do so is extremely re-
mote. It is, however, necessary to pro-
vide for such a remote happening occur-
ring as it would only in circumstances of
great political instability, The electoral
vote system, on the other hand, has pro-
moted political stability, has promoted
a strong two-party system in this coun-
try and without exception during the
past 144 years, it has worked. Section 5
of my proposed substitute would specifi-
cally spell out that the President and
Vice President, shall not, when elected,
be inhabitants of the same State and
that no person constitutionally ineligible
to the office of President shall be eligible
to that of Vice President of the United
States.

In concluding, Mr. Chairman, let me
say once again that, in my opinion, the
committee set out to correct some short-
comings in our presidential electoral sys-
tem and ended its labors by destroying
the system. I am for reforming of the
present system. I am not for destroying
it.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, M'CLORY

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McCLory: On

page 1, line 6, strike all after the word “Con-
stitution” down through line 8 and insert in
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lieu thereof the following: “when ratified by
conventions in the several states, as provided
in the Constitution, within seven years from
the date of its submission by the Congress:",

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Mec-
Crory was allowed to proceed for 5 ad-
ditional minutes.)

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Illinois is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment is intended to give effect to
what I believe is in the minds of everyone
in this Chamber, and that is that the di-
rect popular vote is popular. I have in my
hand an article which appeared in Na-
tion’s Business, September 1969, entitled
exactly that: “The Popular Vote Is
Popular.”

The amendment would take advantage
of that provision in article V, which is
the article which authorizes amend-
ments to the Constitution, so that the
direct popular vote amendment could be
submitted to State ratifying conventions
instead of to the legislatures of the 50
States.

When the original Constitution was
adopted in September 1787, George
Washington, who was president of the
Constitutional Convention, directed that
the original Constitution be submitted to
a convention of delegates chosen in each
State by the people thereof. In other
words, the original Constitution was rati-
fied in this manner. When the original
amending authority was placed in the
Constitution, article V as originally
drafted provided for the ratification of
amendments to the Constitution only in
this way: by ratification of State-ratify-
ing conventions and not the State legis-
latures.

The original Constitution was ratified
by the State-ratifying conventions, It is
true that in the course of subsequent
amendments to the Constitution, they
have all been submitted to State legis-
latures for ratification with the excep-
tion of the 21st amendment, and it seems
to me the 21st amendment provides a
precise parallel and is interesting for us
to consider at this hour.

The 21st amendment, you may recall,
provided for the repeal of prohibition,
repeal of the 18th amendment, and the
Democratic and Republican Parties in
their national conventions in 1932 pro-
vided that they would support repeal of
prohibition and urged the submission of
the proposition to the people for the rati-
fication.

And this was done. The interesting
debates that were conducted in the Sen-
ate at that time are, of course, a part of
the ConGrREssioNAL REecorp of that day
and disclose the many reasons in sup-
port of this method as well as arguments
in opposition to it.

But may I just submit this: That the
21st amendment when submitted to the
people for ratification, when submitted
to State ratifying conventions, was rat-
ified in the period of 10 months—one
of the speediest ratifications which has
ever occurred.

The prineipal arguments, it seems to
me, which have been made against the
direct popular vote method of electing
the President and the Vice President of
the United States have been that the
State legislatures will not approve this
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change and that all we need is rejection
or inaction by 13 legislative bodies out
of the 99 and all our work will have been
for nought.

That argument has a very sound basis,
may I say. The UPI poll which was con-
ducted in May of this year and which is
referred to in the additional remarks
which I have includeu in the committee
report, showed that only 12 State legis-
latures of all those polled would support
the direct popular vote plan or would
ratify it, 10 were opposed, and 28 were
undecided.

This is the last poll which has been
conducted by UPL

May I say further that while our col-
league on the other side, the gentleman
from Michigan, Senator GriFrin, has
conducted a nationwide poll of the State
legislatures of the 27 smallest States,
which showed that 20 would support the
plan, and seven would oppose it, seven
rejections out of 27 certainly indicates
at least 13 of the 50 State legislatures
would reject it. I might say also that
only 44 percent responded, which is an
indication that the 56 percent which
did not respond would be opposed to the
amendment.

This, of course, is further proof of the
fact that the State legislatures would not
ratify the amendment if submitted to
them. Yet we know that the direct pop-
ular vote is popular. I believe it is pop-
ular., With all the arguments that have
been made against the direct popular
vote plan and in support of the district
and the proportional plans, the profes-
sional polls indicate that nationwide 80
or 81 percent of the people support the
direct popular vote plan.

In my own distriet, where I believe the
people do understand what they are
voting for, the returns were over 75 per-
cent in support of the direct popular
vote, and 15 percent, I believe, for the
proportional plan, and a smaller num-
ber in support of the district plan.

Let me say this: I have gone on radio
in my distriet and I have had news con-
ferences, and I have talked to a number
of clubs and organizations, and I have
explained to them many reasons for
supporting the district plan, and why 1
thought it was a valid plan. But, never-
theless, despite all the explanations,
when the people were given a chance to
vote on it, they knew what they wanted.
They want the right to vote for the
President and the Vice President of the
United States.

So I say this: Why not let the people
decide this issue? Why leave it up to the
legislative bodies? The State legislators
are elected not on the basis of whether
they are going to ratify or reject this
particular proposal but are elected on a
great many other issues, and many of
the legislators have served in the State
legislatures for a long time, and we can
understand that. But if we give this op-
portunity for ratification to the State
ratifying conventions, the delegates will
run on the basis of whether they are
going to support the direet popular vote
or vote against it.

That issue would be decided by the
people and would be decided in the State
ratifying conventions.

It seems to me this is one time par-
ticularly—as I suppose it was also in
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the case of the repeal of prohibition—
when the people are asking for an op-
portunity to express themselves, and this
is the time when we can do that.

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

Mr. McCLORY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. RAILSBACK. I should like to ask
the gentleman what he envisions would
be the timetable in the event his amend-
ment becomes a part of this resolution?

Mr. McCLORY. Well, I know that next
year there are not too many legislative
bodies which will meet, so that the
chances of ratification under either sys-
tem next year are perhaps a little re-
mote.

It was argued at the time of repeal of
prohibition that it would take a long
time for the State conventions to be as-
sembled and organized. They gave esti-
mates of ‘wo and a half or 3 years
or something like that. As a matter of
fact, the ratification occurred in 10
months.

The opportunity to set up the State
conventions and to operate them was
given entirely to the States, even though
I believe Congress could develop this
mechanism. Nevertheless, the States as-
sumed that responsibility and carried
through their responsibility very
promptly.

Mr. RAILSBACEK, If the gentleman
will yield further, it seems o me in the
State of Illinois that this would require,
first of all, action by the State legislature.
I believe my recollection is correct that
it would require a two-thirds vote of each
house.

Mr. McCLORY. No; the gentleman is
wrong. It is a majority vote of the legis-
lative body, I believe, on ratification,
which would be sufficient.

Let me say that a number of States
set up the machinery for ratification by
State conventions at the time of repeal
of prohibition. I believe 16 States still
have statutes on their books for State
ratifying conventions. The machinery for
doing this is very simple, and it is very
easy to earry out.

I am sure there would be no impedi-
ment insofar as the State legislative
bodies are concerned, If there were an
impediment, there is substantial author-
ity—and I support this position—that
the Congress can establish the mecha-
nism and provide the machinery for es-
tablishing and conducting such State
ratifying conventions.

Let me say further that 25 of the
States which did ratify the repeal of
prohibition recognized that the Con-
gress also had this authority.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. McCLORY. I yield further.

Mr. RAILSBACK. I am not sure I am
opposed to the amendment. What I am
trying to do, really, is to show every
Member what would be the likely time-
table. I wish to peint out it is my under-
standing that if the amendment became
a part of this resolution it would require,
first of all, action by each body of a bi-
cameral State legislature, and we now
have 49 bicameral assemblies in our 50
States. Then there would have to be
delegates selected. In the case of Illinois
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they would have to run in the senatorial
district, and two would be elected from
each senatorial distriet. Then they would
have to meet in convention.

Mr. McCLORY. No, I disagree with
that. I think the machinery is very sim-
ple.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Would it have to be
ratified by the people?

Mr. McCLORY. No. There is no rati-
ficatici. by the people. There is an elec-
tion by the people of delegates. The dele-
gates are elected on the basis of whether
they support or reject the constitutional
amendment. It is done very easily, very
simply, very inexpensively and very
promptly. We had a demonstration of
that in the adoption of the 21st amend-
ment.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment and move
to strike the requisite number of words.

With all due deference to my distin-
guished colleague and former colleague
in the State Legislature of Illinois, I rise
in opposition to this amendment on two
major points.

First, there is a substantial cost figure
involved here in calling for these conven-
tion elections within the States. For in-
stance, Illinois currently has a vacancy
for a Member of this body which is not
being filled by a special election because
the Governor says that the cost of that
special election is prohibitive. So for 18
months the people of the Sixth District
of Illinois will be without representation
in the House of Representatives in Wash-
ington, D.C., because of the cost of a sin-
gle election in one district. This amend-
ment will require elections throughout
50 States,

More important, it seems to me, we are
adding fuel to the charge that the Fed-
eral Congress has no faith in State legis-
lative operations. I know that the spon-
sor of this amendment does not feel that
way, since he himself is a former member
of the State legislature and a very dis-
tinguished one. I know he recognizes the
very useful and important role the State
legislatures play.

I think if we made this proposal a part
of the electoral reform package we would
simply be enhancing the opposition to
the general propositicn because it could
be used as a further argument that the
Federal “octopus” in Washington did not
trust State and local governments. Now,
I know that is not so and it is not the
motivation of the gentleman who spon-
sored the amendment, but it would have
that effect. We would be better off trust-
ing State legislatures which, despite their
other responsibilities and other preacecu-
pations, would recognize the important
responsibility for ratification and carry it
out accordingly.

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

Mr. MIKVA, Of course.

Mr. McCLORY. The genfleman will
not deny that the UPI poll indicated rati-
fication by the State legislative bodies
leaves ratification very much in doubt.

Furthermore, may I point out that
either a special session of the legislature
or the extended time which the legisla-
ture might take with regard to this sub-
ject, of course, both involve the guestion
of expense.
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These arguments which the gentleman
is making are the same arguments pre-
sented at the time of the submission
of the 21st amendment. The fact of the
matter is, however, when that amend-
ment was submitted it was promptly rati-
fied. As far as I know, it was relatively
inexpensive.

Mr. MIKVA. May I say to the gentle-
man first of all that I think the prospect
of voting “wet,” which was the concern
about the 21st amendment, was much
more politically dangerous than voting
for direct elections. We need not worry
here that the State legislatures will
worry about their feet being put to the
fire.

Second, on the Griffin poll that you
mentioned earlier, I find it interesting
that out of the 27 States polled, in 25
States the legislators said they person-
slly favored direct election but predicted
somehow that in five of those States
electoral reform would not be approved.

As is the case in this body itself,
many of us felt direct elections could
not go through the committee or go
through the Congress. I feel we ought to
trust the State legislatures to do their
job.

Mr. McCLORY. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. MIKVA. Yes. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. McCLORY. I would like to point
out the fact that many of the State
legislators who are for the direct elec-
tion mnevertheless predict that their
legislative bodies will not support it. That
is a further indication that you have to
give the people an opportunity to decide
this issue through the election of dele-
gates to State ratifying conventions.
Since we are providing for a direct
popular election system, we ought to let
the people decide the issue, we should
not authorize legislative representatives
elected on other issues decide the issues
for us and for the people themselves.

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I will not take the full
5 minutes, but I do regretfully rise in
opposition to my very good {friend’'s
amendment. I believe, however, it should
be defeated by the committee.

First of all, it is necessary for the State
legislatures in the various States to im-
plement the results of this amendment to
the Constitution. It is imperative from
the outset that they be involved in the
entire process, and their confidence be
received through it.

Second, with respect to time, I do not
believe that the convention system will
be faster, since in fact it will be necessary
for many State legislatures to take action
to create the conventions in the first
place. When they meet to do that they
might just as well meet to ratify the
amendment.

Third, with respect to the approval of
the amendment, it does seem to me in the
course of the passage of the 17th amend-
ment the same objection was raised;
namely, that the State legislatures
would not have given up the power they
had to select Senators to the U.S. Senate.
But, in faet, they did. A convention sys-
tem was not necessary, and the State leg-
islatures in fact did ratify the 17th
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amendment and did divest themselves of
that extraordinary power. I think they
did so because they recognized their
obligation to do so and because the pres-
sure of public opinion upon them was
considerable.

The same two circumstances will ob-
tain on this occasion, and I think we
should trust the individual State legisla-
tures. We will need their help in the rati-
fication of the amendment and in its
implementation.

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

Mr. BIESTER. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. I would like to point
out to the gentleman that in the com-
mittee report the additional views of the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HuTcH-
iNsoN) reproduces portions of an article
from the U.S. News & World Report in
which it is indicated that only 15 of the
50 States will gain from the direct popu-
lar vote amendment. It seems to me that
the pressures on the legislatures in the
34 States which will lose voting strength
will result in opposition so tremendous
that the legislatures of those States may
be inclined to reject ratification.

Mr, BIESTER. I think if the gentleman
from Illinois will refer to that article he
will find that the mathematical conclu-
sion reached in that article flies in the
face of the very expert, thoughtfully pre-
pared data offered us by Professor Banz-
haf, and I must say that I agree with the
professor’s mathematical findings.

Second, I think we in this Chamber
should not assume that we are the only
ones capable of recognizing and realizing
that the people want a direct election.
Our colleagues in representative govern-
ment, I believe, will join with us in
achieving the long-sought goal of direct
election.

The legislatures of our several States
are capable of the same responsibilities
as we are. We ought not to commit the
sin of presumption.

Mr, McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, does the
gentleman have any information beyond
that which was produced in the UPI re-
port or the poll conducted by Senator
GriFFIN which would give some assur-
ance of ratification by 38 legislative
bodies?

Mr. BIESTER. Only the Nation’'s Busi-
ness poll which was cited by the gentle-
man, I believe, and also the earlier poll of
3 years ago which was taken by the Sena-
tor from North Dakota.

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

Mr. BIESTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARE. Mr. Chairman, I am
wondering as I have listened to the de-
bate now since last Tuesday, how much
longer are we going to listen to this, day
after day, when everyone in this Cham-
ber understands the position that he is
going to take and also knows how he is
going to vote. Let us get started and
let us vote on this issue, one of the most
important issue facing the Congress, the
presidential election process. Let us get
going on it, What do you say?

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois which calls for the
ratification of the electoral reform
amendment by State-called constitution
conventions. I would also like to say that
I support the direct election of the Presi-
dent by the people—this being by popular
election.

Over the past few days, I have listened
intently to those discussions as to which
proposal would have the best chance of
being ratified by the State legislatures.
I think that we must not forget that this
electoral reform is taking place because
of the demands of the people which have
been made directly to us and not
through the State legislatures. I do not,
In any way, want to take away from the
capabilities of the State legislatures;
but, I feel that the people of this Na-
tion should have the opportunity to de-
cide how they would like to elect their
President, It is, therefore, my opinion
that the electoral reform amendment
should be placed before State-called
constitutional conventions for ratifica-
tion. This is a government of the people,
by the people, and for the people: and I
believe that this method for ratification
would best represent the feelings of the
people.

I do not believe that a vote for this
amendment and a vote for the direct
popular election is a conservative vote,
a liberal vote, a Republican vote, or a
Democratic vote; but a vote for the peo-
ple to elect their President and Vice
President by the direct method. I urge
the adoption of this amendment, and
the passage of the proposal which would
give the people the chance to select their
President and Vice President through di-
rect elections. I am going to cast my vote
for the people.

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

Mr. MIZELL, I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment the gentleman from North
Carolina and express appreciation for
his very helpful and constructive re-
marks.

I would also like to point out that
when the drafters of the Constitution
were faced with this issue they decided
that they wanted to submit the original
Constitution to State ratifying conven-
tions, and not to the State legislatures.

Anybody who thinks that this is just
a technical change is certainly mistaken.
This in my opinion is going to depend
upon whether we get ratification of the
people's right to vote, or we do not get
ratification.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MIZELL. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and I want to
associate myself with his remarks,

I would like to comment upon one
earlier point that was made in the de-
bate which I believe the House should
consider. The gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Mavyne) a few days ago discussed his
position favoring the district plan, and
against the direct plan. He said that he
was motivated in part in making his de-
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cision by the fact that he did not want to
find himself in disagreement with State
legislators running in future elections
because of a position he or they might
take with regard to the power the State
might lose from the ephemeral lesser
proportional representation that it has
been sald that some of the smaller States
might lose under the direct plan. I my-
self doubt this is an actual fact.

But I would point out that the argu-
ment of the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
McCrory), which I think is an excellent
one, in proposing this amendment would
avoid this difficulty that each of you may
have, and may face in supporting your
stand on the issue that we have before
us here, since it could become an issue in
your State legislative branch. I believe
that while the State legislature could
consider such an issue, but the basic
question is a national question.

Thus this is a question, as it has been
said earlier, that the people properly
should be asked to decide.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I want to com-
mend the gentleman for his remarks, and
point out that voting for this amend-
ment will have the effect of avoiding
putting the State legislature on the spot,
and avoid putting each of us in conflict
with the position of the State legisla-
tures,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, despite my personal
respect for the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. McCLory), for whom we have in-
deed an abiding affection, I must take
this rostrum and oppose the amendment
the gentleman has offered.

There is no basis for the assumption
that the State legislatures are not re-
sponsive to the wishes of the electors.
A recent survey conducted by the junior
Senator from Michigan, Mr. GRIFFIN,
discloses that there is sufficient support
for the ratification of the direct election
plan among the legislatures in the small-
er States. There is no warrant also in
departing from the almost uninterrupted
practice of State legislative ratification.
The repeal of prohibition is not a paral-
lel situation. The 21st amendment in-
volved repudiation of an amendment
adopted only 14 years earlier,

Conceivably, a referendum was suit-
able under such circumstances. I remem-
ber I was a member of the Committee on
the Judiciary when we proposed the re-
peal amendment. It might interest the
Members to know that at that time I
supported in the committee the conven-
tion method. But I also want to indicate
that word came from the White House
from Mr. Roosevelt personally that he
was very anxious to have the convention
method used for ratification.

Mr. Roosevelt was very astute. He
wanted to take advantage of the excite-
ment that permeated the whole Nation
with reference to prohibition. He had his
eye on the next election, and wanted to
capitalize on it.

I am free to confess I was a coconspira-
tor with him in that regard. But that in-
stance was highly different from today.
Almost all of the amendments were
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adopted by ratification by the State
legislatures.

As was pointed out by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, the 17th amend-
ment providing for the direct election of
Senators was approved by the State
legislatures. Here were the State legisla-
tures giving up a very great prerogative
and, yet, the Congress provided that they
should ratify. The 19th amendment that
concerned itself with the vote for women
was ratified by the State legislatures.

The question of the Presidential and
succession term, the 20th amendment,
was ratified by the State legislatures.

Prohibition repeal, was the 21st
amendment.

The 22d amendment, having to do with
the terms of the President was ratified
by the State legislatures.

The 23d amendment, extending the
presidential vote to the District of Co-
lumbia, was ratified by the State legisla-
tures.

The 24th amendment abolishing the
poll tax in Federal elections, was ratified
by the State legislatures.

The 25th amendment, having to do
with Presidential inability, was ratified
by the State legislatures.

So I do not see any reason why we
should depart from the tradition and the
custom that has prevailed; namely, rati-
fication by the State legislatures.

Now, the State legislatures, if they are
going to be using the convention method,
have to adopt first a procedure for the
holding of a convention. They have to
decide on procedures to select those who
will be delegates to the convention. That
is a cumbersome process and procedure.

They must determine the qualifica-
tions of the electors and the salary of
the members of the convention. They
must determine what shall be done at
the time of the convention, and the time
for holding the convention and where it
shall be held.

If the legislatures go through that in-
tricate process, in the first instance, why
can they not just simply accept or reject
the amendment we are offering them?

Thus, I see no reason why we should
go through the cumbersome procedure
provided for by the convention method.
We only provided for the convention
method in the case of repealing prohibi-
tion in the Roosevelt administration, and
there were political reasons for that.

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

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. McCLORY. I just want to point
out that I think the impatience that the
pepole felt at the time of the repeal of
prohibition is the kind of impatience that
the people feel now with respect to their
right to vote to elect a President and
Vice President of the United States.

Might I point out further that the
machinery has already been set up in
16 of the States as a result of the repeal
of the 21st amendment.

May I say further that we should not
be afraid. If we are not afraid to let the
people vote to elect a President and Vice
President of the United States, we should
not be afraid to let the people decide
through the election of delegates and by
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a State convention whether they want
to ratify or reject this proposal.

Mr. CELLER. I certainly am not
afraid. I certainly have worked hard to
get this amendment perfected.

You know there is an old saying—if
you are afraid of the forest, you will
never see the wolves. I want to know the
wolves. I want to know all the dangers
and the facts and circumstances and
weigh all the facts and circumstances. I
am not afraid. I am not afraid of the
State legislatures. I think they will ratify
this proposal directly. That is what I
believe.

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

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. McCLORY. I certainly want to
indicate to the gentleman my strong
support of the direct popular election
prineiple.

I further want to indicate to the gen-
tleman that I believe this amendment
will strengthen the proposal and will
assure its ratification.

I am very fearful, on the basis of what
I have read and on the basis of polls
that have been conducted that the State
legislatures will not ratify it.

I think there is a direct corollary be-
tween the repeal of prohibition where
the State legislatures were elected as
drys—that is voting dry and drinking
wet. In this case I think the State legis-
latures may adhere to the bonus vote
principle or the State interest which they
have in this subject, and not the right of
the people to vote to elect a President
and Vice President.

Mr. CELLER. I remember the pro-
hibition era very well. Let me illustrate
what was happening in the country and
the desire of the people for a change.
I had inherited some 600 acres of land in
the vicinity of Cimarron, Kans. I went
out there to see the property.

I got off the Santa Fe Railroad there
in Cimarron. It was a cold night. A bliz-
zard enfolded the area. I said to the
conductor of the car, “Where can I get
something strong to drink?”

He said, “You have to ask the station-
master.”

I went to the stationmaster, and I
said, “Where can I get something strong
to drink? I am very cold.”

He said “Are you a stranger here?”

I said, “Yes.”

He said, “I'll tell you, Go across the
railroad track, and a block below is a
schoolhouse. That is the only place in
Cimarron where you can’t get it.”

That is what happened. That was the
situation throughout the length and
breadth of the land. The whole Nation
wanted repeal of prohibition. That is
why Roosevelt took advantage of it.

(On request of Mr. McCrory and by
unanimous consent, Mr. CELLER was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman has
asked for additional time, but I should
advise him that I do not have any more
stories to tell.

Mr. McCLORY. I just want to point
out that in the State of Kansas, to which
the gentleman made reference and where
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the incident occurred, the State Legis-
lature of the State of Kansas would not
vote to repeal prohibition, whereas the
other forces or other interests may have
been involved so far as the people them-
selves are concerned.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, article V of the Con-
stitution as we know provides for two
forms of ratification of amendments to
the Constitution—one by State legisla-
ture and the other by State convention.
There are presently 25 amendments to
the Constitution. Only one amendment
was ratified by State convention. The
traditional manner is clearly ratification
by State legislature.

Ratification by State legislature has
several advantages. A State convention
would have to be chosen and assembled.
This would obviously take a substantial
amount of time. State legislatures are
already constituted.

Once a State convention had been
called together, there is presently no re-
quirement that would bind them solely
to eonsideration of electoral reform. It is
unclear whether Congress could limit
them to consideration of this one issue.

State legislatures are presently chosen
in each State by a thoroughly demo-
cratic process. They clearly are repre-
sentatives of the public’s choosing.

There is no established manner of
choosing a State convention. Thus, such
a convention might not in all States rep-
resent the people to the extent that the
State legislature does.

I urge rejection of the amendment by
the gentleman from Illinois.

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

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. I would like to point
out to the gentleman that the drafters
of the Constitution put this provision into
the Constitution for a purpose. It is not
a meaningless, useless device. It is an
available device which the drafters knew
they should put into that instrument. In
fact, the original draft of the Constitu-
tion provided only for this method of
ratification.

The argument has been made that
where the people's rights are concerned,
so far as voting or depriving people of
the right to vote or things of that na-
ture, this method is the preferred
method, and I think that is a very strong
argument.

Mr. FEIGHAN. It is obvious there are
two methods. The question is, which is
preferable? I believe that ratification by
the State legislatures is preferable.

Mr. McCLORY. If the gentleman will
yield further, I think the State legisla-
ture method is preferable in some cases,
but I think in this case, where the pop-
ular vote is so strong and the legisla-
tive support is very questionable, the
State-ratifying convention is far prefer-
able.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CELLER

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to limit debate on the amendment and
all amendments thereto. I move that
all debate on the McClory amendment
and all amendments thereto conclude in
15 minutes.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from New York.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
STEIGER) .

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the Mc-
Clory amendment. I must admit the fact
that the dean of the House and the very
distinguished gentleman from New York
has a great deal over me. I am not old
enough to remember prohibition, nor the
repeal of prohibition. I do, however, be-
lieve it would be appropriate to use the
alternative route granted in the Consti-
tution to ratify this amendment. I do so
for two reasons.

First, I think a State ratifying con-
vention with all that it entails and re-
cognizing all the problems that may be
in its path, nevertheless, can bring about
a greater degree of public understand-
ing of the issue of the reform of the
electoral college.

Second, it does seem to me even though
I served in the State legislature for 6
years and have great respect for the
State legislative process in my State, 1
would like to see this kind of historic
debate take place in the halls of a ratify-
ing convention and not necessarily in the
halls of the Assembly and Senate in Wis-
consin. Let us encourage delegates to
such a State convention to run solely on
this issue and be judged accordingly.

For these reasons, I urge adoption of
the McClory amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
JACOBS) .

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, it seems
to me the guestion has now come down
to whether people are more interested
in drinking or in voting, as to whether
there should be a convention. My chair-
man has mentioned the politics of
Franklin Roosevelt, and so I want to
quote Mr. Roosevelt about an incident
that occurred during his incumbency.

A fellow named Uncle Jed was asked
by his nephew whether he was getting
hard of hearing. He said, “Yeah, I am
afeared that I am getting a mite deef.”
Whereupon, Uncle Jed went to Boston
to see an ear doctor, and he said “that
doctor asked me if I'd been drinking any.
And I said I drink a mite.” The doctor
then said to Uncle Jed, “I might as well
tell you now, that either you cut out
drinking or you are going to lose your
hearing altogether.” “Well,” said Uncle
Jed, “I thought it over.” “And I said,
‘Doc, I like what I have been drinking
so much better than what I have been
hearing that I reckon I'll just keep on
getting deaf.””

I suspect people were more interested
in the subject of drinking early in the
century than they are in the subject of
the direct election.

As a former member of the Indiana
Assembly, I can assure my colleague, the
gentleman from Wisconsin, that the as-
sembly is regarded as a public body. And
it is regarded as representative. And it
is badly in need of public recognition for
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the dignity that State government
deserves.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Idaho (Mr, HANSEN) .

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr, Chairman,
I rise in support of the McClory amend-
ment which I believe has a great deal of
merit. I support it for three reasons.

First of all, I believe this method will
assure the passage and ultimate ratifica-
tion and adoption of the amendment to
the Constitution now under considera-
tion. The American people have indicated
in poll after poll their strong preference
for the direct popular election of the
President. The best way to assure the
ultimate ratification of the direct elec-
tion amendment is to grant to the people
the right to make the final decision
through conventions in the States.

Second, in my judgment it will also
provide a mechanism for the direct ex-
pression by the people of this country
of their own wishes in the matter of the
election of the President and the Vice
President of the United States. The
adoption of this amendment will give
the people a direct means to manifest
their desire on how they should exercise
the right to vote that is basic to every
American.

Third, it is also my strong belief that
because of the sense of urgency that is
felt across the country and the growing
recognition of the need to act promptly
to amend the Constitution before the
next presidential election, final ratifica-
tion will come more quickly by State
conventions than by action of the State
legislatures.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WiLLIams).

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. I must
take issue with the statements which are
being made here today that a constitu-
tional convention held in the various
States would be more responsive to the
wishes of the people than would the State
legislatures. The fact of the matter is
that most of our State legislators are
elected on a 2-year term, just as are the
Members of this House. I am confident
that they will be responsive to the wishes
of the people in their States, perhaps to
an even greater degree than those people
who would be elected as delegates to a
constitutional convention.

In addition, my own State had a re-
cent experience with a constitutional
convention called to revise some parts of
our State constitution. The organiza-
tional difficulties, the confusion, and the
expense which resulted from that State
constitutional convention were almost
unbelievable.

We have the State legislatures, We
should have confidence in them. Let us
use them,

I urge the defeat of this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr,
McCLORY).

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, what
we are deciding here at this time on this
amendment is whether or not we want
to respond to what is the popular will,
it seems to me, of the people of America,
because we know that the popular vote is
popular among the people.
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I suggest that delegates elected to a
State ratifying convention, being elected
by the people on the issue whether they
want to ratify or reject the popular vote
prineiple, are going to be most responsive
to the people and are going to be knowl-
edgeable with regard to this issue.

I suggest that the State legislative
bodies, where legislators are elected on
other issues and many will have been
elected before they come to this issue,
are not going to reflect the popular will
in the same way.

That is why I believe this amendment
perhaps is unique insofar as constitu-
tional amendment is concerned, perhaps
unique in the same sense that repeal of
prohibition was unique.

Ths is a subject in which the people
have a vital, articulate and outspoken
interest, which they have demonstrated.
It seems to me we must give them the
opportunity to give expression to that
interest.

I suggest that this amendment is good
for both supporters and opponents of
the direct popular election. If Members
feel the people in their States would
reject it, they have an opportunity to
have delegates elected who would reject
the proposal.

Whether the Members support it or
oppose it, this provides an opportunity
for them to reflect the will of the people
of their States. I urge the adoption of
this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. Hun-
GATE) .

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this amendment because I
believe it represents the best path to see
this constitutional amendment become
effective, requiring as it does the approval
of 37 of the 50 States.

On May 19, in cooperation with the
chairmen of the House and Senate Judi-
ciary Committees of the State of Mis-
souri, we had public hearings on this
question in the Missouri Statehouse at
Jefferson City, Mo.

I really believe the best chance for
this to be approved by 37 States is the
convention method proposed here.

One other question has arisen. It was
debated in the committee. I should like
to ask a question of the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HuTcHINSON) . As I under-
stand it, the convention can be limited
to the sole question of ratification; is
that not correct?

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

Mr. HUNGATE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. It is clear in the
fifth article of the amendment that there
are two types of conventions.

One is a ratifying convention. When
the matter is submitted to a State for
ratification by convention, it can deal
only with that question so far as the Con-
stitution of the United States is con-
cerned.

The other type of convention would
be the type where a convention was
called nationally to propose amend-
ments to the Constitution. That type is
an altogether different convention, which
would not be encompassed in the gen-
tleman’s amendment,
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Mr. HUNGATE. I thank the gentleman
for his remarks. When I need a consti-
tutional lawyer, I know where to go.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
McCuLLOCH) .

Mr. McCULLOCH., Mr. Chairman, I
regret that I find myself in opposition to
this amendment which is supported by
one of my very best and ablest friends
on the floor of the Committee.

I am of the opinion, though, that the
conclusions of the Chairman of the Com-
mittee and, for instance, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WILLIAMS) are
accurate and that this amendment, if
adopted, would not serve the purpose
which is intended by the gentleman
from Illinois.

I noted the statement of my colleague
from Ohio (Mr. Tarr). Of course, you
all know that I was the minority leader
of the Ohio House and then the speaker.
I am convinced after that long service
in the Ohio House that the members of
the House of Representatives in my State
are courageous and responsive to the
will of the people.

It has been mentioned a number of
times that we tried this convention meth-
od in a condition and under a state of
affairs which are totally unlike those
today. We are inviting trouble. We will
gain nothing by adopting this amend-
ment, and I trust it is defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
CeLLER) to close debate on the amend-
ment.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back my time.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. McCLORY) .

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. McCLORY)
there were—ayes 9, noes 63.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FISH

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Fisa: On page
2, line 20, strike “40" and inser. in lieu
thereof “35".

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I can sym-
pathize with the gentleman who earlier
this afternoon said, “When are we going
to wrap this up and get on to.a vote?”
As a member of the Committee on the
Judiciary, I wish the members of the
committee this afternoon would also re-
flect that what has been said this week
and last week on the floor was also said
and listened to by members of the com-
mittee during several weeks of testimony
and executive sessions last winter and
spring. There are at least two amend-
ments that I favor, although I am thor-
oughly in favor of the resolution for the
direct popular vote. I believe one calls
these perfecting amendments, which I
understand is the name that one gives to
an amendment you are in favor of.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment deals
directly and simply with the issue giving
Members the most concern. It is not sur-
prising that a runoff contingency does
concern the Members, No issue before the
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Judiciary Committee was considered as
long as the runoff election contingency
provided for in House Joint Resolution
681. No part of the direct election ap-
proach caused us to search harder for
an alternative. The entire range of alter-
natives was presented and discussed fully
in committee. To avoid a runoff the com-
mittee considered adopting a different
method of counting the vote such as the
district plan. We considered the contin-
gency of the House and Senate in joint
session. We considered election by a sim-
ple plurality.

The reason for this concern was real,
justifiable uneasiness over a runoff elec-
tion which we need not belabor here—
cost, delay and uncertainty.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
Forp) has graphically illustrated the dis-
advantages of a contingency election in
the House of Representatives.

Enlargement by inclusion of the Sen-
ate in the contingency is not an improve-
ment of any substance.

Application of the district plan as the
contingency would only resurrect the
evils of the present system: The winner
take all and the chance that the popular
vote loser can be the winner. In the last
analysis the committee rejected all alter-
natives to the runoff.

I favor returning to the people in a
runoff election—if a runoff is necessary.
But, let us here today make sure that
a contingency is so remote as to remove
the genuine concern shared by so many
Members of the House. This can be ac-
complished by reducing the 40-percent
requirement to 35 percent.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Mc-
Crory) will explain to the House how
dramatically the odds rise against a run-
off when the 40-percent requirement is
lowered to 35 percent. The contingency
would never occur at the 35-percent re-
quirement based on our Nation’s expe-
rience of frequency of third-party can-
didates. Assuming twice the frequency
of third-party activity as we have ex-
perienced in the past, the odds are one
in over 160 elections of a runoff under
the 35-percent requirement.

Mr. Chairman, the 40-percent re-
quirement does not provide the needed
margin of safety against a runoff. Four
men have been elected President within a
few percentage points of 40 percent, It
was clear in the deliberations of the Ju-
diciary Committee that the prospects of
even stronger third-party challenges
than have been known to date are real
and present.

Third- and fourth-party candidacies
would be discouraged by the lower
figure. Why? Clearly, the higher the re-
quirement—the greater the incentive for
a third-party challenge. A strong chal-
lenge by a third-party candidate under a
40-, 45-, or b50-percent requirement
could prevent there being a winner and
make a runoff necessary. But, the lower
the requirement, the more likely it is
that a major party candidate with all
the advantages of party machinery,
party membership, and party loyalty
would prevail.

To cause a runoff election under a 35-
percent requirement—to keep no candi-
date from winning—the third-party
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challenger would have to garner at least
30 percent of the popular vote—a remote
prospect.

To be a contender in the runoff, un-
der a 35-percent requirement, the third-
party challenger would have to garmer
more than 30 percent of the popular
vote—an even remoter prospect.

I do not believe that there is any
magic in a 40-percent mandate. In fact
the historical evidence is on the side of
the proposition that a President with a
plurality of votes under 40 percent can
be just as effective in leading our Nation
as a landslide winner.

My amendment should expel the fear
and justified concern many have over
the runoff contingency.

My amendment should be more ac-
ceptable than the 40-percent require-
ment to those who favor a plurality
President.

This amendment should also be ac-
ceptable to those who feel there should
be a stated mandate, a minimum vote
if you will, for the election of our Presi-
dent.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
Fish amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlemen from New
York?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ECKHARDT) .

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, at
the offset I want to give notice here that
being from Texas, I will not go below
27.5 percent on this amendment under
any circumstances.

Seriously, Mr. Chairman, I do wish to

make here this point: Suppose this
amendment had been in effect in the 1932
election, and let us change the cast of
characters and have the third-party can-
didate, instead of being the Socialist
candidate, say, Mr. Townsend or, even
better, Governor Long, someone who
would make a really strong appeal to the
American people of that time. Remem-
ber, 35 percent is barely over one-third.
That means that if the election had been
evenly divided between Mr. Hoover and
Mr. Roosevelt and, say, a Mr. Townsend,
it would have been entirely possible for
a third party, on a sweep of demagogic
appeal, to have gotten the plurality in
that election even though the Democrat
and Republican Parties at large, or about
two-thirds of the Nation, opposed such
minority candidate.

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
McCLORY) .

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FisH).

This is perhaps the first time in our
experience that we have been able to
apply a systems analysis method to a
major legislative problem. However, we
do have that type of credible data avail-
able to us today.

We have had strong third-party can-
didates in the past. We have had elec-
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tions decided in the House of Represent-
atives. We have had 14 elections where
the candidate who received the greatest
popular vote—nevertheless had less than
50 percent of the total. In fact, we have
one election where the winning candi-
date, Abraham Lincoln, received less
than 40 percent of the total vote.

In addition, we have two elections
where third-party candidates have re-
ceived a total of 30.8 percent of the vote,
one case where the third party received
26 percent, and another instance where
third parties received 21 percent of the
total.

As a matter of fact, the third party
candidate of the Bull Moose—or Progres-
sive Party—received more votes than the
candidate of the second party—the Re-
publican Party candidate, William
Howard Taft.

Based on the experience of these third-
party efforts—since 1824, and multiply-
ing their frequency by five—in other
words, considering that such third party
strength shall occur five times as often—
and running 500 random election results
through the computer—based again on
our part experience—we find that the
winning candidate will receive less than
40 percent of the total vote in and out
of every 11 elections. But the chances of
a runoff is reduced to one out of every 100
elections—if the popular winner is re-
quired to receive not less than 35 percent
of the vote.

In fact—if we would double the fre-
quency of third-party candidates—a
runoff would occur in only one out of
every 167 elections—if we reduce the
minimum required vote of the popular
winner to 35 percent. The chance of a
runoff with the required 40 percent would
be 8 times greater (or one out of every
19 elections).

Great apprehension has been expressed
concerning a nationwide popular run-
off—in the event no candidate receives
the required 40-percent plurality as es-
tablished in the committee bill.

This apprehension was expressed fre-
quently throughout the hearings of the
Judiciary Committee. It was expressed to
the president of the American Bar Asso-
ciation, Willlam T. Gossett, who testi-
fied before the committee in behalf of the
40-percent minimum. Indeed, Mr. Gos-
sett said, in part, at page 193:

We picked the 40 percent as being some-
what conclusive, somewhat significant as a
plurality, That is not to say that 835 percent
or even 30 percent would not be significant,
or would not be sound.

Indeed, Mr. Gossett admitted that with
all of the problems of election contests,
recounts, election tabulations, a runoff
campaign and the imminence of inaugu-
ration in January—not to mention the
need for orderly transition to which the
Congress has given its earnest attention
at earlier sessions—Mr, Gossett conceded
that—

It might be necessary in that event (of a
runoff) to advance the first election to a date
early in October, rather than November,

Changing the election date would not
seem to pose too serious an obstacle but
this would also entail advancing pri-
mary dates in some states—probably the
holding of national conventions at earlier
dates and a myriad of other changes
which have not been considered or
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thought out in reviewing the entire com-
plicated, complex and alarming subject
of a general nationwide popular election
runoff.

Contingency proposals to avoid the
runoff were proposed in the committee
with substantial support for a plan which
would permit a joint session of the House
and Senate to decide the election in the
event no candidate for President received
as much as 40 percent of the vote. Of
course, such a contingency system
would deprive the people of the right to
elect their President and the candidate
with 39 percent of the popular vote
against his nearest opponent who would
receive only half as many votes could
nevertheless be the loser, while the
popular loser could end up as the con-
tingency plan winner.

Other alternatives were considered but
were not approved. Indeed, the amend-
ment which I proposed and in which I
was joined by my. colleague from New
York (Mr. FisH) ended in a tie vote
which means of course that the amend-
ment was lost. In presenting this pro-
posal it has been my intention to retain
the popular vote plan intact, and yet
to make a runoff election as remote as
possible. As I have endeavored to indi-
cate, with a 35-percent minimum re-
quirement the chances of a popular elec-
tion runoff are about one in every 167
elections, certainly not greater than one
in every 100 elections, By retaining the
40-percent figure we increase the chaneces
of a runoff 10 times—or more. This I
have tried to demonstrate scientifically
and mathematically according to the
most modern techniques available to us.
I see no reason why we should reject
such techniques and take all the chances
and run all of the risks which are in-
herent in the general popular runoff
with a 40-percent minimum vote re-
quired. Let us not provide here if a can-
didate such as Abraham Lincoln again
receives 39.8 percent of the popular vote
that he should be faced with a runoff—
possible defeat and at least frustration
of the efforts which we are endeavoring
to give effect in this critical and basic
amendment to our Federal Constitution.

The CHATRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

The SPEAKER resumed the chair.

The SPEAKER,. The Chair will receive
a message,

MESSAGE FROM THE SBENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its elerks, announced
that the Senate had agreed to the con-
ference report on the bill HR. 6508 en-
titled: “An act to provide assistance to
the State of California for the recon-
struction of areas damaged by recent
storms, floods, and high waters.”

The SPEAKER. The Committee will
resume its sitting.

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF
THE PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESI-
DENT
The Committee resumed its sitting.
The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.

PoFF).




September 18, 1969

Mr. POFF. Mr, Chairman, the author
of the amendment knows how deeply I
share his eoncern about the mischief a
popular runoff would work. Yet, I am
obliged to oppose his amendment. I do so
because it will not solve the problem to
which it is addressed. On the contrary, I
fear it may compound the problem and
have a contrary consequence.

The lower the minimum plurality per-
mitted, the greater incentive a minority
party candidate has to enter the field and
greater the prospect he has, in combina-
tion with a number of other minority
candidates, to fragmentize the total pop-
ular vote and deny the front-runner the
minimum required.

In addition, if it is true, and I con-
tend that it is, that the 40-percent factor
in the committee bill tends to guarantee
that most future Presidents will be mi-
nority Presidents, or more accurately
plurality Presidents, then clearly a 35-
percent factor would enlarge the hazard.

True, there is nothing magical or sac-
rosanct about the figure 40 percent. 1t
was chosen after much debate within
the American Bar Association and in the
bosom of the Committee on the Judiciary,
because it was considered a happy mean,
low enough to reduce the likelihood of
runoffs and high enough to discourage
a breakdown of the two-party system.
And it is a figure which if applied to
presidential elections of the past, would
not have changed the results that were
achieved under the present system.

Personally, I would rather have some
system which would guarantee absolutely
and always that the President which the
system chooses would be the President
who also won a majority of the popular
vote. This cannot be done except at the
expense of increasing the likelihood of a
runoff in every presidential race.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
CELLER) .,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back my time.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. FisH).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RYAN

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rvan: On
page 2, line 10, strike out section 2
(lines 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17)
and insert in lieu thereof: “The Congress
shall establish uniform qualifications for
electors of President and Vice President.”

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. Ryan) is recognized to
speak on his amendment.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I believe
the Congress should establish uniform
voter qualifications. I believe section 2
of the resolution before us really avoids
the problem which will inevitably arise
as long as there is a direct national elec-
tion with varying age, residency, literacy,
and other qualifications among the 50
States.

The outcome of a national election
could well be affected by the difference
in eligibility in the various States.

Section 2 would leave the reserve pow-
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er in the Congress to set uniform resi-
dence qualifications, but it specifically
omits the matter of age, literacy, and
other restrictions.

Certainly, at least we should extend
the reserve power to include all quali-
fications. But I believe it is preferable to
have Congress initially set the qualifi-
cations rather than leave the matter in
the first instance to the States.

Yesterday, if I recall correctly, the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr., BELCcH-
ER) raised a question—and a very good
question—about the difference in age
qualifications in the various States. He
pointed out that he was concerned that
under this proposed amendment, the
Congress would not have the power to
set uniform age qualifications. That is
true. Nor would it have the power to szt
qualifieations, other than residency, un-
der the reserve power. I agree with the
gentleman from Oklahoma that we
should not leave it to the State legis-
latures to bid against each other.

If the States are permitted to set wide-
Iy divergent voter qualifications in na-
tional elections, then each citizen will
not have an equal voice in the selection
of the President and Vice President—
and after all, that is the premise of the
resolution before us.

In a direct national election, why
should an 18-year-old in the State of
Georgia be able to vote when an 18-
year-old or a 19-year-old or 20-year-old
in the State of New York cannot vote?

Or in a direct national election, why
should a person who has lived in Mary-
land for 45 days be allowed to vote, when
a person who has lived in Mississippi for
45 days, or indeed for less than 2 years,
is not able to vote?

We know that in Maine and New
Hampshire, for instance, there is a 30-
day residence requirement, and in New
York it is 90 days.

It would be much more democratic
and more in keeping with the spirit of
the direct election principle, which we
are hopefully establishing through this
constitutional amendment, to establish
national qualifications.

We also know there is wide diserep-
ancy among the States in residency re-
quirements. Texas and Utah require resi-
dency in the State for a year. Texas re-
quires residency in the county for 6
months; Utah requires it for 4 months.
So it goes through the various States.
Each one of these different qualifications
destroys the concept of vofer qualifica-
tions being equal in a national election.

The resolution before us does grant a
reserve power to Congress, but I believe
we cannot anticipate when, if ever, that
will be exercised or what abuses it will
take to bring Congress to the point of
exercising the power. The only method
of really assuring that there will be an
equalization of voter qualifications in na-
tional elections is through a constitu-
tional amendment which sets forth spe-
cifically that the Congress has that re-
sponsibility.

More than half of the States have
adopted “new resident” statutes which
permit newly arrived residents to vote
in presidential elections dependent upon
a variety of schedules. These, of course,
partially alleviate residency requirement

25979

inequalities between settled and newly
arrived residents, but they are not uni-
form, and there is no assurance that all
States will reduce residency qualifica-
tions for presidential eleetions.

As respects age, all States but Alaska,
Georgia, Hawaii, and Kentucky require
21 years to vote. Alaska requires 19;
Georgia, 18; Hawaii, 20; and Eentucky,
18.

A study of State action in recent years
on the requirement of age indicates the
possibility of an enlarging inequality. In
New Jersey a question of lowering the
voting age to 18 will be submitted to the
voters in November. In Connecticu’, Min-
nesota, Montana, and Wyoming, the
question of lowering the voting age to
18 in Connecticut and to 19 in each of
the other States will be submitted to
their respective voters in November 1970.
In Massachusetts and Nevada the ques-
tion is awaiting repassage in the legis-
latures before being placed on the ballot.

Growing activity in this area in re-
cent years presages an increase in propo-
sitions for a change, and each time that
a State adopts a change the greater will
be the inequality among voters as re-
spects qualifications for voting in a na-
tional election.

The foregoing demonstrates that there
exists considerable present and potential
discrepancy among the States as respects
the right to vote. Movement toward
equality in voting is slow and halting.
Between 1890, for instance, when the
first State granted women'’s suffrage, and
ratification of the 19th amendment in
1920, only 14 States had granted suf-
frage to women.

Any disparity in voting qualifications
in a national election is a deviation from
the concept and spirit of such an elec-
tion. Only the Federal Government can
create national standards. That many
Members are in accord with this premise
is demonstrated by the bills introduced
by which Congress would establish a na-
tional standard for residency in voting
by new residents in a State in presiden-
tial elections.

During the last two Congresses and this
one, there have been introduced, re-
spectively, 26, 61, and 55 joint resolutions
amending the Constitution to establish
a nationwide voting age of 18 or 19 for
all elections or for Federal elections.

These resolutions did not grant a re-
serve authority to Congress as is the case
with residency requirements in House
Joint Resolution 681, They set the quali-
fication itself.

To authorize Congress to establish
uniform requirements in national elec-
tions is in the spirit of such resolutions
and in keeping with the tenets of democ-
racy and of direct elections.

I urge support for my amendment.
EUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CON-

YERS FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.

RYAN

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment as a substitute for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Ryan). :

The Clerk read as follows: i

Amendment offered by Mr. CONYERS a8 &
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr.

Ryan: Page 2, beginning on line 16, strike
out ‘“residence.”
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, with-
out in any way attempting to minimize
the substance and purpose of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New
York, I bring forth, nevertheless, a sub-
stitute amendment that I think will ful-
fill the purposes of his amendment, but
at the same time raises consideration
that I think will meet with the approval
of a majority of my colleagues. My
amendment in effect would give the re-
served power to the Congress to make
national uniform qualifications for the
right to vote for the President and the
Vice President. It would leave to the
States the initial and primary consid-
eration of this matter. It seems to me
that this is a rational and important
amendment that we should consider here
today.

I would like to offer very briefly some
of the reasons in favor of this.

Let me make one thing clear: It is not
impossible that the States might not
pass rules that would require us to act
upon this reserved power authorization.
In other words, we are leaving this open
to the States for their initial control,
and then, if and when a contingency
arises when we might find it necessary
the Congress would have the power to
establish some uniform national voting
qualifications.

It might be in our judgment that we
determine to eliminate the literacy re-
quirement across the board. The same
might apply to uniform voting age quali-
fications or any other points. I think it
would do no harm to the resolution be-
fore us and I think at the same time it
would serve a great purpose were the
Congress to have this very important re-
Serve power.

This is really not that much of a
change from the committee’s language.
The committee version of the constitu-
tional amendment provides that the
qualifications for voting for President
and Vice President shall be the same as
the qualifications for voting for the
larger branch of the State legislature,
except that the reserved power is given
to the Congress to establish uniform
residence qualifications.

This amendment would merely extend
that reserved power by ruthorizing Con-
gress to make nationzlly uniform all
other qualifications to vote for Presi-
dent—age and literacy being the two
most important.

The purpose of this perfecting amend-
ment is to more fully implement the
basic rationale of House Joint Resolution
681, to insure that each vote for Presi-
dent is equal. If each vote should be
counted equally, then the rules for ac-
cess to the vote should also be equal and
uniform.

There are four specific considerations
which argue in favor of this amendment
which I would like to discuss:

First. The most fundamental applica-
tion of the 14th amendment's guaran-
tee of “equal protection of the laws” is
equal qualifications for voting for the
officials who make and enforce the laws.

Second. We must have nationally uni-
form presidential voting qualifications
guidelines if we are to preserve equity
among the States in changing from the
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electoral college system to the direct
popular vote. If the States are to have
influence in electing the President
strietly in proportion to how many of
their residents turn out and vote in any
particular election, then the right to vote
should be governed by the same rules
regardless in which State a person re-
sides.

Third. Much has been made of the dis-
tinction between the rights of State citi-
zenship as contrasted to the rights of
national citizenship and that the privi-
lege of voting flows from this right of
State citizenship and, therefore, should
be governed by State laws. But the un-
derlying thrust of House Joint Resolu-
tion 681 is to make the right to vote for
at least the President, a right of national
citizenship. In fact, that principle has
already been embodied in the Constitu-
tion with the adoption of the 23d amend-
ment. Residents of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia were empowered to vote for Pres-
ident because they are citizens of the
United States, though not of any par-
ticular State. That is certainly logical
since the President and Vice President
are the only officials for which all citi-
zens of the United States vote.

Fourth. Simple equity requires adop-
tion of nationally uniform voting quali-
fications guidelines. Why should 18-year-
olds vote in Tennessee, but not in New
York? Why should literacy be a require-
ment in 13 States—and even within some
of these States not uniformly—but not a
requirement in 37 States—including six
which have a literacy requirement that
the Federal Government has suspended
through the Voting Rights Act? Why
should illiterates be prohibited from vot-
ing in New York and California, but be
allowed to do so in Mississippi, Alabama,
and Michigan? The Nixon administra-
tion, through Attorney General Mitchell,
has already announced its support for
abolition of the literacy tests nationwide
because of this inequity.

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues to
support this perfecting amendment so
that this proposed reform of the system
for electing American Presidents will
fully insure equality for all citizens,
Only if uniform qualifications to vote are
appliable to all American citizens in ad-
dition to having each vote counted
equally, can we claim to be providing full
voting equality to all.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman from Michigan for
this particular phrasing. I think it is su-
perior to the amendment which was pre-
sented to us before. It preserves the fed-
eral system. It is permissive. I under-
stand Congress could legislate on any one
of these qualifications without legislat-
ing on every one of them.

Mr. CONYERS. On any one of them
or none of them, as might be deemed
necessary.

Mr. WHITE. And, of course, Congress
would reserve the power to act.

Mr. CONYERS. That is correct.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Forp).

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I compliment the gentleman in the
well for the effort he has made to clear
up this question. It has bothered stu-
dents of the Constitution in this country
for many years. I think it would be in-
deed an unhappy shortsightedness on the
part of this House if we failed to take ad-
vantage of an opportunity which is be-
fore the House now fo address ourselves
at least to providing the residual power
in the Congress to meet the problems
that should be anticipated with the
movements of our population, the in-
creased mobility of our people, and the
changes in our living patterns that we
foresee in the immediate future.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. The
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. ConYERs) would en-
able the Federal Government to preempt
the power of the States to set qualifi-
cations to vote for President, and the
so-called Ryan amendment would re-
quire such preemption. I believe the ap-
proval of either of these amendments
would be fatal to the chances of ratifi-
cation of the constitutional amendment
before us.

The amendment is highly controver-
sial. Regardless of how we may feel
about the suggestions made by these two
gentlemen, the gentleman from New
York and the gentleman from Michigan,
it would give rise to many doubts and
many fears on the part of the State leg-
islatures. Since great powers are being
taken away from the States, I think it
would be suicidal—if I may use that
term—to adopt either one of these
amendments.

By saying that, I do not express a view
in disapproval of the theory of these two
gentlemen, but just as oil will not mix
with vinegar and just as chalk is dif-
ferent from cheese, I do not think the
two ideas could be put together. I think
they ought to be considered separately—
and separate and distinet from this con-
stitutional amendment.

The committee was of the opinion that
such extension of Federal authority un-
necessarily deprived the States of their
traditional role. The proposed amend-
ment contained in the instant resolu-
tion, House Joint Resolution 681, will not
modify or limit other constitutional
powers the Congress may presently
possess—for example, under the 14th
amendment in the area of voting quali-
fications. I believe the approach taken in
House Joint Resolution 681 is more con-
sistent with our federal system and will
help insure speedy ratification of the di-
rect election proposal.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Con-
YERS) for the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RyYan).

The substitute amendment was re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RYaw).

The amendment was rejected.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. COUGHLIN

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr, Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Coughlin: On
page 2, line 21, strike all after the period
down through line 25 and insert in lieu
thereof the following: “If no pair of persons
receives at least 40 per centum of the whole
number of votes cast for such offices, then
the Congress sitting in joint session shall on
or after the 3d of January following the elec-
tlon choose from between the two pairs of
perzons joined as candidates for President
and Vice President who received the two
highest numbers of votes, A quorum for this
purpose shall consist of a majority of the
Members of each House of Congress, and a
majority of the whole number of Senators
and Representatives present and voting shall
be necessary to a choice.”

On page 3, beginning on line 1, strike out
“such elections™ and insert in lieu thereof
“elections under section 1.”

On page 3, line 13, strike out “elected” and
insert in lieu thereof “chosen.”

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, while
I agree with the direct popular election
of the President and Vice President, there
is another aspect of House Joint Resolu-
tion 681 which I consider divisive, dan-
gerous, and impractical. That is the pro-
vision for a runoff election.

The amendment which I have offered
would eliminate the runoff election and
substitute a choice between the two top
candidacies by the Congress sitting in
joint session. A majority of the Members
of each House would constifute a quo-
rum, and a majority of those present
would make the choice.

Mr. Chairman, our two-party system
has been a major factor in providing sta-
bility for this Nation. We have been free
of the problems of coalition government
in which the politicians make the deci-
sions instead of the majority of the peo-
ple.

In my judgment, the runoff election
presents the most serious threat possible
to the stability of our two-party system.
This is particularly true when we look
at it from the standpoint of the individ-
ual voter who will know that he may
have two bites at the apple, who would
say, “I can vote for my factional can-
didate or my regional candidate the first
time around, because I may get a second
chance if he does not make it.”

No longer can we say to the voter, “Do
not support a Wallace-type candidacy
because you are throwing your vote
away.” The voter may get a second
chance.

Splinter parties or candidacies depend
for their strength on their appeal to the
voters. The ruuoff procedure gives them
another appeal, “Support me the first
time around.”

Last week we were visited here in
Washington by a number of French Dep-
uties, French Congressmen, and it gave
me an opporfunity to probe this question
in some depth. The French Congress-
men agreed that without question in the
last elections in France, in the runoff,
if the Communist Party had decided to
support President Pompidou’s opponent
they could have swung the election. The
third and fourth parties could hold the
balance of power.

That is what we would create here.
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In France they are trying to ge’ rid of
their runoff election, because of what it
has done to their political cystem.

The complaint is made that to have
a presidential election decided by the
House of Representatives means wheeling
and dealing, but I would rather see that
question decided by 535 Members from
both of our major parties than by three
or four or five candidates wheeling and
dealing among themselves.

In addition to this, there are practical
objections to the runoff; namely, the ex-
pense both to the communities and the
candidates.

During all of the hearings that we
had on this bill no one really showed
great enthusiasm for the runoff. It was
there more or less by default as the way
to decide the question. There is another
way to do it, and that way is to have it go
to the House and the Senate sitting in
joint session as provided by my amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask support for the
amendment.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto cease in 10 minutes.

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

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I am advised that we
have several here who will want to make
brief statements on the pending amend-
ment. I wonder if the distinguished
chairman might withhold his request
temporarily.

Mr. CELLER. I will gladly do so.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
enthusiastic support of the pending
amendment.

First of all I want to pay tribute to
the gentleman for the quality of his com-
ments. They were incisive, eloquent, and
sincere. They reflect genuine eoncern
about one of the essential features of the
committee resolution, that is, a eoncern
shared by all who have addressed them-
selves to the total package. It is one
thing to favor a direct election. It is al-
together another thing to favor the con-
tingency mechanism which becomes op-
erative if the direct system fails properly
to function. The contingency mechanism
proposed in the committee resolution
would become operative if the candidate
in the general election with the most
votes failed to receive a plurality of at
least 40 percent. At that point, as the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has so
well explained, if the two candidates who
survived the general election are facing
the runoff with any degree of political
reality, there will come a season of
wheeling and dealing the like of which
this country has not known since the
last time the election fell into the House
of Representatives. More than that, if
the general election should be fraught
with fraud challenges or if there should
be vote contests in a number of precincts
or States based upon simple errors in
tabulation of the total popular vote,
there would be the prospeet first of ad-
ministrative appeals and, once that
route had been run, the prospect of
lengthy litigation. More significantly,
that same process of administrative ap-
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peal and litigation could be repeated in
the runoff election. I suggest realistically
that it is impossible to expect that such
a process could be repeated in the brief
interval of time that exists between the
general election in early November and
the meeting of the Congress in early
January.

This leaves only two potentials. One,
the Congress itself will assume the bur-
den of writing the statute which defines
the procedures by which voting contests
will be resolved; or, two, the Congress
under its power provided in section 4 of
this resolution will change the date of
the general election and fix it earlier in
the year.

It may be necessary to fix it as early
as the month of August in order to be
certain that enough time will elapse after
the general election to make a proper
resolution of both contests before the
runoff and then make a proper resolu-
tion of both contests after the runoff and
before the Congress meets. For that rea-
son, I think we must give serious consid-
eration to the contingency mechanism
that is proposed in this amendment.
There is nothing radical under the pro-
posal. It follows old patterns and yet it
removes the foibles and imperfections,
the shortcomings, and weaknesses of the
present system .

The present system requires that the
election of the President be held in the
House Chamber and that during the
voting process the delegations will assem-
ble by States and decide by a majority
vote how the State vote will be cast. If
the State delegation happens to be evenly
divided or if it becomes evenly divided
by the abstention of one or more of its
members, then the vote of that State is
lost to the people of that State. And, then,
finally in the other body the Vice Presi-
dent will be chosen under a cumbersome
procedure, a procedure which makes it
possible that the one chosen could be of
a party diffierent from the party of the
President chosen in the House of
Representatives.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
O’'Hara). The time of the gentleman
from Michigan has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. POFr was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, the mecha-
nism provided in the amendment which
has been offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania will solve all of those short-
comings so that there no longer need be
any fear about the election falling into
the House. It, perhaps, would not be as
perfect as some would like it to be, but
can anyone suggest a perfect system? I
submit no one can devise such a system.
Personally, I do not find it philosophically
offensive that the elected Representatives
of the people be entrusted with the re-
sponsibility of once again reflecting the
will of the people. It seems to me that
this is the most funectional mechanism,
the one least freighted with the potential
for mischief, the one which will make it
plain the day after the general election
who the next President will be. Under the
direct system, if there is a runoff, there
will be a period of uncertainty about
who the next President will be. Under
this system the people will know the day
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after the popular votes are counted who
the next President will be.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, it is proposed by the
amendment which has been offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
CoucHLIN), that in lieu of the popular
runoff election, Congress—I repeat—
Congress make the choice as to who shall
be President and Vice President. I re-
gretfully, yet strongly, oppose such an
amendment for the following reasons—
regretfully, because the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. CoucHLIN) has been
such an able workhorse in all of the days
that we have been considering this im-
portant and many times difficult
legislation.

First. Today, there is a near crisis in
Government. More and more people are
losing faith in the political process. We
in the Judiciary Committee recommend-
ed House Joint Resolution 681. We hoped
of restoring somewhat the faith of the
people in their Government. We wished
to bring the President closer to the peo-
ple. We wanted to take the final decision
as to who would be President out of the
smoke-filled rooms. We wanted the
choice of the President to reflect popular
will and not a deal or corrupt bargain,
such as the one that allegedly occurred
the last time the House of Representa-
tives chose a President.

Second. The proposed amendment is
not only a procedural evil, but a sub-
stantive one. Under the proposed amend-
ment it is still very much possible for the
popular vote loser—the man who ran
second—to become President of the
United States. In fact, a man with only
20 percent of the popular vote could be
chosen by the Congress over a man who
received 39 percent of the popular vote.
In contrast, House Joint Resolution 681
provides a method whereby a man must
receive a majority of the popular vote in
a runoff to be elected President. The
last time the House of Representatives
made a choice for President this very
problem occurred. John Quincy Adams,
who received 30.54 percent of the popu-
lar vote was chosen, although Andrew
Jackson received 43.13 percent of the
popular vote.

Third. Under the proposed amend-
ment, the people of the District of Co-
lumbia would lose their voice—direct or
indirect—in selecting a President. I do
not believe that there is any merit in
depriving the District of its voice. I real-
ize that the people of the District, under
the present system, do not have a say
when an election is thrown into the
House of Representatives. However, I
consider this an evil in the present sys-
tem. It is certainly inconsistent to allow
the people of the District to vote for
President in the first phase, but to deny
them that right in the second phase.

Fourth. Although the administration
does not support any particular electoral
college reform, it has repeatedly indi-
cated its support for the popular run-off
such as that embodied in House Joint
Resolution 681. On February 20, 1969,
the President sent a message to the Con-
gress in which he said the following:
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Next, I consider it necessary to make spe-
cific provision for the eventuality that no
presidential slate receives 409% or more of
the electoral vote in the regular electiom.
Such a situation, I belleve Is best met by
providing that a run-off election between the
top two candidates shall be held within a
specified tlme after the general election, vic-
tory going to the candidate who receives the
largest popular vote.

On March 13, 1969, the Attorney Gen-
eral testified before the House Judiciary
Committee. He stated the following:

Third, there remains the need to deal with
the possible situation where no candidate ob-
tains even 40 percent support, be it in popu-
lar or electoral votes. In that case the Presi-
dent has proposed a run-off election between
the top two candidates, victory to go to the
popular vote winner. The District of Colum-
bia would participate in the run-off just as
it participates in the general election.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, Members here know by
this time that I am opposed to the com-
mittee bill providing for the direct popu-
lar vote amendment.

I would like to take this opportunity to
advise the membership that at the ap-
propriate time I will submit a motion to
recommit with instructions to embody
the Dowdy-Dennis amendment which, as
the House knows, embodies the district
plan, abolishing the electors as individ-
uals and retaining the electoral vote for
the State and providing for the assign-
ing of two of those votes to the candidate
who gets the most votes in the State and
the others to the candidate who carries
each of the electoral districts into which
the State is divided, which districts can
be the same as congressional districts if
the congressional districts can meet the
requirements for compactness, contiguity,
and equal population.

However, our contingency provision in
the Dowdy-Dennis amendment, which
will be incorporated in the motion to re-
commit, is the same as the contingency
provision which the gentleman from
Pennsylvania now proposes to the com-
mittee bill.

I will say that I feel the contingency
provision is better than the runoff elec-
tion contained in the committee bill, and
while I am on my feet—I do not want
to take such a narrow position that I
would not be in favor of improving the
committee bill, and doing something use-
ful, if we can, to make a poor bill less bad.

There is no one in favor of the com-
mittee bill who has yet suggested how
you are going to bear the cost of two na-
tional elections and how you are going to
handle two of them in the time avail-
able and how you are going to get over
the emotional strain and all the other
strains and troubles of two national elec-
tions.

That is not the only thing wrong with
the committee bill but it is one of its bad
features.

While, as I say, I will submit a motion
to recommit embodying all of the fea-
tures of the district plan as proposed by
the gentleman from Texas, the gentle-
man from Virginia, and myself, I cer-
tainly do submit regardless of your views
on that, that the amendment proposed
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania is
a meritorious one.
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Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we are drawing to a
close in the debate on this proposed con-
stitutional amendment. I would like to
direct your thinking for just a moment
or two to March 20, 1956, at which time
there was occurring in the other body of
the U.S. Congress a debate on Senate
Joint Resolution 31.

At that time one of the Senators from
the State of Massachusetts was the then
Senator and later President of our great
land, Senator John F. Kennedy. In in-
troducing his position, he had these ex-
act words to say and I quote:

Mr. President, Senate Joint Resolution 31,
concerning which there has been little, if
any, publie interest or knowledge, constitutes
one of the most far-reaching—and I believe
mistaken—schemes ever proposed to alter the
American constitutional system. No one
knows with any certainty what will happen
if our electoral system is totally revamped as
proposed by Senate Joint Resolution 31 and
the various amendments which will be of-
fered to it. Today, we have a clearly Federal
system of electing our President under which
the States act as unlts.

There was a collogquy during that de-
bate on March 20, 1956, on Senate Joint
Resolution 31 by Senator Langer, a col-
loguy between the distinguished Sena-
tor from Texas, Mr. Daniel, and the then
Senator Kennedy. Mr. Daniel asked of
Senator Kennedy this question:

Does the Senator from Massachusetts ob-

Ject to the direct election of the president and
vice president?

Mr. Kennedy in response replied, sim-
ply and directly, “I do.”

Mr. Daniel then engaging further in
the colloquy propounded another ques-
tion to the Senator from Massachusetts
in which he said—

In other words, the Senator from Massa=
chusetts would be opposed to an amendment
which provided that the people themselves
shall have the right to vote directly on who
shall be their president and vice president?

And Mr. Kennedy responded—

I would object to it, and I would do so
on the practical ground that once again the
smaller States, having very small populations,
would have a disproportionate power in the
counting process. The distribution of the
population of the country is such that a
relatively small percentage of the country
could either defeat or ratify a constitutional
amendment. Thus while some States might
be shortchanged in some regards in the mat-
ter of governmental power, they would re-
celve their just deserts in other regards.

But in answer to the Senator's question, I
maintain that on practical grounds the peo-
ple in the smaller States would be deprived
of their electoral vote on the basis put by the
Senator, that is, if they were included in
the direct vote as proposed by Senator
Langer, a proposal which would never be
adopted. 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
electoral votes as they had Senators and
Representatives.

My friends of the House of Repre-
sentatives, I suppose that there are some
of you who would say that even the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
was wrong once in awhile, and there are
others who would say that the distin-
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guished Senator from Massachusetts was
right once in awhile. But he spoke direct-
ly and eloquently on the issue which
should determine how you are going to
vote today. Are you going to destroy the
federal system, which has as its corner-
stone the States? If you do you will pro-
vide for a raw democracy.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I draw your attention
to the fact that the substance of the
pending amendment was involved in the
Dowdy amendment, the so-called district
plan, which was rejected in the Com-
mittee of the Whole yesterday. I call
your attention to the fact that the sub-
stance of this very amendment was in-
volved in the Poff amendment, the pro-
portional plan, which we likewise rejected
vesterday. Both provided for the con-
tingent election in a joint session of the
House and the Senate. And I hope we
will reject this procedure again.

1t is possible, if we adopt this amend-
ment for the candidate who trailed in a
popular election to be actually elected
President by a joint session of the House
and the Senate. That would be unfair,
and contrary to the will of the people,
The provisions for a national runoff elec-
tion in the proposed new article which we
have offered are not merely collateral to
the direct election plan; they are an es-
sential part in confining potential
splinter parties and their candidates. Al-
though changing the present contin-
gency election system so each Member
of Congress will cast a vote for President
and Vice President is an improvement—
it still falls short of optimum reform.

Election in the Congress carries for-
ward the small State advantage which
is reflected in the composition of the
Senate. It perpetuates the hazard that
the people’s choice will not be elected.
It opens the door to the appearance, if
not the reality, of “deals” and “trade-
offs.” It opens the door to the same deals
and trade-offs that occurred when the
election was thrown into the House in
1800, and when the election was thrown
into the House in 1824, and when the
Congress involved itself in the contest
between Tilden and Hayes.

The experience of 1870 should be re-
membered by the gentlemen of this Com-
mittee., It was replete with all manner
and kind of skulduggery and all man-
ner and kind of dastardly intrigue. Therz
were involved the scandals of the Grant
administration. Many Members of the
Congress and the Senate did not want
to make those scandals public. Samuel J.
Tilden, who had been Governor of the
State of New York, had exposed the so-
called Tweed ring in New York and had
threatened in his campaign to expose
those who were guilty of the so-called
scandals of the Grant administration.

Tilden won the popular vote by a quar-
ter million votes. Despite the fact that
he was the choice of the Nation, the Con-
gress maneuvered things so that Tilden
was euchred out of the Presidency.

As I said yesterday, once bitten, twice
shy. We do not want the joint session
of the House and the Senate to determine
who shall be the President of the United
States,
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There is the principle of the separation
of powers, and when a joint session of
the House and the Senate determines who
shall be President and Vice President,
we violate the spirit of that principle.

If the people under this amendment
are to elect the President and Vice Presi-
dent in the first instance, there are no
convinecing reasons to deny them the
right to elect their Chief Executive under
all contingencies, President Nixon, him-
self has said that in a contingent election
the most desirable reform would be a
nationwide popular runoff; not selection
in the joint session of the House and the
Senate.

When we contemplate our history, we
know that serious things happened in
1800 and in 1824. I am not going to
recite again that sordid history.

For all these reasons I do, indeed, hope
the amendment will be decisively
defeated.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

This is a highly undesirable amend-
ment. If we elect the President and Vice
President in the first instance we should
elect them in all instances. The people
need no agents to express their will on
the election of the Chief Executive. The
Congress should not decide, who the
Chief Executive shall be.

I urge the rejection of this amend-
ment.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. WacconNNER), referred to
remarks made by then Senator John F.
Kennedy in the U.S. Senate debates in
the 1950's. I believe that should be put
in context.

Senator Kennedy's remarks were put
very much in context recently when Mr.
Theodore Sorenson testified in January
before the Senate Judiciary Constitu-
tional Amendments Subcommittee, Mr.
Sorenson at that time said, commenting
upon the position Senator Kennedy took
in the 1950’s.

Senator Kennedy, as a Senator from a
populous State, was defending the big State
preference inherent in the present system;
that he felt obliged to oppose all changes
in order to maximize the opposition he was
leading to the proportional and district di-
vision schemes which had a real prospect of
passage that year, whereas direct election had
none anyway; that he spoke of maintaining
the balance of an entire “solar system" of
advantages and disadvantages in our political
system, in which the urban advantage in the
Electoral Couege was needed to offset the
rural advantage in the House of Representa-
tives, the latter not then having been emas-
culated by the Supreme Court’s one-man,
one-vote decision; and, finally, that he spoke
before the 1960 and 1968 elections provided
us with not only examples of faithless and
unpledged electors, but electoral vote results
s0 close as to bring us to the brink of con-
stitutional crisis.

In other words, at that time Senator
Kennedy argued that the present elec-
toral college system was balanced, while
the district or proportional plans would
disadvantage the big States. By adopting
direct election, we are instituting a one-
man, one-vote system which gives no
advantage to any section of the country.
Therefore, I should think it would be
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more appealing to the gentleman from
Louisiana,

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I should like to
advise the gentleman I was reading from
the ConcreEssionan Recorp of 1956, not
1950. I was quoting directly Senator
Eennedy. The gentleman is utilizing
hearsay when he refers to what Mr.
Sorenson said about what Mr. Kennedy
thought in 1950.

Mr. RYAN. I am merely stating what
the counsel to President Kennedy said
was the position of Senator Kennedy in
1956.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. COUGHLIN) .

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DULSKI

Mr., DULSKI. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DuLskl: Page
3, insert after line 14 the following:

“Sgc. 6. In each State entitled in any Con-
gress to which this section applies to more
than one Representative under an apportion-
ment of Representatives, there shall be es-
tablished by law a number of districts equal
to the number of Representatives to which
such State is so entitled; and Representa-
tives shall be elected only from districts so
established, no district to elect more than
one Representative. Each such district so
established shall at all times be composed of
contiguous territory, in as compact form as
practicable; and no district established in
any State shall contain a number of persons
excluding Indians not taxed, more than 214
per centum greater or less than the average
obtained by dividing the whole number of
persons in such State, excluding Indians not
taxed, as determined under the then most
recent decennial census, by the number of
Representatives to which such State 1s en-
titled under the apportionment made upon
the basis of such census. There shall be not
more than one redistricting between decen-
nial censuses.”

Page 3, line 15, strike out “Sec. 6. and
insert in lieu thereof “Sec. T.”.

Page 3, strike out lines 17 and 18, and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 8. The first five sections of this
article shall take effect one year after the
21st day of January following ratification.
Sectlon 6 of this article shall not apply to
any Congress beginning prior to one year
after the date of ratification of this article
or to any Congress prior to the 93rd Con=-
gress.”

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I raise a
point of order that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. DuLsk1) is not germane to the res-
olution under consideration.

House Joint Resolution 681 relates to
the election of the President and Vice
President. The Dulski amendment pre-
scribes standards for congressional re-
districting and is not germane to the
purposes of the resolution under con-
sideration.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Durskr) desire to
be heard?

Mr. DULSKI I do, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, House Joint Resolution
681 relates to the method of electing the
President and the Vice President, pre-

Chairman,




25984

scribes the qualifications of electors and
authorizes each State to prescribe the
times, places, and manner of holding
elections for electors.

My amendment adds a section relating
to the method of electing Representa-
tives to the House of Representatives by
setting guidelines for establishing con-
gressional districts to comply with the
one-man, one-vote ediet of the Supreme
Court of the United States.

For this reason, I believe my amend-
ment is germane to the resolution now
under consideration.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
Durskr) offers an amendment to which
the gentleman from New York (Mr. CEL-
LErR) makes a point of order that the
amendment is not germane to the resolu-
tion before the Committee.

The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr, DULsSKI) re-
lates to the establishment of congression-
al districts in those States entitled to
more than one Representative in the
House of Representatives. It would re-
quire congressional districting to be con-
tiguous and approximately equal in pop-
ulation.

The joint resolution presently under
consideration relates to the method of
selecting the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States. There is no
reference therein to the apportionment
of Representatives or to their election,

Therefore, the Chair holds that the
establishment or description of congres-
sional districts is not a matter that is

within the scope of the pending joint res-
olution and the amendment is not ger-
mane,

Therefore, the Chair is constrained to
sustain the point of order made by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. CeL-
LER).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RYAN

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Chalirman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Ryan: On
page 3, after the word “prescribed"” strike the
remainder of the first sentence of section 4
on lines 3, 4, and §, and insert in lieu thereof
“by the Congress".

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I am very
much concerned about one aspect of
House Joint Resolution 681 which may
permit the disenfranchisement of voters
in some States by the device of prevent-
ing a candidate from appearing on the
ballot.

Under section 4 the access to ballots
is to be determined in the first instance
by the State legislatures, Congress keep-
ing a reserve power,

My amendment would give the Con-
gress the direct responsibility to set re-
guirements for inclusion on the ballot,
making them the same in every State as
well as in the District of Columbia, That
is the only way in which to insure uni-
formity. Access to the ballot should not
depend upon whim or caprice or intra-
party confliets.

Inasmuch as In section 5 we give the
Congress the power to take care of a
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situation where a candidate dies or with-
draws, it is perfectly consistent to give
the Congress the power to set require-
ments for inclusion upon the ballot.

I fear that under the resolution in its
present form, as we seek to avoid one
constitutional crisis, we may create the
possibility of another.

Imagine a situation under the proposed
amendment in which there are three
candidates for the Presidency. One major
party nominates a person called Don
Democracy and the other nominates
Allen Astronaut. The States Rights or
the American Independent Party nomi-
nates Lon Order.

After a very long and arduous cam-
paign it is declared that “Al Astronaut”
wins by 10,000 votes. “Democracy’s” sup-
porters are outraged. “Democracy” has
been kept off the ballot in Alabama or,
not to be sectional, New York—where he
would easily have received enough votes
to be elected. And, thereupon a constitu-
tional crisis confronts the country as the
supporters of “Democracy” refuse to rec-
ognize the legitimaey of “Astronaut’s”
election. I am sure each one of us can
write his own ending within the recesses
of his own mind.

Fantasy? I regret to remind you that
major party candidates have been kept
off State ballots in the past.

Mr. Chairman, let us remember that
Abraham Lincoln was kept off the ballot
in 10 States. Republicans may recall that
a U.8. President, William Howard Taft,
in 1912 was kept off the ballot in Cali-
fornia. Democratic memories need not
be so long. Another U.S. President, Harry
S. Truman and the Democratic Party
were not on the ballot In Alabama in
1948,

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the res-
olution now pending before us is to in-
sure the direct popular election of the
President. I think we should also make
sure that, in achieving this objective, we
make it possible for candidates and
parties to have equal access to the ballot
in all parts of the country.

We will do both ourselves and the
country a disservice if we write into the
Constitution a provision which might
effectively disenfranchise a significant
class of voters. Yet that could be the
effect of section 4 of the present resolu-
tion, which reads as follows:

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.

This provision would apparently allow
any State legislature to keep a party or
a candidate off the ballot. While it would
theoretically be possible for Congress to
require uniform standards if a national
catastrophe seemed imminent, the fail-
ure of the Congress to act swiftly on mat-
ters of equal time for television debates,
campaign financing and the like suggests
that Congress might well be immobilized
in the face of that kind of political crisis.

‘While I eandidly admit that my pres-
ent concern is prompted by the crisis
which the Southern States have created
for the National Democratic Party, my
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concerns should be shared by every
Member of this House. Even those in
this Chamber who supported Governor
Wallace will recall how restrictive State
election laws were used against their
candidate. Indeed, it was Governor Wal-
lace who most recently made constitu-
tional history by obtaining a U.8. Su-
preme Court decision stating that the
qualifications required for inclusion on
the Ohio ballot were unconstitutionally
restrictive,

My proposed amendment would lead to
national legislation assuring that the
candidates of the major parties would be
placed on the ballots of all States in
direct, popular elections and, at the same
time, make certain that minor party
candidates whose parties meet minimal
standards would also appear on such
ballots.

Some recent constitutional history of
State qualification standards for minor
party candidates may be instructive.

References to State requirements par-
ticularly in terms of signatures on peti-
tions as a percentage of votes in a pre-
vious election were referred to the case
of Governor Wallace referred to above—
Williams v. Rhodes, Governor of Ohio,
393 U.S. 23; decided October 15,
1968, by the Supreme Court. The case
dealt with challenges by Wallace's Amer-
ican Independent Party and by the So-
cialist Labor Party to the constitution-
ality of the Ohio laws governing the se-
lection of electors for President of the
United States. Plaintiffs argued that it
was virtually impossible for any party to
qualify on the ballot in Ohio except the
two existing major parties. These are
permitted to retain their positions on the
bcllot in Ohio by obtainirg 10 percent
of the votes in the last gubernatorial
election and need not obtain any signa-
ture petitions.

New parties, to qualify in Ohio had to
file petitions signed by voters totaling 15
percent of the number of ballots cast in
the last preceding gubernatorial election,
90 days before the Ohio May primary,
which filing date was February 7, 1968.
The 15-percent requirement equaled
433,100 signatures. In addition, however,
new parties had to create State and coun-
ty organizations, nominate candidates
for President and Vice President in na-
tional conventions to which delegates
and alternates from Ohio have been
elected at the May primary, which dele-
gates and alternates must not have voted
as members of a different party at a pri-
mary election in the previous 4 years,
and who must be endorsed by petitions
signed by voters who themselves did not
vote for any other party in the last pre-
ceding primary. Finally the new party
must convene a State convention of 500
delegates apportioned throughout the
State on the basis of party strength, to
choose the party's presidential electors.

Somewhat ironically, these provisions
were placed in the Ohio code after the
1948 campaign of former Vice President
Henry Wallace and now they were being
applied against a candidate from the
opposite side of the political spectrum.

The American Independent Party se-
cured over 450,000 signatures to its pe-
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titions in Ohio but could not file them
within the statutory period, nor could
it meet many of the other requirements.

The Socialist Labor Party was for-
mally organized with a State executive
committee but only possessed 108 mem-
bers and could not fulfill the filing re-
quirements.

Rejecting the State's contention that
article II, section 1, of the Constitution
gives each State absolute power to regu-
late the selection of electors, the Supreme
Court held that the complex of Ohio
statutes were unconstitutional in that
they burdened the right of individuals to
associate for the advancement of politi-
cal beliefs and the right of qualified
voters, regardless of their political per-
suasion, to cast their votes effectively, a
rationale based upon the equal protection
clause of the 14th amendment and the
guarantee of right of association from
the first amendment.

The Court denied that Ohio had a
sufficiently compelling interest in pro-
moting the two-party system as an ele-
ment of stability, or that there would
be an alleged proliferation of parties if
its standards were reduced, or in the
development of party leadership through
primaries, to justify the statutes.

The Court further noted the State's
policy of alleged interdiction against all
but candidates of the two major parties
in the absence of legislation permitting
independent candidates to get on the bal-
lot.

It ordered the American Independ-
ent Party to be placed on the ballot
along with its candidates for President
and Vice President and authorized write-
in voting for the Socialist Labor Party.

The Court noted that in the 42 States
which require third parties to obtain the
signatures of only 1 percent or less of the
electorate in order to appear on the bal-
lot, no significant problem had arisen
about the proliferation of parties.

In his opinion concurring in the re-
sult, Mr. Justice Harlan noted that the
other 49 States could be grouped in the
following categories with regard to the
size of the barriers they raise against
third-party candidacies—page 47, foot-
note 10.

Signatures required as a percent of
electorate No.
of States

These figures are the lowest percent-
ages required either on petitions to form
new parties or petitions of independent
candidates. Lowest percentages for other
States are: Arkansas, 15 percent of total
votes cast for Governor in preceding gen-
eral election ; Georgia, 5 percent of voters
eligible to vote in next election for presi-
dential electors; Maryland, 3 percent of
the registered voters eligible to vote for
presidential electors; Massachusetts, 3
percent of total vote cast for Governor at
last biennial election, not more than one-
third of such to be from one county;
Nevada, 5 percent of the total vote for
Member of Congress at last preceding
general election; South Dakota, 2 per-
cent of total vote for Governor at last
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general election; Wyoming, 5 percent of
total vote for Member of Congress at last
general election.

These are not, however, the only re-
quirements to be met. Some States re-
quire a specified number of signatures to
be obtained from a specified geograph-
ical area. New York, for instance, re-
quires 12,000 signatures of whom at least
50 must come from each county, the
counties of Fulton and Hamilton to be
considered as one.

The requirement for independent
candidates for presidential elector in
Illinois, which was the signatures of
25,000 voters of which 200 had to come
from each of at least 50 counties, was
struck down by the Supreme Court in
Moore v. Ogilvie, 394 U.S. 814, decided on
May 5, 1969, as violative of the equal
protection of laws clause of the 14th
amendment.

Burdens may arise in the nature of
other requirements. Colorado, for in-
stance, requires only 300 signatures to
qualify statewide by petition, but each
signature must be individually notarized,
Pennsylvania requires early filing, that
is, on or before the seventh Wednesday
before the primary—filing date in 1968
was March 6—and so on.

The decision in Williams against
Rhodes, left, however, grave ambiguities
as pointed out by Chief Justice Warren
in his dissenting opinion. He stated the
question raised in the decision, thusly:

To what extent may a state, consistent
with equal protection and the First Amend-
ment guarantee of freedom of assofation,
impose restrictions upon a candidate's de-
sire to be placed upon the hallot? (Page 69.)

He found no real guidance, only an in-
timation. He said:

The opinion of this Court leave(s) un-
resolved what restrictions, if any, a State
can impose. Although (the) opinion treats
the Ohio statutes as a ‘package’, glving
neither Ohio nor the courts any guidance,
(it) contains intimations that a State can
by reasonable regulation condition ballot
position upon at least three considerations—
a substantial showing of voter interest in
the candidate seeking a place on the ballot,
a requirement that this interest be evidenced
sometime prior to the election, and a party
structure demonstrating some degree of po=
litical organization,

In other words, a State should be able
to require certain reasonable demonstra-
tions as to the seriousness of candidacy,
but precisely what they are and to what
extent remains undefined.

Other decisions came out of the 1960
election evidencing possible additional
State barriers to third parties.

Idaho had repealed from its statute
books provisions relating to new political
parties and independent candidacies. In
America Independent Party in Idaho,
Inec. v. Cenarrusa, 92 Idaho 356, 442 P.
2d 776 (1968), the Supreme Court of
Idaho held that a State statute defining
a political party for the purpose of nomi-
nating elections as an affiliation of elec-
tors representing a political organiza-
tion, only which had received at least
10 percent of the voters cast for a State
office at the last general election, was un-
constitutional as applied to a political
organization or affiliation of electors not
in existence at the time of the last pre-
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ceding general election since to apply
such a statute would make it impossible
to form a new political party in the State
and deny the right of suffrage. The
court went on to hold further that a
former statute, providing, among other
things, that an affiliation of not less than
1,500 voters who properly file written
notice with the secretary of state shall
have all the rights of a political party
whose ticket was on the ballot at the
preceding general election, was still in
force and effect.

Mr. Wallace's party was forced to go
into court in Oklahoma also. The Ameri-
can Party convened in Oklahoma in
March 1968, chose presidential electors
and filed a petition with the secretary
of state containing more than three times
the number of signatures required by
Oklahoma law for the placing of the can-
didates of a new party on the ballot. The
secretary of state issued a certificate of
approval but the State election board is-
sued letters to the county election boards
stating that the American Party was not
a political party until approved by the
State supreme court and ordered the
county boards not to accept voter regis-
trations in the party.

It was essential to secure such regis-
trations by June 15, 1968, the last day
for registration in the State until Octo-
ber, if the party candidates were to ap-
pear on the November ballot and in the
State primary, An appeal from the de-
cision of the secretary of state had been
filed too late for a full hearing to be held
before the June 15 deadline passed.

The Supreme Court of Oklahoma is-
sued a writ of mandamus to the State
election board on June 11 ordering it to
rescind its letter to the county boards
about not registering members of the
American Party. Basing its decision on
the right of suffrage, the court found
that it had not been established that such
registration would jeopardize, or preju-
dice the rights of anyone. American
Party v. State Election Board, (Okla.),
442 P, 2d 291 (1968).

On July 30, 1968, the State supreme
court affirmed the order of the secretary
of state approving the American Party—
Application of American Party, Okla,,
444 P. 2d 465—against contentions that
the party, because of its presidential
nomination, was seditious and should be
refused recognition as a political party
in the State.

Another case involving Governor Wal-
lace occurred in South Carolina where
two political organizations nominated
presidential electors for Mr, Wallace and
sought to use his name at the head of
their respective tickets. Mr., Wallace
brought the action against the secretary
of state seeking to enjoin the use of his
name on the ballot by other than his own
organization. In Wallace v. Thornion,
(S.C.) 162 S.E, 2d 273 (1968), the South
Carolina Supreme Court granted the in-
junction, pointing out that the use of
Mr. Wallace’s name on the ticket of two
sets of electors would split the vote for
him and prevent rather than enhance
the possibility of voters voting for him
making their voice heard in the electoral
college.

The so-called new party for the elec-
tion of Senator McCarTHY as President
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was engaged in a number of lawsuits.
In Sullivan v. Grass (D.C., Conn.) 292 F.
Supp. 411 (1968), the U.S. District Court
for Connecticut dismissed a request for
injunctive relief against the Connecticut
secretary of state seeking more write-in
space on voting machines for “Electors
for McCarthy.” The court held that the
alleged McCarthy-Lindsay slate of presi-
dential electors had not been duly nomi-
nated either by a major or minor party
or by petition, nor had any acceptance
by either candidate been obtained or
filed.

In Ginsberg v. Lorenzo, 23 N.Y. 2d 94,
205 N.Y.S. 2d 425 (1968) a request for a
place on the ballot by a similar group of
committed electors was denied where the
presidential candidate, Senator McCar-
THY, had declined to give consent to his
candidacy. The New York Court of Ap-
peals did not pass upon the question
which might arise in cases where electors
are not committed.

In Clement v. Stark (Sup. Ct., New
Hampshire) 246A. 2d 824 (1968), the Su-
preme Court of New Hampshire declined
to issue a writ of mandamus to the secre-
tary of state to place the names of Sen-
ator McCarTHY and Mayor Lindsay on
the ballot after they had informed the
secretary of state of their declination to
run. The same conclusion was reached by
the Supreme Court of Wisconsin in Lem-
ieux v. Zimmerman, 40 Wis. 2d1, 161 N.W.
2d 129 (1968).

Other minor parties were engaged in
lawsuits relating to the 1968 campaign.
In Siate ex rel. Chave v. Evans, 79 N.M.
578, 446 F. 2d 445 (1968), the Supreme
Court of New Mexico denied a place on
the ballot to the candidates for Presi-
dent and Vice President of the People's
Constitutional Party on the grounds that
two of the electors on the slate filed were
ungualified. On the other hand, in Ap-
plication of Horowitz, 57 Misc. 2d 1037,
294 N.Y .S. 2d (1968), the Supreme Court
of Albany County, N.Y. permitted the
Socialist Workers Party to file the names
of 10 candidates for presidential electors
in New York rather than 43, on the
grounds that by refusing the filing the
voters of the Socialist Workers Party
would be denied the opportunity of vot-
ing for their candidates on the voting
machines, as voters of the major parties
could do, with a resulting diserimination
between the major party voter and the
independent voter.

In State ex rel. Socialist Labor v. State
Election Board (Sup. Ct., Ind.) 246 N.E.
2d 69 (1968), the party was refused a
place on the ballot because its affidavit
of nonadvocacy of the overthrow of gov-
ernment by force was deemed not broad
enough in the specification of the media
of advocacy.

These are problems that can or have
arisen in regard to entitlement to in-
clusion on the ballot of both major and
minor parties. The disparity in treatment
under State law is demonstrated, for in-
stance, by the experience of the so-called
New Party backing Senator McCARTHY.
As we have seen it was denied a position
on the ballot in several States. In others,
that is, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Minnesota, and Oregon, it was placed on
the ballot with the name of its presiden-
tial candidate. In Montana, and Vermont

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

it was placed on the ballot without the
name of its presidential candidate.

Surely such a description of the va-
garies of State law aptly demonstrates
the need for granting the power directly
to Congress.

It might be possible to argue that, as
a consequence of the Supreme Court
decision in Katzenbach v. Morgan, 384
U.S. 641 (1966), the Congress may legis-
late positively to set standards for en-
titlement to inclusion on the ballot of
candidates for the Presidency when it
finds State variances so broad as to deny
equal protection of the laws. This argu-
ment is questionable because the Court,
in Williams against Rhodes, emphasized
both the equal protection of laws clause
of amendment 14, and the 1st amend-
ment, and Justice Harlan, in his con-
curring opinion would have rested the
decision on the due process clause,

Granting the authority solely to Con-
gress now will not, in this direct, popular
election amendment, deprive the States
of an authority that they can claim jus-
tifiably belongs to them. That variances
among State laws currently exist and
cause difficulties has been demonstrated.
Williams against Rhodes left open the
question of acceptable standards on en-
titlement to inclusion on the ballot.

In a nationwide election where all
things should be as equal as possible for
candidates as well as for voters, the only
reasonable legislative body to set such
standards is the Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Ryaw).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PUCINSKI

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PuciNskl: On
page 2 strike the last sentence in Bection 3
and insert:

“If no pair of persons has such number,
each State shall have presidential votes,
equal to the whole number of Senators and
Representatives to which the State may be
entitled in the Congress, and these presi-
dential votes shall be apportioned propor-
tionately according to the popular vote with-
in each State among the pairs of persons
who are candidates for the offices of President
and Vice President within that State. The
palr of persons who have the greatest total
number of presidential votes thus appor-
tioned in the 50 States and territories shall
be elected.”

Mr, PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment does not alter the main
thrust of House Joint Resolution 681, and
that is namely to elect a President and
Vice President by popular vote. Nor does
it alter in any way the 40-percent
formula,

What this amendment does do though
is to set up in my judgment better ma-
chinery through which to elect the Pres-
ident and Vice President in the event no
candidate receives the reguired 40 per-
cent of the votes.

I have no quarrel with the Chairman’s
basic thrust in this legislation. I think we
all agree that we ought to have a better
way of electing a President, but I am
deeply bothered and disturbed by the
runoff provision,
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I said earlier in the debate that under
the Supreme Court decision in Ohio last
year ordering the American Independent
Party on the ballot of that State, the
Supreme Court had broadened very wide-
ly the method of independent parties
gaining a place on the ballot. And, even
if this Congress took no action, I am sure
in 1972 there will be many more political
parties seeking expression in the presi-
dential election.

So we can expect as the country grows
that there are going to be more political
parties, and my judgment is that it is go-
ing to be very difficult to get 40 percent
to elect the President in the first in-
stance.

What my amendment does is, if a can-
didate fails to get 40 percent in the first
instance then each State will have as
many presidential votes as it has Mem-
bers in Congress, and Senators in the
Senate. Those presidential votes then
would be apportioned on a pro rata basis,
based on the popular vote that each can-
didate got in that State.

The presidential votes would then bhe
added up, and the one with the largest
number of votes would be President, and
the same with the Vice President.

Mr. Chairman, I am mindful of the
fact that there will be a great number
of those who will argue that this means
that a President could be elected without
getting a majority of the votes, but I
should like my colleagues to reflect on
what we did here a couple of years ago
when we adopted the 25th amendment.
We can actually see a person become
President of the United States without
having a single vote ever cast for him, be-
cause under the 25th amendment we pro-
vide that in the event the President dies
the Vice President moves up to the Presi-
dency. He then names his successor as
Vice President. Should the Vice President
who became President then die, the Vice
President becomes President of the
United States, and it is conceivable that
the President could have selected a Vice
President who has never had a single
vote cast for him.

So, Mr. Chairman, I am not disturbed
over the prospect that we might seea man
become President of the United States
who might not necessarily have a major-
ity of the votes, nor am I disturbed, Mr,
Chairman, with this principle, because on
this amendment that we have now before
us, when it gets to the other body two
Senators will be voting on this amend-
ment representing 275,000 people in the
State of Alaska, and their two votes will
carry the same weight as the votes of
the two Senators from the State of New
York, with a population of 17 million
people, or the two Senators from the
State of California with a population of
19 million people, or the two Senators
from the State of Illinois with a popula-
tion of 10.5 million people.

So I say, Mr. Chairman, that as we
get ourselves all tied up in this argument
as to a majority that we should remind
ourselves that throughout the Constitu-
tion there are many provisions that do
not require a majority.

I am disturbed about the runoff provi-
sion for many reasons. No. 1, because I
believe it does introduce into our system
the system that has been proven very in-
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effective in many European countries,
such as in France, where they have 26
different political parties, and they are
wheeling and dealing and trying to put
together a government; or in England,
or in various other parts of the world.

Another strong objection I have to
this runoff provision—and it has not been
discussed at all, granted that the costs
of the runoff election will be borne by
the taxpayers and the Government—but
I ask you, my colleagues, where are the
two principal parties going to get the
funds in so short a time for the runoff
election? Last year both major candi-
dates had difficulty meeting the rising
costs of the campaign, and the Demo-
cratic Party is still trying to pay off a $7
million deficit.

So it seems to me, Mr, Chairman, that
we are introducing here in this runoff
procedure a second election which is
going to require a tremendous expendi-
ture of money by the two top candidates,
or their political parties. I seriously ques-
tion whether they are going to go back
to their supporters and try to raise the
kind of money that they are going to need
to handle the financing of a runoff elec-
tion.

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PUCINSKI
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. PUCINSKI. So, Mr. Chairman, it
would be my hope that we would accept
this amendment as a method of assuring
that the President and Vice President will
indeed be elected on election day, without
injecting into this whole proposition an-
other runoff election in the event that no
candidate receives 40 percent.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. PUCINSKI).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUTCHINSON

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HUTCHINSON
On page 2, line § after “person” insert: “Nor
with that of an inhabitant of the same State
as himself”,

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment will not take much time,
but it brings into focus a provision in the
present Constitution which for better or
for worse has not been carried forward
in the amendment now before us.

I think, however, the provision is some-
thing that should be carried forward.

Under the 12th amendment of the
Constitution it is provided that presi-
dential electors vote for President and
Vice President, one of whom at least shall
not be an inhabitant of the same State
with themselves.

Those words effectively prevent any
presidential ticket from having a presi-
dential and vice presidential candidate
from the same State. In other words, we
are assured under the present system
that there will be a diversity of State
citizenship in every presidential ticket.
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But suppose we adopt this amendment
without some kind of words in the pres-
ent proposal to carry forward the assur-
ance of the diversity of State citizenship?
It is very likely that in the future the
President and Vice President can come
from the same large State.

For that reason, I have offered this
language which would simply add the few
words at the end of section 1 and the last
sentence of section 1 of the proposal be-
fore us with my amendment would read
as follows:

No candidate shall consent to the joinder
of his name with that of more than one other
person, nor with that of an inhabitant of
the same State as himself.

Mr, Chairman, I think there is merit
in this proposal. I think it improves the
proposed amendment, and I would ask
the House to support it.

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

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I do not
want to consume additional time, but
may I simply say that I support the
gentleman's amendment for the wvery
reasons that he has so well expressed.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, very briefly the present
article of the Constitution does not pre-
clude the President and Vice President
coming from the same State. It is dis-
couraged, but as President Nixon pointed
out in the last campaign, it was entirely
possible for the vice presidential candi-
date to come from New York State as
did President Nixon.

All that would have resulted from such
a situation is that the electors from New
York State would not have been able
to vote for the vice presidential candi-
date. That is the only effect of the pres-
ent article.

Now the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan will make a
firm and absolute prohibition against the
two candidates ever coming from the
same State. Obviously, the political par-
ties take that into account when they
make up their candidacies. So it seems
to me it would be unwise to forbid consti-
tutionally the political parties and the
people from making up a ticket whereby
the President and Vice President come
from the same State.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr, HUTCHINSON) .

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. HUTCHINSON),
there were—ayes 40, noes 53.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MBR. RYAN

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RYan: On page
2, line 4, after the period strike out “each”
and lines 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, and insert in lieu
thereof: “Each elector may cast a vote ap-
plicable to President and may cast a sepa=-
rate vote applicable to Vice President."”
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Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer this
amendment, which would provide a sepa-
rate vote for President and Vice Presi-
dent, because I believe this debate would
not be complete without some serious
discussion about the manner in which we
select our Vice President, particularly
under a direct election constitutional
amendment. So far there has been no
discussion on this matter under the 5-
minute rule. I did raise it during general
debate.

The present resolution provides that a
single vote would be cast for the Presi-
dent and Vice President jointly. It de-
prives the American people of the op-
portunity to make an independent judg-
ment on Viece President, and this fact
should not be glossed over.

If the Vice President were only an as-
sistant to the President, there might be
no objection. But we know from tragic
events in history that the Vice Presi-
dent is often called upon to succeed to
the Presidency. If so, should he be inde-
pendently selected by the voters, or
should he be elected as part of a slate?

If he is part of a slate, he will prob-
ably have been selected by his presiden-
tial running mate. He may well be the
unexpected beneficiary of the bargaining
over the presidential nomination. He
may not necessarily have been selected
on his own merits, but to achieve some
kind of balanced ticket. He may have
been selected because he is the least con-
troversial person who was available, All
of these are prevalent political reasons
for the selection of candidates for Vice
President.

So I simply ask the question, Should
the American people be compelled to ac-
cept a package, or should they have the
opportunity to make an independent
judgment on the person who is only a
heartbeat away from the Presidency?

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

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

Mr. CONYERS. As a member of the
committee, and one who does not recall
how this was handled in the committee,
I am sorry to say, I think the proposal
has a great deal of merit. I remember
very well at my first convention—I hope
not my last—how the disarray, the con-
fusion, and the controversy made it dif-
ficult for many important decisions to
be made. I think the gentleman’s point
that the Office of Vice President should
be given the honor and dignity of being
voted for separately is a very sound pro-
posal, and I would urge the Members
who might be inclined to treat this as a
frivolous amendment to seriously con-
sider that there would be very little
harm done to the rest of the elective
process if we were to vote individually on
these two offices. I think it is time that
we recognized that the Office of Vice
President is far too important for us to
have it merely selected by the presiden-
tial nominee under the pressures of the
convention, and I commend the gentle-
man for coming forward with this
amendment. I for one will vote for it.

Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman for
his support on this amendment, and
point out that we should not forget that
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under the present Constitution the 12th
amendment provides for a separate vote
for President and Vice President—not a
joint election—although that fact may
be easily forgotten because of the meth-
od by which they are selected. The elec-
tors vote for President and cast a sepa-
rate vote for Vice President.

I recognize the argument that there
would be problems if the President and
Vice President were of different political
parties.

Perhaps that is a reason to provide for
an interim presidential election shortly
after a vacancy. Then the people would
make the decision directly.

However, I do not believe that Con-
gress should structure a constitutional
amendment to prohibit the election of a
President and Vice President of different
political parties or even of different po-
litical philosophy if the voters so decide.

If the platforms and programs of the
parties and candidates are clearly de-
fined, then I do not think it very likely
that the President and Vice President
will be of different parties.

Furthermore, knowing that the vice-
presidential candidates must stand on
their own merits, the political parties
will be more careful in their decisions
and select highly gualified candidates.

It is interesting to note that 40 States
have both a Governor and a Lieutenant
Governor. In 30 States they are separate-
ly elected, in 10 jointly. ’

In a direct popular election for Presi-
dent, I think we should not ignore the
method of selecting the Vice President,
and I urge my colleagues to give serious
attention to the basic problem which I
have raised by offering this amendment.
In my judgment it is not heresy to think
about separating these two elections.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RyaN).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. POFF

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, which I devoutly trust will
be the last amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Porr: On page 3,
line 11, after the word “death” insert a
comma and the word “inability”.

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

Mr. POFF. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from New York, but first
if I may, I would prefer to make a state-
ment on the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, this amendment ad-
dresses the question of presidential can-
didates rather than the question of the
system by which they are elected. The
candidate problem has three parts: First,
the possibility of withdrawal; second, the
possibility of death; and third, the possi-
bility of physical or mental inability to
discharge the powers and duties of the
office the candidate is seeking.

Section 5 of the bill deals with the
first two. Congress is specifically em-
powered to write a statute covering the
case of withdrawal and the case of death.
The case of inability is conspicuous by
its omission. The omission is particu-
larly consequential because some legal
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scholars feel that in the absence of sec-
tion 5, Congress would have the power
to deal with all three cases, under the
theory that Congress has the inherent
power to protect, foster, and nourish the
Federal voting right which the commit-
tee resolution grants directly to citizens.
If these scholars are right, the inclusion
in section 5 of only two parts of the
three-part candidate problem would
have the effect of eliminating specifi-
cally the power of Congress to deal with
the third.

Under the present posture of the law,
political parties have assumed the power
to deal with all three parts of the candi-
date problem at all times prior to the
time the candidate becomes the Presi-
dent-elect, including the interval fol-
lowing the general election. Some feel
that the political parties should retain
that power, and I am reluctant to de-
prive them of it. However, if they are to
retain it, there must be some mechanism
by which they can be required to exercise
it and some contingency apparatus must
be fashioned for the possibility that they
may fail to do so. The hypothesis which
best illustrates my point is the case of
paralysis the day before the general elec-
tion or the day before the runoff elec-
tion. That mechanism should apply
equally to all candidates of all political
parties. The mechanism should be uni-
form and standard. Such a mechanism
can be fashioned only if Congress is given
the power to legislate. That is what my
amendment would do. My amendment
does not fix the rules and procedures in
cases of candidate inability. My amend-
ment simply empowers Congress to write
a statute fixing the rules and procedures.
When Congress sits down to do so, it can
decide as a matter of policy whether it is
better for the political parties to retain
jurisdiction over candidate disability and
if so, whether that jurisdiction should be
limited to the interval preceding the gen-
eral election or should include the inter-
val between the general election and
runoff election. In the latter interval,
most would agree that the two candidates
who survive the general election assume
a higher dignity and a greater import-
ance in the interval preceding the run-
off election than they had prior to the
general election. More than political
party property, they become public
property, property in which the Nation,
its people, and those who govern the
Nation and its people have a priority
interest.

We do no violence to the election sys-
tem by granting Congress this power, but
it seems to me that it is essential to the
stability of the system that we give Con-
gress the power to decide what will be
done when the presidential candidate be-
comes physically or mentally disabled.

Mr, Chairman, I yield now to the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. CELLER).

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, we do
not on this side object to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Virginia.

If the gentleman from Virginia will
yield to the gentleman from Ohio, then
after the statement which may be made
by the gentleman from Ohio, I would like
to ask one or two questions.
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Mr. POFF. Mr., Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to say we accept the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, may I
ask the gentleman from Virginia what
in his opinion is an inability to accom-
plish? I notice the word “inability” is
used elsewhere. Does it mean the same
as used in other parts of the Constitu-
tion?

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, in response
to the gentleman from New York, I will
say I intend the word “inability”
to take its meaning from the Constitu-
tion.

Section 1, article II refers specifical-
ly to the inability of the President to
discharge the duties of his office.

The 25th amendment refers to the
case where the President is unable to
discharge the powers and duties of the
office.

I intend the word “inability” to be
the kind of inability that would make
the President unable to deal with the
powers and duties of his office.

More definitely, I intend the word “in-
ability” to have the same definitive as-
sociation given to that word during the
course of the debate on the 25th amend-
ment,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, will the
gentleman give us some idea as to what
he envisions the processes would be that
Congress could take to determine in-
ability?

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, in response
to the gentleman from New York, I would
say my amendment does not presuppase
that the Congress itself would determine
the inability. The thrust of my amend-
ment simply is to empower the Congress,
if it sees the need so to do, to write a
statute fixing the rules and regulations.
I trust the Congress would do that and
have the statute apply uniformly to all
presidential elections in the future.

Mr. CELLER. If I may ask one more
question, would it be possible under this
amendment for a hostile Congress, say
a Democratic Congress, to take some sort
of action against a Republican nominee
and hold that the nominee had an in-
ability ?

Mr. POFF. In response, Mr. Chairman,
I will say that once the statute is en-
acted by the Congress, although it might
be intended to apply uniformly to all fu-
ture elections, it is possible that some
future Congress might, during the course
of the presidential election, undertake
to amend that statute and in that proe-
ess it may be argued there may be un-
worthy motives. But, Mr. Chairman, it
is my deep conviction that somewhere,
sometime, the people of the country must
repose a confidence in the people who
manage the affairs of government.

We cannot assume, we dare not as-
sume, that elected officials will be rogues
and scoundrels. Rather, we assume that
they will be honorable and responsive to
the will of their people. When we can
no longer make such an assumption,
then the very existence of the Nation
is imperiled.

Mr. CELLER. Does not the gentleman
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believe also the political parties them-
selves in convention would be likely to
pull back, as it were, any candidate who
would be disabled? They have their rules
and regulations whereby they could put
somebody else in his place.

Mr. POFF. The gentleman makes a
good point,

I might add that the Congress under
the power granted in section 5 wol}ld
be able to authorize the political parties
to do precisely that.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I asked for this time so that the Rec-
orp may show from the author of this
amendment a response to a further in-
quiry along the line of the inquiry pro-
pounded by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

May I say to my good friend from Vir-
ginia that the chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary posed a hypotheti-
cal question concerning a situation
where, if the amendment to the article
became law, a hostile or capricious Con-
gress may seek to take advantage of this
grant of authority to single out an in-
dividual candidate of the opposition
party and by statute declare him unable,
within the phraseology of section 5. The
gentleman responded in a very excel-
lent fashion to that question.

I should like to ask this question. Let
us assume the existence of the same
capricious or hostile Congress. The lan-
guage of section 5 would require not only
action by the Congress but also action by
the President?

Mr, POFF, The gentleman is emi-
nently correct.

Mr. MacGREGOR. The President
would have to approve the action by the
Congress, should there be such a hostile
or capricious Congress in the future, be-
cause the language reads, ‘‘the Con-
gress may by law provide.” The words—
“by law”—necessarily oblige the Con-
gress to submit any action it may take
to the President for signature or for
rejection.

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

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. POFF. The gentleman, of course,
is eminently correct.

To expand on the point I made a mo-
ment ago, I certainly hope the time will
never come when the people will assume
that the President of the United States,
whatever his party, would be a rogue or
scoundrel who would sign such a law.

Furthermore, I might suggest that any
political party represented in the Halls
of this House which undertook such an
unworthy act would very likely lose its
political life in the next election.

Mr. MacGREGOR. I appreciate the
answer of the gentleman very much. I
believe it helps to strengthen the reasons
why both the chairman of the com-
mittee and the ranking Republican were
pleased to accept the amendment. I am
glad they have seen fit to do so.

I am also glad that this seems to be
the one amendment, of the great many
offered to this proposed article, which
appears to be on its way to adoption by
the Commlittee.of the Whole.
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Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from M.chigan.

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

I should like to propound this further
question to the gentleman from Virginia.
The gentleman’s amendment, as I un-
derstand it, places the word “inability”
only in line 11. I would appreciate it if
the gentleman would respond with the
reason why the word “inability” has not
been inserted in line 13?

Mr. POFF. I shall be glad to respond, if
the gentleman will yield.

Mr. MACGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. POFF. The word has not been in-
cluded in line 13 because the 20th
amendment already makes provision for
the inability of the President-elect.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am so flabbergasted
that I scarcely know how to express
myself at this time. Here we see the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. PorF) in
the waning moments of the considera-
tion of this bill breaking through the
trust composed of CerLer and Mc-
CuLLocH to win approval of one amend-
ment. I think we should compliment our
friend from Virginia for being something
of a trustbuster. This is the first of
numerous amendments that he has of-
fered on which to use the colloquial ex-
pression, he has been given the time of
day. Most of the time he has gotten the
back of several hands. I want to per-
sonally compliment the gentleman from
Virginia for finally emerging as the trust-
buster on this legislation.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr, Chairman, for many
months I have given studious considera-
tion to the proposal to amend the
Constitution of the United States to pro-
vide for the election of the President and
Vice President by a means other than
the electoral college. The overwhelming
majority of the American people and the
great majority of the people of my dis-
trict, the second congressional district of
Utah, favor a change. This is verified by
the Gallup and other polls on a nation-
wide basis and by my own polling of my
constituents. As a matter of fact, for the
past several weeks I have had staff mem-
bers and volunteers go beyond the usual
mailing poll of my constituents and go
door to door in selected representative
areas within my district, and I find that
while many of our most thoughtful citi-
zens do support the electoral college, the
great majority favor change.

The conditions which prevailed in
Philadelphia over 180 years ago no longer
prevail. Neither I nor the majority of the
people I represent now consider it neces-
sary for the people’s vote to be cast by an
elite group who will presumably shield
the voters against their own folly. An
interesting indication of the opinions
held by some of the Founding Fathers at
Philadelphia in their own day was an
expression George Mason made at that
time against the proposition of direct
popular vote as advocated at that time
by James Madison. George Mason’s com-
ment was:
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It would be as unnatural to refer the
choice of a proper magistrate to the people,
as it would, to refer a trial of colors to a
blind man. The extent of the country ren-
ders it impossible that the people can have
the requisite capacity to judge . . . the can-
didates.

The electoral college, like that state-
ment made at Philadelphia, which ap-
pears so startling in 1969, has become
outmoded, Nor is it necessary in 1969 for
the States, rather than individuals, to
report their vote because of the mechan-
ical difficulties of poor transportation and
poor communication. The key considera-
tion is whether States rights are improp-
erly violated and small States damaged.

There is the accompanying issue of
whether the electoral college should be
replaced by a direct vote of the people
or whether the district or proportioral
plans are preferable. Early in my exami-
nation, I preferred the proportional plan,
but as I lived with this preference over
many weeks of study, my judgment
changed as many members of the Judi-
ciary Committee stated their judgment
also changed over the period of their
deliberations and study. I would still
favor the proportional plan over the elec-
toral college, but the cleanest most ac-
ceptable and natural decision is the di-
rect, popular vote, If in the end, the di-
rect, popular vote does not prevail, either
by defeat in the U.S. Senate or defeat of
ratification by the States, I would then
support the proportional plan as the pre-
ferred alternative.

I represent a so-called small State. The
figures show that Utah leads the Nation
in the percentage of its eligible voters
who actually vote in presidential elec-
tions. Published figures reveal that
Utah’'s voters represent 0.58 percent of
the Nation’s voters in the last presiden-
tial election. With our four electoral
votes we have 0.74 percent of the elec-
tcral college, that is, four votes out of
538.

There are few in this body, I believe,
whose consistent record over the years
has shown more respect for the integrity
and responsibility of the individual
States than has my own record. I do not
take lightly, therefore, the judgment of
respected citizens of my district who feel
that elimination of the electoral college
will somehow infringe upon the State’s
fundamental rights. However, I do not
believe it logically follows that we are
undermining the integrity of the States.
I have asked many supporters of the dis-
trict plan and many supporters of the
electoral college to give me their judg-
ment on what the small States actually
lose by changing to a direct, popular
vote. It is difficult to receive a clear an-
swer except the statement that the voice
of the State is diluted. Many feel that
one who votes for the President of the
United States should do so first as a
citizen of the State rather than a citizen
of the United States. I simply do not
agree with that point of view. Nor do I
believe that my State with four electoral
votes in an electoral college of 538 has
a voice so significant that the influence
of our State will be diluted by the direct
vote. The electoral college completely
eliminates the voice of the minority
voter. The winner-take-all result de-
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stroys the vote and influence of the in-
dividual minority citizen. It also makes
it possible for one who receives a mi-
nority in the popular vote to be elected
President by the electoral college, and in
15 presidential elections it has been
shown that a shift of 1 percent in the
popular vote would have allowed a mi-
nority candidate to be elected President
in the electoral college. There is no longer
any justification in my view for this
great Nation to labor constantly with
that threat.

The distriet plan does not eliminate
that possibility. Furthermore, the dis-
triet plan continues the winner-take-all
philosophy but merely spreads it over a
more divided, flexible, ever-changing
area. It does not eliminate the basic de-
fects of the electoral college in 1969. The
district plan obviously fragments and
multiplies the present complications and
inequities of the winner-take-all objec-
tion of the electoral college.

Utah, with 0.58 percent of the Nation's
presidential voters and 0.74 percent of
electoral college votes, loses on its face
0.16 percent of its so-called effective-
ness. This is infinitesimal even if granted
for the sake of argument that something
is lost. I am told by opponents of the
popular vote that presidential candidates
will be less inclined to go to small States
during presidential campaigns. With our
four electoral votes in Utah out of 538,
the presidential candidate now comes to
our State to campaign not because of
the number of electoral college votes,
which is so small, but out of a sense of
courtesy, decency, and responsibility,
and those conditions will not be changed
in the future. Actually, the electoral col-
lege system seriously impairs the in-
fluence of the vote of the individual
citizen in the small States in many ways.
For example, the claimed voting frauds
in large urban areas can be the difference
in the winner-take-all electoral votes of
a large State with a great many electoral
college votes. Bloe voting of special in-
terest groups in the great cities can work
a similar result in other lurge States. The
influence of the individual citizen in the
small States thus becomes even less than
now prevails under the electoral college.

Finally, it is said we are acting hastily
because of George Wallace’s third-party
efforts during the 1968 election. Of
course, it can often be charged by op-
ponents that such and such an action
was taken in haste, thus avoiding the
hard choice of meeting the issue. The
fact is, of course, that amendment of
the electoral college has been a subject
of continuous debate for many, many
years with the more intensive study and
preparations being made in recent years.
So our action, rather than being labeled
as hasty and made because of the George
Wallace campaign, can in more accuracy
be said to be the result of the most
extended and thoroughgoing delibera-
tion, the George Wallace incident being
merely a footnote to the day in which our
action is taken.

Utah is a rapidly growing State, as are
many small States, and although this is
certainly not a governing factor, any
supposed diminution in influences in my
judgment will be made up by population
increases in the years ahead.
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Scznator GrirrFiN has reported in his
poll of Utah legislators—40 percent re-
sponded and 69 percent of that 40 per-
cent favored the direct vote. In candor
and in the interest of accuracy, my own
inquiry indicates that this poll may not
accurately reflect the opinion of the en-
tire body. As a matter of faet, my own
inquiry reveals that as of today Utah’s
legislators may not ratify the direct vote,
although that is far from clear. There is
still a continuing study being made of the
complications and the alternatives, and
I believe it cannot be said with finality
at this time what the ultimate action of
the Utah Legislature may be in ratifying
the direct vote.

There are two daily newspapers in my
congressional district. They are the Salt
Lake Tribune and the Deseret News. The
Salt Lake Tribune has published an edi-
torial supporting the direct popular vote
which I append to these remarks. The
Deseret News has not expressed an edi-
torial opinion. I asked my representative
in Salt Lake to communicate with the
editors of this newspaper and he was ad-
vised that the Deseret News did not plan
to express itself editorially on the sub-
ject. My personal polls in Salt Lake
County reveal 84 percent of those inter-
viewed expressed preference for the di-
rect vote over the electoral college. I rec-
ognize that the many complicating fac-
tors of the amendment add to imprecise
interpretation which might be made.
Also, for the record, I received a commu-
nication on September 16 from the Salt
Lake Chamber of Commerce stating they
favored electoral reform on the district
basis. This letter was received on the
first day of the House vote on the district
system. The Utah Farm Bureau has ex-
pressed opposition to the direet, popular
election, stating the same principle
should be followed in the election
of a President which now gives each
State two Senators. I was concerned
about the possibility of a direct, popular
vote for the President having an influ-
ence on the basis on which we now elect
U.S. Senators. I, therefore, researched
the legal implications of article 5 of the
Constitution which provides that no
State shall be deprived of equal suffrage
in the U.S. Senate without its consent.
The opinion of legal scholars in this
House is that article 3 is not subject to
amendment, and I specifically refer to a
collogquy on this point and the opinion
of the distinguished lawyer and member
of the Judiciary Committee from Vir-
ginia (Mr, Porr) in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

The Salt Lake Tribune editorial fol-
lows:

Hovuse Horps Ky 17O RErFoRM

As the House debates a new system for
electing a president, only one thing is certain,
Some kind of electoral reform appears to be
in the works,

The proposed constitutional amendment,
draited by the House Judiciary Committee,
would abolish the Electoral College and sub-
stitute direct election by popular vote. But
before the House gets to the committee's
amendment, sometime during the next week,
two alternatives will have to be acted upon.
One is the district plan under which a candi-
date gets one electoral vote for each congres-
sional district he carries and two for each
state. The other is the proportional plan
which divides the electoral vote of a state
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on the basis of percentage of the popular vote
received by each candidate.

Either of these plans is better than the
present “winner take all” system under which
a candidate, who carries a state by the slim-
mest of margins, receives all that state's elec-
toral votes. This could prevent the candidate
with the most popular votes from becoming
president. Neither alternative is as good as
direct election by popular vote,

A survey by the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce shows 67 percent of the House mem-
bers either supporting the committee plan or
leaning toward it. That would seem to as-
sure the two-thirds majority needed for ap-
proval of a constitutional amendment. More-
over, although some congressmen prefer one
of the alternatives, they are believed ready
to accept the popular vote plan rather than
have no electoral reform at all.

Even if the House approves reform, the
fate of the amendment will still be in doubt.
The Senate must give its assent by a two-
thirds majority, then three-fourths of the
state legislatures must concur.

Electoral reform is not a political issue.
President Nixon favors the popular vote pian,
but does not think it would be accepted by
the states., However, the decision of the
House, with its large membership, should
provide a good reading of public sentiment
across the country. We again urge favorable
action on reform, and give special emphasis
to the popular vote amendment.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, it is with
regret that I feel I must vote against pas-
sage of the pending legislation affecting
the election of the President.

I feel very strongly that we need to re-
form the electoral system, but the meas-
ure which is being presented will leave
too muech to be desired for me to cast
my vote for its passage.

In voting against the measure, I do
so in the hope that it will be defeated
and we will see another proposal con-
sidered at a later date which would do
away with the provision that would allow
40 percent of the people to elect a Presi-
dent. If a man only receives 40 percent,
then 60 percent may well be against him
and it continues allowing for the elec-
tion of the President by less than a ma-
jority of the American electorate.

The President and the Vice President
are the only elected officials responsible
to the entire electorate and I think if we
are to abandon the electoral college, with
all of its faults, I think it should be a
system that will insure that a majority
make the determination as to the man
who will serve.

In casting my vote against passage I
wanted to make it clear that I do not
like the present system and feel that
change is needed. But, if it is to be
changed, then let us go to a system that
will insure that a majority of the voters
will make that determination.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Chairman, I favor re-
form of our presidential election process.
I am opposed to the status quo because
it condones the actions of faithless elec-
tors, perpetuates an unrealistic voting
procedure when elections are thrown into
the House of Representatives and is
clearly unresponsive to the wishes of the
American people. Ideally, I would have
preferred to have seen this reform come
along the lines of the district or propor-
tional plans. And yesterday I supported
amendments that would have provided
for such substitutes. But these amend-
ments were defeated and the choice be-
fore us now is the acceptance or rejec-
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tion of the bill calling for direct election
of the President and Vice President.

Frankly, I think this legislation has a
great deal to commend it. It will cor-
rect the wrongs of the present mecha-
nism because by calling for direct elec-
tion of the President and Vice President
it will eliminate the formality of the
electoral college and by providing for a
runoff in case no candidate receives 40
percent of the vote it eliminates the un-
realistic ballot casting in the House of
Representatives. Yet, in spite of these
drastic reforms the bill is not, when
viewed in light of current practice, one
that will be detrimental to our federal
system or one that will change the de-
partmentalized and local nature of vot-
ing in this country.

In electing the President and Vice
President the Constitution establishes
the principle that votes are cast by
States, This legislation does not tamper
with that principle. It only changes the
manner in which the States vote. In-
stead of voting by intermediaries, the
States will certify their popular vote
count to the Congress. The States will
maintain primary responsibility for the
hallot and for the qualifications of voters.
In other words, they will still designate
the time, place, and manner in which
elections will be held. Thus, there is a
very good argument to be made that the
basic nature of our federal system has
not been disturbed.

On the walls of the Jefferson Memorial
are written these words that we might
well consider today:

I am not an advocate for frequent changes
in laws and constitutions, but laws and con-
stitutions must go hand in hand with the
progress of the human mind as that be-
comes more developed, more enlightened, as
new discoveries are made, new truths dis-
covered and manners and opinions change.
With the change of circumstances institu-
tions must advance also to keep pace with
the times.

The world has changed a great deal
since the 12th amendment was approved
and the system it perpetuates is one
fraught with a history of fraud, leaves
our country open to constitutional crisis
and is clearly unresponsive to the desires
of the American people. I do support the
proposal before us today because I be-
lieve it combines the best features of our
current practice with the desirable goal
of a simpler, more direct voting system.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment which was ruled out of order
would make the following changes in the
pending resolution:

It puts into law what has been needed
for some time now—provide specific
guidelines to cover congressional redis-
tricting,

Several of the States—New York in
particular—have been plagued with har-
assing court challenges as a result of the
so-called one-man, one-vote decision by
the Supreme Court of the United States.

The Court did not lay down any guide-
lines—and this is understandable. It is
not up to the Court to set guidelines. It
is up to Congress.

This puts States, like my own State of
New York, for instance—in the utterly
ridiculous position of having to reappor-
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tion this year and use census figures that
are 10 years old. New York has not had a
statewide census since 1960, although
there have been special censuses taken
in certain areas of the State.

The data from these more recent local
censuses cannot be used in a statewide
redistricting because you have to use the
same base throughout the State. That
means sticking with the 1960 census
figures.

My proposal in this amendment is to
lay down guidelines—reasonable guide-
lines that the States can work with and
avoid the continual harassment which
I fear will be even more prevalent around
the country after the reapportionment
for 1572 on the basis of the 1970 census.

I am proposing to set a leeway of 2%
percent in population above or below the
mean average for the districts in a State.
In New York State, for example, the
mean average under the 1960 decennial
census was 409,324,

As the court decisions stand today,
new congressional districts must have
zero variance from the mean average. I
repeat, this is ridiculous and completely
unrealistic—yet this is the way the court
decisions have left the situation in the
absence of legislative or other directive.

Why do I say this is unrealistic?

First, the census figures are already 6
months old before they are prepared for
use in setting the reapportionment base.
The first election based on the decennial
census figures is 18 months after the
head count is made. That is one reason.

Second, the Census Bureau itself con-
cedes that its figures in the last two
decennial censuses were only 97 percent
accurate. So my figure is even tighter
than the Census Bureau itself claims its
own accuracy to have been in the recent
past.

Third, with the mobility of today’s
population, census figures are really ac-
curate only on the day they are taken.
I do not mean to say they are worthless,
but I do say that it is only right and
proper to take into account the facts of
life in this transient economy of today.

In refusing to consider any slight var-
iations in districts, the courts are at-
tributing greater validity to the census
figures than does the Census Bureau it-
self.

The court's call for “absolute equal-
ity” actually is unattainable. Setting a
215-percent variation allowance on re-
districting is within the range of census
data accuracy and will permit the States
to have slight leeway which can avoid
much disruption to normal geographic
lines.

The Supreme Court’s ruling last April
invalidated New York State’s reappor-
tionment which had been approved by a
Federal court last year. The order for the
new reapportionment is going to cost the
State a million dollars. Indeed, a million
dollars wasted, because the redistricting
is going to make the situation worse, not
better.

Let me give you an example of what I
mean by using the figures for the three
districts that involve my home city of
Buffalo, N.Y.

Back in 1961 the State legislature es-
tablished new lines for the State’s con-
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gressional distriects. The three districts
were set very close in size. The widest
variation was just a little over a thou-
sand in population.

My 41st District was redrawn to in-
clude a population of 435,858. The neigh-
boring 40th District was allocated a pop-
ulation of 436,022. The 39th District was
figured at 435,077.

I think this is pretty evenly dividing
three districts which together serve the
two counties of the Niagara frontier,
Erie and Niagara.

These three districts were not changed
in the 1968 redistricting by the State.
But the new Court order would require
a change for the 1970 election because
all three districts exceed the 1960 mean
average for the State.

Today, my district is estimated to com-
prise only about 375,000 persons—nearly
61,000 less than in 1960. This is because
of a loss of population as a result of
urban renewal and major superhighway
projects which have cut through my dis-
trict. In contrast, the 39th District is
now estimated to contain 515,000 per-
sons.

Yet, when the State follows the Su-
preme Court's edict and redraws the dis-
trict lines for next year’s election, it
will be on the basis of a 1960 average of
about 410,000 per distriet.

Inasmuch as there has been no state-
wide census since 1960, that means my
district will be reduced by about 26,000—
down to an actual total of about 349,000
persons as of today. The 39th District
will be cut by about 25,000 from its 1960
figure to an estimate as of today of about
490,000. Our districts will be actually
140,000 difference in population. Similar
distortions will occur elsewhere in the
State.

So where is the practicality of a no-
variation redistricting based on 1960
census data when it is simply going to
compound the distortion rather than
solve it?

The Congress cannot do anything
about the ridiculous situation in New
York State this year. But Congress can
do something to lay down guidelines for
future decades.

In December 1967, Congress did take
a step in the right direction by barring
statewide at-large congressional elec-
tions because of challenges of State ap-
portionments. That action was necessary
at the time to prevent chaos in States
where lines were challenged and a dead-
lock developed on redistricting.

Can you imagine the chaos that would
result if the 41 New York seats were filled
by statewide election?

Congress cannot leave the vague legal
basis that now exists in view of the one-
man, one-vote edict. The Congress must
exercise its responsibility and put guide-
lines into law so as to cut off harass-
ment and nuisance challenges in courts
after a State makes a good-faith and
responsible reapportionment.

If a State fails to meet the guidelines
set by Congress, it still would be subject
to court challenge, as is proper and
necessary.

Mr. Chairman,

the thrust of my
amendment is very simple.
It is intended simply to put into law
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guidelines that the States and the courts
can use in future redistricting.

I hope sincerely that the Committee
will adopt my amendment.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Chairman, the House
Committee on the Judiciary on May 16,
1969, reported a proposal to amend the
Constitution to provide for the direct
popular election of the President. I will
attempt to assess how the proposed
amendment may affect or alter the elec-
toral influence which urban minorities
and the smaller, less populous States
both in the South and in other regions of
the Nation have on the outcome of presi-
dential elections under the existing elec-
toral college system. The discussion
which follows approaches this question
in terms of the historic discussion of the
likely consequences of such a change in
the eurrent method of electing the Presi-
dent for the relative voting power of the
larger and the smaller States of the
Union.

Under the prevailing electoral system,
which is governed by article II, section 1
of the Constitution, and by the 12th,
13th, and 23d amendments, the President
and Vice President are chosen by elec-
tors elected by popular vote as the State
legislatures direct. Each State has a
number of electors equal to the whole
number of Senators and Representatives
to which it is entitled in Congress. Al-
though it is not required by the Consti-
tution, each State’s electoral vote since
1892 has been cast under the unit, gen-
eral ticket or winner-take-all system,
whereby each State delivers its entire
electoral vote to the candidates that re-
ceive the highest popular vote. The win-
ning candidates must receive a majority
of the electoral vote, and in the event of
no majority, a “contingent” choice is
made by the House of Representatives,
with the representation from each State
having one vote.

The proposed amendment, as reported
by the House Judiciary Committee,
abolishes the e.ectoral college and pro-
vides in its place for the direct nation-
wide popular election of the President
and Vice President. If no candidate re-
ceives at least 40 percent of the popular
vote cast in a presidential election, a run-
off election is to be held between the two
candidates with the highest number of
votes. Voters in a presidential election
are to have the same qualifications as are
required by each State for persons voting
for members of the most numerous
branch of the State legislature. The
States may adopt “less restrictive resi-
dence qualifications” for the electorate,
and “the Congress may establish uniform
residence qualifications.”*

It is particularly noteworthy for the
purposes of this analysis that opposition
to the direct popular election scheme his-
torically has come from both the larger
and smaller States. This opposition has
been based upon the belief held by both
groups of States that under this method
of election each would lose advantages
which they have under the electoral col-

1 “Direct Popular Election of the President,”
U.S. Congress House of Representatives, Re-
port of the Committee on the Judiciary, 91st
Congress, 1st sesslon, May 16, 1969, pp. 1-2.
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lege system. This belief obviously involves
some measure of speculation that is not
subject to factual proof. There is, how=-
ever, in addition, both evidence and logic
in support of these arguments against a
direct election plan which in the past
have helped to defeat the proposal every
time it has been considered by Congress.
The large-State small-State debate
over the best manner of electing the
President dates from the Constitutional
Convention of 1787. American politics
today quite obviously differ radically
from anything contemplated by the
framers of the Constitution. Yet the
compromise at which they arrived on the
manner of electing the President remains
of relevant interest to current proposals
to change the system they established.
This system was, in the words of James
Madison, “the result of compromise be-
tween the larger and the smaller States.”
Despite early disagreement among the
delegates of the Convention on the issue,
they reached agreement that the Presi-
ent should be chosen by a vote of the
people. But only a few nf the framers
favored a direct vote, and how the peo-
ple should chogse the President was of
particular concern to the smaller States
because they feared their influence in
national elections would be nullified by
the combined votes of a few populous
northern States. This fear was aggra-
vated by disparities among the States in
their respective suffrage requirements
which resulted in a larger number of
qualified voters in the North. The in-
termediate elector plan retained the
principle of popular choice, but was a
major concession to the smaller States
because first, it provided for a number
of electors chosen by the people on the
basis of each State’s population—thus
overcoming the disproportion of qualified
voters in different States; second, it gave
them a bonus of two extra electoral
votes corresponding to the number of
Senators allowed each State irrespective
of its population; and third, it provided
for the contingent election of the Presi-
dent by the House of Representatives
where, because each State had cne vote,
the influence of the small States would
be the same as that of the large.
These general observations have an
immediate relevance for assessing the
possible results of the direct popular elec-
tion of the President for the relative
voting power of particular States and
groups of the national electorate today.
This probably is more true for the voting
influence which various minority and
ethnic groups located in metropolitan
areas of the larger States now have un-
der the eurrent electoral system than for
any other part of the voting public.
While this influence has been widely
recognized for many years by informed
observers and politicians alike, it recently
has heen given new and persuasive sup-
port by an analysis made by Mr. John F,
Banzhaf III, a member of the New York
and District of Columbia bars. Mr.
Banzhaf's analysis measures by advanced
mathematical techniques the chance that
each voter has under the present elec-
toral system—as well as under the three
most commonly considered alternative
systems—to affect the election outcome
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in his State, and in turn, the outcome of
a national election.?

As it recently has been conveniently
summarized by Prof. Alexander M.
Bickel of Yale University, Banzkaf’s
analysis shows that:

“States like New York and California have
over two and one-half times as much chance
to affect the election of the President as res-
idents of some of the smaller states.” Penn-
sylvania, Ohio, Michigan, Illinols, and even
lesser Industrial states, are also in advan-
tageous positions. The reason is that while a
voter in a large state has less chance of
influencing the result in his state (because
there are, of course, more people voting) he
potentlally influences a larger number of
electoral votes; and so, dezp*“e the apparent
dilution of his vote, he actually exercices
much greater control over the outcome of
the national election. This power he derives
directly form the electorel college system.?

Professor Bickel also observes that the
electoral college system requires that the
parties and the presidential candidates
“make the large industrial States the de-
cisive battleground of national elections.”
These States, he concedes, would be of
substantial importance in any case, but
the fact remains that “the electoral epl-
lege as it has evolved is so rigged that the
big States count disproportionately.”*

This advantage accruing to the large
States under the electoral college system,
then, is the basis of the voting power
which minority groups enjoy under this
system, and which is threatened by the
direct election plan. Under the present
electoral method, as frequently has been
observed, minorities in the larger States
ma) act as a crucial swing vote in those
cases where only a few thousand or a few
hundred votes separate the leading presi-
dential candidates in States with large
electoral votes that under the winner-
take-all rule all go to the winning side.
It is clear, for this reason, that in most
presidential elections since the 1930's
national candidates have tended to focus
their campaign appeals on the larger
States, thus giving organized minority
groups special attention and a potential,
if not always actual, influence they
would not have under the direct election
scheme. As was recently stated in an
editorial of February 22, 1969, issue of
the New Republic:

Direct popular election of Presidents would
diminish what is now the disproportionate
influence of the large industrial states in
Presidential polities, and thus diminish what
often, even if not always, turns out to be
the influence of cohesive mlnority groups in
these states. . , . By virtue of the unit rule,
relatively small blocs of votes in closely di-
vided big states can make the decisive dif-
ference in an election.®

2 John F. Banzhaf ITII, “"Reflections on the
Electoral College, One Man, 3.312 Votes: A
Mathematical Analysis of the Electoral Col-
lege,” Villanova Law Review (Winter 1968),
reprinted in U.S, Congress, House of Repre-
sentatives, Hearings before the Committee
on the Judiclary Relating to Electoral Col-
lege Reform, 91st Cong., 1st sess., February
and March 1969, pp. 307-352.

* Alexander M. Bickel, “Is Electoral Reform
thizanswer." Commentary, (December 1968),
p. 42, {

4 Ibid., pp. 42-43,

& “Electing Presidents,” The New Republic
(February 22, 1969), pp. 9-10.
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Much of the data and reasoning which
supports the view that direct election of
the President would deprive minority
groups and the more populous States of
voting advantages which they have un-
der the electoral college system also often
is said to support the view that this
system works to the detriment of the
smaller, less populous, rural States,
whether of the South or of other regions
of the country, Mr. Banzhaf, for example,
states that under the existing system:

Citizens of the small and medium-sized
states are severely deprived of voting power
in comparison with the residents of the few
very populous states who have far more
voting power than the others. The present
electoral college system, in conjunction with
state imposed unit-vote (winner-take-all)
laws, in effect in all the states, greatly favors
the citizens of the most populous states and
deprives citizens of the less populous state
of an equal chance to affect the election of
the President.®

These inequities, Banzhaf further
states, would be eliminated by a direct
vote system since under this system,
where—

No distinction whatever is made be-
tween votes cast by residents of different
States or congressional districts, it is ob-
vious that all voters would have an equal
chance to affect the outcome of the elec-
tion and, therefore, would have equal
voting power.’

The fact is, however, that representa-
tives of the smaller, more thinly popu-
lated States have continued to resist the
direct election alternative. This doubt-
less has been true in part because of the
attractiveness to them of other plans of
electoral reform, particularly the pro-
portional and district plans. Under both
of these schemes, as most observers have
agreed, voters in the smaller States
would gain disproportionate voting in-
fluence at the expense of the larger
States.” Yet there are other reasons for
the opposition of the smaller States to
direct election of the President, nearly all
of which can be traced to the apprehen-
sion that direct electlons would destroy
the identity and voting power of the
States as self-contained units of the
American federal system. Even if it is
conceded, as Banzhaf and others have
argued, that the existing electoral system
reduces the voting influence of the indi-
vidual citizens in the smaller States, this
does not take into account the influence
which under the electoral college system
the States may at least potentially exert
as States with and on behalf of their own
“communities of interest.”®

First of all, the direct election plan
would eliminate the two electoral votes
which each State receives for its two sen-
atorial seats without regard to the size of
their populations. This gives the small
States an immediate and obvious bonus in
presidential elections which they natu-
rally are reticent to surrender. In addi-

® Banzhaf, op. cit., p. 319.

7 Ibid., p. 320.

% Ibid., pp. 324-327. See also Edwin D. Eshel-
man and Robert S. Walker, “Congress and
Electoral Reform,” The Christian Century
(Feb. 6, 1969), pp. 178-181.

" See Lucius Wilmerding, Jr., The Electoral
College (Boston: Beacon Press, 1858), pp.
107-108.
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tion to these votes, of course, the remain-
ing number of electoral votes assigned to
each State corresponding to the number
of its Representatives in the House in-
volves an apportionment based upon
population rather than wupon voting
numbers. This not only gives an advan-
tage to States whose voting turmouts
tend to be relatively low, as often has
been especially true of States in the
South. It also means that the identities
and interests of the several States as
distinct communities in the federal sys-
tem are preserved and brought to bear
upon the political strategies of the
parties and national candidates and
upon the outcome of presidential elec-
tions. This consideration is reinforced
by the equally obvious and special ad-
vantage which the smaller States de-
rive, at least potentially, from their votes
in contingent elections decided by the
House of Representatives.

When the Federal rule on theory of
representation in the electoral college is
taken into account, moreover, the direct
election system may quite simply and
conclusively be shown to reduce the vot-
ing influence of the smaller States rela-
tive to that of the larger as it is pres-
ently exercised under the electoral col-
lege and general ticket systems. If it is
true, as it is, that the existing electoral
system gives the larger States, voting as
units, greater relative weight in election
outcomes, the direct election plan, be-
cause it eliminates the intermediate
electors, would both increase the voting
power of the larger States and reduce
that of the smaller States to a significant
degree. This shift of voting power among
the States participating as units of the
federal system which would result from
a change to direct popular elections has
been demonstrated by a mathematical
computation published in the May 12,
1969 issue of US. News & World Re-
port.” This analysis shows that under
the proposed change to direct elections,
15 larger States would gain and 34 me-
dium-sized and smaller States plus the
District of Columbia would lose in rela-
tive voting power based upon the results
of the 1968 election. This analysis also
shows that while under a system of di-
rect elections, States of the Northeast
and Midwest regions would gain in rela-
tive voting power, those of the Far West,
South and Border regions would lose in-
fluence which they now have by virtue
of the votes they cast under the unit
rule in the electoral college.

These changes which a direct election
system would effect in the relative elec-
toral influence of various States and re-
gions have been written off as “illusory”
by some observers because the unit or
general ticket rule distorts election re-
sults by failing to count voters in the
minority of the States popular votes for
presidential electors.” But this rebuttal
on behalf of the direct election plan
again fails to take into account the Fed-
eral principle whereby under the pres-
ent system a State’s presidential vote is
cast by electors who, because they rep-

1P, 58,

1 Neal R. Peirce, The People's President
(New York Simon and Schuster, 1968), pp.
262-263.
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resent a State’s population, also repre-
sent a community of interest shared by
voters and nonvoters alike. In support
of this principle and in opposition to the
direct election proposal Senator Sam J.
Ervin, of North Carolina, recently has
stated:

Adherents of direct popular election would
substitute the concept of having the Presi-
dent and Vice President represent those who
happen to vote on the particular election
day, for the principle established by the
framers of having them represent population
and States regardless of how large or how
small the actual vote might be on that elec-
tion day. In erasing the concept of electoral
votes representing population—including
nonvoters—within States, direct election
would replace it with a theory of representa-
tion based solely upon a percentage of voters
who happen to vote at a particular election.”

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
much has been said during the extended
debate on this bill about the adverse re-
action to be expected if a nominee for
President is elected who receives less
popular votes than his opponent. I agree
that avoidance of that occurrence or in-
surance against that contingency alone
is enough reason to pass a constitutional
amendment; however, I think there are
other reasons almost equally compelling.

I believe strong and accepted leader-
ship is so important in our more com-
plicated society that it would be most
difficult for a President to provide that
leadership if he had received less than
40 percent of the total vote, I believe
avoiding that possibility alone is enough
reason to amend the Constitution and
could save this country suffering through
4 years where the majority do not ap-
prove of the leadership and never did.

I personally believe the bill which it is
now evident will emerge may not be as
satisfactory as a proportional plan of
casting popular votes from each State
because that would help avoid the pos-
sibility of a national recount and give
more flexibility to States to set require-
ments for eligibility without penalizing
States which diligently prevent “grave-
yvard” votes; however, this bill is certain-
ly superior to the present provisions of
the Constitution and I hope the Senate
will improve it.

Although I think changes of the Con-
stitution should be few and far between
and only made when it is obvious the
need will be long lasting, I believe this
is one of those cases and urge adoption
of the resolution.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. Chairman,
as one who for some 8 years has spon-
sored legislation to bring about electoral
college reform, I commend the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary and the House lead-
ership for the action that has finally
brought this subject to the House floor
for consideration.

I am satisfied that the election of 1968
convinced the great majority of Ameri-
cans that remedial action to secure the
future from the prospect of a constitu-
tional crisis should not be postponed any
longer.

The road of constitutional reform in-
cludes many rigorous tests, and rightly
so. With the right vehicle, however, the

2 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Jan.
p. 862,

15, 1969,
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route may be accomplished with relative
dispatch, perhaps even within 1 year.
Regardless, it is time we got moving.

It was the crowning genius of our
Founding Fathers to have authored a
Constitution capable of orderly growth
and the ability to adapt to new chal-
lenges and conditions. It achieved what
the Articles of Confederation could not,
the forging of a nation out of the con-
flicts and jealousies of individual ex-
colonies. It is hardly surprising that the
method adopted to overcome these con-
ditions and make the election of an ef-
fective National President possible should
itself become out of joinu with the Na-
tion that it helped to form.

During the greatest part of our his-
tory we have, as we all know, not elected
our Presidents strictly in the manner the
Founding Fathers had formulated.

At the Constitutional Convention in
1787 some argued that the Chief Execu-
tive should be elected directly by the peo-
ple while others believed that the choice
should be made by Congress or even the
Governors of the States. It was finally
resolved that a special body of electors,
holding no public office and independent
of the three branches of our Government
as well as the State governments, should
make the selection. These electors, equal
to the number of U.S. Senators and Rep-
resentatives of each State would be
chosen it was presumed, from among the
most knowledgeable and respected citi-
zens of each State. Meeting at the State
capital on a designated day they would
nominate, debate, and cast their ballots.
The votes of the electors of 21l the States
would then be sent to Washington and
counted by the President of the Senate
before a joint session of Congress. If no
person received a majority of votes the
House of Representatives would then
meet immediately to make the choice.

As originally conceived, then, the elec-
toral college embraced both the functions
of nominating and electing the President.
With the unforeseen development of our
strong political party system, however,
and the introduction of partisan slates
for choosing the electors, the election of
the electors became tantamount to elect-
ing the President. Consequently, without
benefit of a constitutional amendment
the political parties simply assumed the
determining role in the selection of nom-
inees for the highest office of the land.

The concern many are expressing to-
day is directed both at the way our
Presidents are nominated as well as the
way they are elected. In the first instance
some feel that political conventions
should be replaced by a national primary
election. In the second instance many
seek to abolish or reform the electoral
college because, for example, under the
present system it is possible for a eandi-
date without the most popular votes to
be elected President if he wins sufficient
electoral votes. Three men have, in fact,
become such so-called minority Presi-
dents: In 1824 Andrew Jackson received
more popular votes—43 percent—than
John Quiney Adams—30 percent—but
with no candidate receiving a majority
of electoral votes, the choice went to the
House of Representatives which ulti-
mately selected Adams; in 1876 Ruther-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ford B. Hayes—48 percent—edged out
Samuel J, Tilden—50.9 percent—by one
electoral vote after a special Electoral
Commission examined the contested re-
turns of four States; and in 1888 Ben-
jamin Harrison—47.8 percent—was
elected over Grover Cleveland—48.6 per-
cent. Some 11 other Presidents have been
elected who, though receiving more pop-
ular votes than their opponents, failed
to attract more than 50 percent of the
total vote. This has occurred in two of
our last three elections. In 1960, John F.
Kennedy received 49.48 percent and
Richard M. Nixon 49.32 percent of the
popular vote, although the electoral
votes were 303 and 219, respectively. In
the 1968 election, Richard M. Nixon re-
ceived 43.40 percent, Hubert H. Hum-
phrey 42.72 percent, and George C, Wal-
lace 13.53 percent of the popular vote,
with the electoral vote distribution being
302, 191, and 45, respectively.

It might also be recalled that Lincoln
in 1860, faced by three other opponents,
won a majority of the electoral votes
while receiving only 39.79 percent of the
popular vote.

Others question the fairness of the
winner-take-all rule whereby a candi-
date who wins 51 percent of the popular
vote wins 100 percent of that State's
electoral votes while the candidate re-
ceiving 49 percent of the votes receives
no electoral votes, It is also urged that
electors should be pledged to the party
candidate and not be permitted to dis-
regard the mandate of their election by
voting for some other candidate.

There have been a number of basic
plans proposed to change the present
system. One plan retains the electoral
votes of the States, abolishes the office
of elector, and automatically awards the
electoral votes of a State to the popular
winner in that State. A second, the dis-
trict plan continues both the office of
elector and a State’s electoral votes but
provides that the electoral votes are to
be spread among equi-populous dis-
tricts—equal in number to the number
of Representatives in the House—plus
two at-large districts. The winner of each
district automatically would receive its
electoral vote. A third plan abolishes the
office of elector but retains the State's
electoral votes which are divided among
the candidates in proportion to their
shares of the popular vote within the
State. And a fourth plan proposes that
the President be elected by the direct
vote of the people. Under this plan, the
present electoral college system would be
abolished.

In a message to the Congress on Feb-
ruary 24, 1969, President Nixon made
known his views with respect to electoral
college reform. He stated that although
he personally preferred the direct elec-
tion of the President by popular vote, he
doubted whether this method would be
ratified by a sufficient number of State
legislatures. Consequently, he recom-
mended to the Congress the elimination
of the office of the elector in order to
avoid the problem of the “faithless elec-
tor’; the distribution of each State’s
electoral vote proportionately among the
candidates according to their popular
vote; and the provisions that if no can-
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didate receives 40 percent of the elec-
toral vote a runoff election, rather than
Congress, would decide the winner.

While there has been some new evi-
dence suggesting that the direct method
may be gaining ground in some State
capitals, I, too, share the President's
concern in this regard because I believe
it is so important that successful action
be taken now to remove the principal
defects in our electoral system.

I strongly support the elimination of
the problem of the “faithless elector” as
well as the present procedure whereby,
on the basis of one-State, one-vote, the
House elects the President when no can-
didate wins an electoral vote majority in
the general election.

To contend today that individual elec-
tors are chosen to exercise their inde-
pendent judgment, when their very ex-
istence is unknown to many voters and
their name does not even appear on the
ballot in many States, is to try to resur-
rect a system long dead and without pub-
lic support.

To maintain that the Congress should
vote by State delegations is to disenfran-
chise the voters of those States whose
delegations are politically, evenly divided
and to distort the value of all other votes.
Then, there is the further spectre of the
House electing one party's candidate as
President and the Senate a different
party’s candidate as Vice President.

Consequently, I would support any of
the current proposals so long as they
remedied these particular defects. In ad-
dition, while I recognize that the winner-
take-all feature of the present system
has probably helped to promote our two
party system, it is because I am such a
firm believer in it that I am satisfied that
this essential feature of our political in-
stitutions is now such an ingrown part
of our national character that the votes
of all citizens should now be counted in
the final tally and not just those of the
winning candidate of each State, Our
political institutions have grown up
around and in some ways in spite of the
present system. They are strong enough,
I am satisfied, to continue to grow and
prosper now under a different, more
viable procedure.

The hill reported by the Committee on
the Judiciary provides for the direct
election of the President and a runoff
election in the event no candidate re-
ceives 40 percent of the popular vote. As
I said in my statement during the Com-
mittee hearings, I could support such a
proposal even though I recognize that
the other plans have their merits as well.
We must sweep away the confusion and
uncertainty that invites political mis-
chief and perhaps disaster through the
continuance of archaic mechanisms
which promise only to frustrate rather
than to serve the public interest.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of House
Joint Resolution 681 to reform the pres-
ent system of electing the President and
Vice President of the United States.

When the electoral system was devised
182 years ago, the drafters of the Con-
stitution had little confidence that the
people were capable of actually choos-
ing a President. They devised a system
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whereby the people would indicate their
preference to a college of electors who
would be free to make a choice as they
saw fit. The rise of the political parties
as a permanent institution, however,
transformed the electoral college into an
impotent imprimatur of the popular vote.

Under the party system, electors were
no longer free to make their own choice
and, in some States, became bound by
State law to follow the popular vote.
Thus, today we are encumbered by a
system which satisfies neither the plan
of those who drafted it nor the require-
ments of a popular democracy.

Under normal circumstances, the col-
lege merely remains a friendly curio
from the past, an old, once comfortable
but now broken old chair, which we have
been loathe to be rid of. But, like such
a chair, the electoral college system is
perilous under pressure.

We are well aware that it is possible
for a popular vote winner to be the
electoral voter loser, thus denying to the
people their rightful choice of candi-
dates. The only electoral process which
would guarantee that the choice of the
people would rightfully claim the Presi-
dency is the direct election plan.

I respectfully submit that the two al-
ternative plans, namely, the so-called
district plan and the proportional plan,
would still permit a popular vote loser
to become an electoral vote winner. I
am unable to support either alternative.
Like the present system, even in the best
of circumstances they are unfair. In the
worst of circumstances they are dan-
gerous. When the popular vote is so close
as to result in a disparity between the
popular and electoral vote, it can only
mean that large segments of the popu-
lace are disaffected and opinion has be-
come hardened and highly polarized. We
have seen in American history, notably
in the last few years, that disaffected and
alienated citizens will take to the streets,
take over public buildings, strike, and
riot when they become convinced that
the system which governs them also
consistently ignores them—193 years
ago we fought against another govern-
ment for the same reasons. It is not my
desire to give cause for another such
revolt against an American Government.

A major argument against the direct
election plan seems to be that the small
States are against it, thus dooming any
proposal which requires ratification of
three-quarters of all the States. I do
not agree. Polls taken as late as 1968
indicate the preference of a majority of
State legislators, including those in
small States, for the direct election plan.
These legislators, and a substantial ma-
jority of the people throughout the coun-
try understand that their common in-
terests are not regional; that geography
does not confine problems to a single area
of the country; that problems of people
in the South are shared by those in the
North and West; that the people of
the Midwest express many of the same
demands as those living in the East. In
a Federal election, it is these common
problems which find expression in the
vote for a President.

I strongly believe that the American
people are capable of choosing their
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President. I shall vote for the direct
election plan as proposed in House Joint
Resolution 681,

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of House
Joint Resolution 681 as it has been re-
ported by the Judiciary Committee.

There are few issues which have been
debated during my seven years here
which could have more far-reaching con-
sequences for the Nation. Certainly, the
method of electing our Presidents and
Vice Presidents has needed discussion
and reconsideration for many years.
There is no doubt that the Electoral Col-
lege, as an institution, no longer reflects
the requirements of our times. In fact,
its existence has involved a continuing
and calculated risk which the American
people have viewed with considerable
patience. That patience, I believe, would
soon vanish if a crisis of leadership
should occur i1 the choice for President
of the American people were frustrated
because of the creaking and outmoded
electoral system we have been reluctant
to change.

I have great respect for my colleagues
here as well as for other spokesmen who
advocate variations of the present Elec-
toral College system. However, as our
colleague from Ohio (Mr. McCULLOCH)
has so eloquently pointed out, all of the
irdirect election plans have one great
flaw. That is that they could well allow
the election of a presidential candidate
who is not, in fact, the choice of the
American people.

We have long since embraced in this
Nation the concept of majority rule. In
fact, in no other election for public office
would an election contest be awarded to
a candidate who loses in the tally of
popular votes. If we will not tolerate this
possibility in the deciding of lesser offices,
it should surely not be tolerable in the
filling of the country’s highest office.

The inadequacies and dangers of the
present system have been known for
many years. It is time that action be
initiated for the kind of formal and
national debate which this resolution
will, in effect, start. Although our de-
cision here today will only be the open-
ing act in this great dialogue, it is of
historic importance that we discuss
whether we should make certain that
the will of the people is carried out as
they choose in future years who is to
lead them.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, for the
past few days, we, as a body, have been
considering legislation of the utmost im-
portance. Electoral reform would require
an amendment to the United States
Constitution, and that in itself makes it
a vital issue that deserves the most seri-
ous consideration by all Members of
Congress.

Electoral reform is an issue which af-
fects each and every voting American
and should be looked upon with non-
partisan objectivity. We must concern
ourselves with only what is right and fair
for the people.

I want to say that I feel very strongly
that a change is necessary in the method
we use to elect our President and Vice
President. I feel that our electoral col-
lege system is wrong for a number of
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reasons. It is a “winner-take-all” policy
which allows a candidate to take 49 per-
cent of the vote in a State, but none of
that State's electora] votes. This is, in my
opinion, not expressing the true feeling
of the people. The present system also
allows the election of a President even
though he fails to get a plurality of the
votes. It allows the election to go to the
House of Representatives where strong
bargaining sessions take place, and the
will of the people might not be expressed.
The present law allows the elector to
vote against the will of the people if he
so desires; and we must not have a sys-
tem which would allow such activity.

During the past few days, I have
listened intently to my colleagues as a
number of reform proposals were pre-
sented. After serious thought and con-
sidcration, I have concluded that only
one of the proposals offered would elimi-
nate all of the bad points I have men-
tioned which exist in the present elee-
toral college system of electing our Pres-
ident. It is the popular, or direct vote
system which eliminates the “unfaithful
elector,” the “winner-take-all” policy,
the election without plurality, and the
electoral bargaining in the House of Rep-
resentatives. The popular vote system of
electing our President would, in my
opinion, give the American people their
true voice in the election of their highest
officials. I hope that my colleagues in the
Congress see the virtue of the popular
vote proposal and approve it accordingly.
I call on all of the gentlemen of the
House to join me in casting a vote for the
people of this great Nation. Our govern-
ment is a government of the people, by
the people and for the people, and a vote
for this amendment would truly be a vote
for the people.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, the
American people desire this reform. It
is long overdue. In replies to a question-
naire mailed just last month to all of the

‘voters in my district, approximately 4

out of every 5 responding express ap-
proval for the change embodied in this
proposed constitutional amendment.

‘The electoral colleze has long since
outlived any useful purpose. It is a relic
of a bygone day. It has no more rele-
vance to the modern age than powdered
wigs and snuffboxes and goose quill pens.

At best, it is a quaint, clumsy append-
age awkwardly interposed between the
people and their chosen leaders. At its
worst, it can be a positive menace to the
free elective process.

When the electoral college was or-
dained, its creators no doubt had a ra-
tional purpose in mind. Perhaps that
purpose was valid 180 years ago. Com-
munications were poor, sometimes non-
existent. Transportation was tortuous.
The average citizen could never know
much, if anything, about a presidential
candidate.

The electoral system sprang from the
belief that the typical voter simply would
not have the information available upon
which to base an intelligent choice, that
he would need someone else fo exercise
that judgment for him. Each community,
therefore, would choose an elector, some-
one in whose good sense the rest had con-
fidence. The electors would come fo-
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gether, talk it over, learn what they
could, and finally select a Chief Execu-
tive for the Nation.

That philosophy may have made sense
once. Today it has not even a semblance
of reality. The average citizen knows the
most intimate things about presidential
candidates—almost embarrassingly inti-
mate things. He knows of their families,
the names of their pets, their personal
mannerisms, their favorite foods, what
they wear, where they go to church, even
their personal health problems. He has
an opinion not only upon their public
philosophy but on the way they choose to
express it—their accents, their choice of
words, their facial expressions—their
style if you please.

But what, pray tell, does he know about
the elector? Nothing. Easily 90 percent
of the voters could not even identify their
‘“Elector” by name. And why should they?
They feel they are choosing a Presiden{—
not some intermediary to do their pick-
ing for them.

The point, however, is not merely that
this creaky electoral machinery is out
of date, unnecessary and ridiculous. The
point is that it can be positively danger-
ous. It has bred abuses which in a free
and enlightened society should not be
tolerated.

Perhaps the most common of those
abuses is that it contrives to make voters
unequal. It is the very antithesis of one
man, one vote, By lumping all of a State’s
electoral votes into the column of that
candidate who ekes out the barest margin
of victory in that State, it gives undue
emphasis to some States and to some
voters at the expense of others. In the
electoral college, the minority in each
State—however near it may be to a
majority—is wholly disenfranchised.

This naturally results in each party's
giving special attention to those ma-
chine-type organizations in the close
States which, by just a little extra effort,
can turn the tide from a narrow loss to
a narrow win. And each party simply
crosses off some States as not worth the
effort. The whole thing amounts to a
negation of the basic equality of voters.

Even worse, we know that in several
instances the system has inaugurated a
President preferred by less than a ma-
jority of voters—and in one case by less
than a plurality, Who can say this will
not happen again? It is at least theoreti-
cally possible—given a certain mixture of
circumstances—for a candidate to be
elected with fewer than 40 percent of the
popular votes even though his opponent
might receive more than 60 percent.

Or, in a close election with active
third-party participation, the present
system could throw the election into the
House of Representatives. There is the
additional possibility that this in turn
could result in stalemate.

Or, as we have recently had occasion
to ponder, the failure of either major
candidate to receive a majority of the
alectoral votes could place in the hands
of some cynical third-party candidate, if
he could control his electors, the leverage
of a power broker to make private deals
for the electoral votes needed to tip the
scale,
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This possibility becomes frighteningly
apparent in the arrogance recently dis-
played by the faithless elector from
North Carolina, one Dr. Bailey, who
crassly betrayed his trust and cavalierly
substituted his own judgment for that of
the people. The Congress, in its debate
over this issue last January, determined
that under the present electoral system
the people are powerless to do anything
about such a betrayal. The people have
no remedy and no recourse.

This particular elector, testifying be-
fore the Senate committee a few days
ago, declared his conviction that the elec-
tors should be absolutely free to disregard
the will of the people and substitute their
own will whenever it pleases them.
“Then,"” he boasted, “we'll have elections
by informed people.” In other words, the
public is too stupid to be trusted.

Well, I do not believe that. I do not
think the American people believe that,
or that history would so indict us. But—
let us face it—that is the original ration-
ale of the electoral college system.

For the past 14 years, I have been
introducing proposed constitutional
amendments in the hope of getting some
action started in the direction of reform.
Now, at long last, it appears to be on the
way. It is high time that we abolish the
antiquated electoral college and replace
it with a simple, workable, 20th century
system of direct election of the Presi-
dent and Vice President, by the people
themselves. This is the opportunity
which confronts us today.

And why not? What is there to fear?
The new plan has been formally endorsed
by the American Bar Association. Ae-
cording to nationwide polls, it is desired
by fully 80 percent of the public. Cer-
tainly it would be better than the present
system with its undemocratic inequities
and its open invitations to abuse. If we
trust the majority, then there is nothing
to fear from direct elections. What most
people cannot understand is why we
have waited so long.

Mr. VANIK, Mr, Chairman, I rise in
support of the constitutional amend-
ment reported by the House Judiciary
Committee and being considered today.
In the long sweep of American history,
this legislation will probably be the most
important measure that this Congress
considers. I am proud to be one of the
early cosponsors of the original resolu-
tion introduced by the distinguished
gentleman from New York (Mr. CELLER) .
It is a measure that is a hundred and
seventy years overdue.

The past winter has seen one of the
most orderly transfers of power and re-
sponsibility of Government in our Na-
tion's history.

During the last several months, I think
that we have seen the most orderly and
effective transfer of responsibility of
Government in our Nation’s history. The
events of recent weeks reflect great
credit on both former President Johnson
and on President Nixon. Our Nation has
stood forth to the world as the ideal
working mocdel of peaceful democratic
government.

Yet, I am sure that we are all aware
of what might have happened under the
existing provisions of the Constitution.
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The election of a President could have
been thrown into the House of Repre-
sentatives. There, five of our colleagues
representing 1.7 million people in the
least populous States would have had an
equal vote with 154 Members represent-
ing 64 million persons—35 percent of the
Nation.

It is hard to conceive of a more un-
democratic process of electing a national
leader.

In addition, the 2 months of un-
certainty between the popular election
and the election in the House could have
been disastrous to the process of transi-
tion, to the economy, and to our inter-
national relations.

Last fall's election, under our present
electoral college system, could have been
determined by a largely sectional, third-
party candidate. In addition, the man
who received the most electoral votes
might not have received the highest
number of popular votes. This happened
in 1876 and 1888. In 20 elections, because
of the electoral college system, a shift
of 1 percent in the popular election
could have changed the electoral and
final outcome. The difficulties which such
a minority President would have in gov-
erning would be most dangerous to the
Nation,

The idea of one man, one vote is ac-
cepted, It is just.

Yet, this democratic concept finds no
place in the electoral college. In fact, the
electoral college is unique in seeming to
make nearly every man's vote unequal.

In my State of Ohio, 10 million citizens
control 26 presidential electors. Buf if
you add up the 16 least populous States
you find that they have a total of 10 mil-
lion persons—but 58 electoral votes—
over twice the representation of Ohio’s 10
million people. This is caused, of course,
by the fact that each State gets two Sen-
ators—and thus two extra -electoral
votes—regardless of how small its popu-
lation is.

I also took a look at six medium-size
States which have the lowest percentage
of their eligible citizens voting. Now in
Ohio in 1964, two-thirds of the people
voted—this was nearly 4 million voters
who decided the fate of the State’s 26
electors. But in the six States with low
turnout, 4 million voters determined the
vote of twice as many electors; 52 exactly.

Further, as the 1968 meeting of the
electoral college again revealed, electors
can vote any way they want to. On their
personal whim or purposeful defection,
these single individuals can ignore—and
destroy—the will and studied choice of
hundreds of thousands of voters.

The proposal before us will not only
provide for the justice of one man, one
vote, but it will:

First. Help revive tow-party politics in
present one-party areas;

Second. Remove the complications
that could arise between the day of the
popular election and the day the Presi-
dent is legally elected;

Third. Prevent third parties from using
electoral college votes as levers on the
major parties; and

Fourth. Encourage each State to liber-
alize its voting laws, so that the maxi-
mum number of people vote.
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I would like to point out, however, that
if the proposal is approved without vot-
ing procedure changes, the Nation could
be subject to long delay in knowing the
outcome of an election. In addition, in
a close election, the outcome could be
decided by fraudulent votes.

The spectacle of the electoral votes of
a State being decided by different re-
gions and counties of the State holding
back and inflating its returns is bad
enough. To have the President of the
United States being determined by such
a method on a national scale would be
totally unconscionable. The legitimacy
of such a President’s right to govern
would always be in question.

The chance for fraud in close elections,
such as the 1960 and 1968 elections, is
very great. Each of our 50 States has
different regulations and methods for
voting and counting ballots. Elections
and counting procedures within the
States vary. In America’s 3,000 counties
there are approximately 175,000 polling
places. Of these polling places, 100,000
still use paper ballots. Only eight States
require the use of machines statewide.
Thirteen others have installed machines
at a majority of their polling places. The
other 29 have machines only at some
locations. Obviously, when it comes to
counting votes, we are still in the horse
and buggy days. Too many ballots are
capable of being miscounted or altered.

It is my hope that the Judiciary Com-
mittee will also report legislation to guar-
antee honest elections by providing :

First, A requirement that all States
move to the installation of fraud-proof
voting devices by the 1976 election.

Second. That a grant in aids program
be established to assist the States in ob-
taining these devices—currently, voting
machines cost about $1,600 to $2,000.

Third. Research for the establishment
of centers for rapid or instantaneous
computer tabulation of election returns.

Fourth. And research into ways to pre-
vent “graveyard voting™ through the use
of a voter registration card or other
method. 3

Fifth. To establish a revolving, non-
partisan commission of distinguished
Americans into either a national com-
mittee or State committees to which all
major questions of contested votes would
be referred and decided on election day.

1 view the approval of today’s consti-
tutional amendment as the first step in
what must be a series of important elec-
tion laws insuring, once and for all, an
honest democracy in America.

Mr, CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, in the
1968 presidential election, the American
Nation received a serious warning. We
have experienced close elections before:
John Eennedy's 1960 electoral vote mar-
gin over Richard Nixon—303 to 219—was
smaller than Richard Nixon’s 1968 mar-
gin over Hubert Humphrey—301 to 191,
What made the 1968 election more seri-
ous, however, was the continuing possi-
bility that neither Nixon nor Humphrey
would have a majority of the electoral
votes, throwing the election into the
House of Representatives.

Under these circumstances, the Con-
stitution requires that the elected Repre-
sentatives from each State vote as a unit
and by majority vote cast just one vote
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for one of the three candidates with
the highest electoral votes. The candi-
date with the votes of a majority of the
States—26—becomes President. While
the people have elected 435 Representa-
tives, it would theoretically take only 59
of them to elect the President since 59
represents the number it takes to make
a majority of the Representatives elected
by the 26 least populous States.

In 1968, the Nation faced another pos-
sibility, however, the frightening possi-
bility that the President could have been
elected by just one man—George Wal-
lace. That one man controlled enough
electoral votes to name either Nixon or
Humphrey President had neither of the
two received an apparent majority of
the electoral votes. There was no neces-
sity for an election by the House of Rep-
resentatives: Wallace made it known
that he would bargain before commit-
ting his electoral votes.

This possibility posed a different crisis
than the Nation has faced on earlier oc-
casions when the election was decided
by the House of Representatives. The Na-
tion has survived those crises, and possi-
bly would have survived the last. Yet,
each of these has left a mark upon the
Nation because of the compromises they
have produced—compromises which
often seriously affected America’s mi-
norities, compromises the Nation could
often ill-afford.

For example, consider the effects the
compromises stemming from the Hayes-
Tilden election, compromises agreed to so
that Hayes could be elected by one elec-
toral vote over Tilden, who had polled
some 3 percent more of the popular
vote. Because of those compromises, the
civil rights bills of 1866, 1870, 1871, and
1875 were virtually negated when the
Federal Government—Congress and the
Supreme Court—stopped enforeing the
Civil War amendments, causing a sharp
decline in the number of black represent-
atives in Congress and the amount of
black participation in State and local
government in the South, and pushing
the Nation into the era of Jim Crow, Be-
cause of this, America was forced to wait
until 1954 to discover that the 14th
amendment prohibited racial segregation
in the public schools.

Today, the American people are no
longer willing to stand by silently and
elect a man President who has polled
fewer votes than his opponent. This has
happened three times before in the his-
tory of our Nation. The time has come
to eradicate the possibility of its ever
happening again.

I do not think that we should ever
again subject the American people to the
possibility that between election day in
November and the meeting of the elec-
toral college in December, they might be
forced to wait while two candidates bar-
gain with a third for the Presidency.

I do not think that we should continue
to subject our citizens to a system under
which we face the possibility of a dead-
lock, prolonged vacancy, the possibility
of a bargained election where votes are
traded for future policy commitments,
and the possibility of bargaining with in-
dividual electors.

I do not think that we should continue
to subject any of our people to a system
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under which their votes for one candi-
date can be cast for another candidate
whose ideas and principles they cannot
accept.

And I do not think we should ever
again place candidates in the position
that might have developed in 1968—when
the temptations to mortgage their souls
for the office might have been quite
strong.

Providing for the direcs election of our
President is not the only way to avoid
many of the problems I have outlined
above. But if demoecracy is to change ef-
fectively, if we are to continue to make
progress toward the goal of full and equal
rights and privileges to all Americans, if
we are to insure that no President is ever
again elected without a mandate from
the majority of the people, if we are to
guarantee that the Presidency be truly
representative of the democratic process,
and that citizen participation in the gov-
erning of this Nation be a reality and not
a source of frustration, then it is time to
provide for the direct popular election of
our Nation's highest office.

To advocate a direct popular election
of the President, as outlined in House
Joint Resolution 681, was not an espe-
cially easy decision for me to make. As a
black Representative from a populous
State with a significant block of black
voters, I have considered the arguments
that a direct election would deprive my
constituents, especially my black con-
stituents, of an advantage they now pos-
sess under the electoral system.

Many remind me of the “small-State
advantage.” They point out that a State
like Alaska, with one-tenth of 1 percent
of the Nation's population, controls six-
tenths of 1 percent of the Nation’s elec-
toral vote. They are more impressed,
however, by the fact that the vote of one
black man in Michigan can swing 21 elec-
toral votes, while one man in Alaska can
swing only three electoral votes. They
feel that a direct popular election will be
especially harmful to the black citizen,
since he will lose his power to swing an
election.

But there are other facets to this prob-
lem, and I am more impressed by their
significance.

I am more impressed by the fact that
in the 1968 election, the eight electoral
votes that Humphrey won by polling
616,000 votes in Connecticut were offset
by the eight electoral votes Nixon won
by polling only 261,000 votes in South
Carolina.

I am more impressed by the fact that
over 7 million people voted in California
for 40 electoral votes while just 214 mil-
lion voters massed 42 electoral votes in
the combined totals for Alaska, Dela-
ware, the District of Columbia, Hawaii,
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Hamp-
shire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Ver-
mont, and Wyoming.

I am more impressed by the fact that
if, in 1968, the same man had won each
of the least populous States with the
same number of votes cast for the win-
ners of those States, he could have re-
ceived 271 electoral votes for just under
1415 million popular votes. In the same
election, it required some 201, milkion
votes to win 271 electoral votes in the
most populous States.
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This means to me that the small-State
advantage outweighs the swing-vote fac-
tor. And if any black American is con-
cerned about losing the swing vote, I
point to the fact that under the current
system, the most one black vote can
swing is the 43 electoral votes of New
York. In a direct popular election, how-
ever, one black vote can determine the
Presidency.

The principal flaw in the electoral col-
leze, whether you use the winner take all
system or divide each State's electoral
vote under the district or proportional
plan, is that the votes of some people
count more than others. And it is im-
possible for me to believe that there can
be any advantage to the Nation’s black
population in a system which departs so
far from the one-man, one-vote rule.

If the one-man, one vote rule is a
sound one, and we know it is, it must be
extended to our presidential elections,
just as it has been extended to the elec-
tion of the House by adopting effective
and constitutional standards for con-
gressional districting.

The advantages of this system to
America’s minority citizens have been
proven. Since the one-man, one-vote de-
cision, for example, the number of black
elected officials in this country has in-
creased from approximately 200 in 1962
to approximately 2,000 today. Since that
decision, the number of black Members
of the House of Representatives has
nearly doubled. Because of it, the First
Congressional District of Michigan was
created in 1964, which I gained the honor
to represent. And in 1968, the 12th Dis-
trict of New York was created, repre-
sented by the Honorable SHIRLEY CHIs-
HoLM. And the First District of Missouri,
represented by the Honorable WiLLiam
Cray. And the 21st District of Ohio, rep-
resented by the Honorable LEw1s STOKES.

The one-man, one-vote rule has ef-
fectively enfranchised black Americans
and other minority-group members in
voting for Congress. In a similar way, the
direct election of the President will ef-
fectively enfranchise black Americans
and others where they now may vote,
but where their vote does not really
count.

The direct election of our President
will insure that a black person’s vote
will count in those States where it is
currently ineffectual, will mean that the
people will vote for the President as a
citizen of the United States rather than
a cifizen of a State, and will allow the
vote of each person—black or white—
to carry equal weight. It will mean that
the black vote in the South—nearly one-
half of the Nation’s black population
resides in 11 Southern States, while only
57.2 percent of the potential black vote
is registered in those States—will be em-
powered, that because of this, more
blacks will begin to exercise their voting
rights in the South, making the southern
black vote a force in all elections, and
ultimately negating the current southern
strategy, causing greater competition for
that vote. Rather than being a disad-
vantage, this is a distinet advantage, and
an opportunity of special significance to
our Nation’s black voters,

I have certain misgivings about House
Joint Resolution 681. I have misgivings,
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for example, about establishing a system
for direct popular election while the
Federal Government has no control over
the qualifications governing each voter.
House Joint Resolution 681 provides that
the electors of the President shall have
the gualifications required for electors of
the most numerous branch of the State
legislatures. Save for the restrictions em-
bodied in the 14th, 15th, 17th, 19th and
24th amendments, the States are com-
pletely free to establish these qualifi-
cations.

If it is to represent the democratic
process of government, if it is to work
to the full advantage of all Americans re-
gardless of race, color, or creed, the direct
popular election must be accompanied
by uniform standards.

Is it fair, for example, that the people
of New York and California have to pass
a literacy test before they can vote, while
the people of Michigan do not?

Is it fair that at the present time, two
States permit voting at the age of 18.
one at 19, and one at 20, while all the rest
deny that right to citizens under 21?
Under the current system, with each
State competing for a fixed number of
electoral votes, a State’s influence on the
presidential election is unaffected by the
number of people who come to the polls.
The fact that a State permits its 18-year-
olds to vote does not enlarge the State’s
voice in the election of a President. But
in a direct popular election, with each
individual vote counted into the national
total, the State permitting its 18-year-
olds to vote exercises a larger voice than
does a State which excludes this portion
of its ecitizens.

I do not anticipate that House Joint
Resolution 681 will precipitate any great
rush by the States to lower their voting
age, residency, and other voting require-
ments and restrictions. I do suspect,
however, that it will encourage them to
in a careful and considered manner to
adopt more realistic and less restrictive
qualifications on the right to vote. How-
ever, I feel that since the Presidency
is the one elected office that all Ameri-
cans vote for, there should be laws es-
tablishing uniform voter gqualifications.
To this end, I offered an amendment this
afternoon which would have given to
Congress the reserve power to establish
such uniform voting standards. I regret
that the amendment was not adopted
and hope that the other body might de-
cide to include it.

Let me state that a change from the
existing system to a direct popular elec-
tion will operate somewhat as a disad-
vantage to the black people of America.
But we must remember that there is a
strong community of interest among
America’s black citizens, North and
South, in all groups of society, a deter-
mination to better the conditions of and
opportunities for every black American.
If this proposed change presents a slight
disadvantage to the black voters of the
North, let us remember that such a dis-
advantage will be offset by the increased
numbers of blacks voting in the South,
giving power to a heretofore powerless
segment of our society, and working to-
ward hettering the condition of all black
Americans.

Only with the adoption of the direct
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popular election can our minority resi-
dent of America look forward to the day
when he is just as free as is his white
counterpart to vote for the candidate of
his choice, and without race emerging
as a primary consideration.

I strongly urge passage of House Joint
Resolution 681. I point out that the 14th,
15th, 17th, 19th, 23d and 24th amend-
ments to our Constitution were aimed
in the same direction as is this current
resolution—to broaden and equalize the
right to vote. House Joint Resolution 681
will operate to the advantage of our
Nation’s white and black citizens, be-
cause it will eliminate the chance that
the popular vote winner will not be-
come President, the inequalities result-
ing from the allocation of electoral votes
and the winner-take-all principle, the
possibility of an election being thrown
into the House, and the office of the
presidential elector.

I feel that the advantages of a direct
popular vote for President for all Ameri-
cans are clear. The advantage to our
Nation's minority residents is an oppor-
tunity for them to possess a full and
equal share in the demoecratic process
by which this Nation is governed, and
by which so many of its past wrongs can
be righted. Passage of House Joint Res-
olution 681 is a step toward greater free-
dom, dignity, and an opportunity for all
of our Nation’s citizens, and for this
reason, I strongly urge its passage.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, this is
a historie day for Members of the House
to have the opportunity to support House
Joint Resolution 681, the joint resolution
which proposes an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States re-
lating to the election of the President
and the Vice President.

I support this resolution because I
believe a majority of the American
voters should be able to pick their Presi-
dent as someone has said, without any
constitutional bypass, detour or stop-
light. Today is historic because after
years of apathy and false starts the
House today is in a position to do some-
thing about changing a system which the
Chairman of the Judiciary Committee
and the Dean of the House described in
his opening remarks as “horrendous,
dangerous, unsportsmanlike, and un-
conscionable.” What he meant was that
in at least three cases in our history, in
1824, 1876, and in 1888 the winners be-
came the losers and the losers became
the winners,

There is no time left to dally. To
amend the Constitution requires a two-
thirds majority in the House and Sen-
ate and then must be ratified by at least
three-fourths of the State legislatures.
Even now there is a good chance this
long process could be completed and
direct elections become the law of the
land in time for the 1972 presidential
election. Not only has the electoral
college resulted in the election of three
Presidents who received fewer in the
popular vote than the men they defeated,
but the system has in the past, twice
thrown the election into the House, 1800
and in 1824. In 1968 it came fairly close
to happening again.

Now we have a golden opportunity. We
are now presented with a clear chance
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for reform. If we continue on with the
present system it is sort of like playing
roulette with a loaded weapon. The next
pull of the trigger could fire the car-
tridge that may push us into a constitu-
tional ecrisis. We have been warned; we
must act now.

It is a privilege to join with dozens of
my colleagues who over the past week
have expounded on the electoral college
and its failures to meet the needs of 20th
century America. I cannot quarrel with
such great men as George Washington,
James Madison, and Benjamin Franklin
who believed they had a useful tool in
the electoral college. They did for the
times in which it was proposed. Electors
were the elite of the population and the
best informed, most literate and articu-
late citizens. It was intended that the job
of the elector was to become informed as
to what men were available for the job of
President and from this list of possi-
bilities to select the man they believed
was best qualified. Communications at
the time our Constitution was adopted
were difficult and sometimes impossible.
Newspapers were not of wide circulation.
There was no mass media of communi-
cation. It is true that the mass electorate
were just not very well informed. They
were not intellectually inferior but were
without the means of communication.
Today, however, the historical reason or
theory for the electoral college no longer
exists. When the electoral college was
agreed upon it took longer to send a
message from the lower reaches of our
Nation to its Capital which was then in
New York or Philadelphia than it took
us last July to send three men to the
moon.

The subject of presidential election re-
form is so broad it is difficult to indulge
in a brief or simple analysis of the evils
of the present arrangement, the need for
reform or the benefits of a change. One
way would be to cite the reasons why
electoral reform is so urgently needed.
Another way would be to simply enumer-
ate the arguments for and against di-
rect election plan. Yet another proce-
dure would be to list the instances in our
history where the existing plan has not
only done some mischief but also actual
damage to our country.

As to need, electoral reform is badly
needed because, first, at present the value
of a person's vote depends on where he
lives. With a minimum of three electoral
votes for each State there is a dispropor-
tionate vote weightings built into the
system. The three-vote minimum means
a built-in disproportionality. Second, we
should have a majority President. If a
minority President is sworn in the choice
of most voters is ignored and the basic
democratic principle of our Constitution
which is majority rule is negated.

Third, the unit rule which is nothing
more or less than a winner-take-all
system means that when a State’s elec-
toral votes go to the candidate who re-
ceives a majority of the votes in that
State this cancels out all of the other
votes for the other candidates.

Fourth, it is dangerous. It is not only
unpredictable and uncertain but history
proves it is a dangerous thing to elect
the President in the House of Represent-
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atives. Who can forget what has been
called the corrupt bargain made between
John Quincy Adams and Henry Clay, to
exclude Andrew Jackson.

This has been called a “scurvy’ deal
whereby Clay threw his support to
Adams. These machinations made a
minority candidate, President of the
United States. It all happened in the
House of Representatives where Clay
made the deal that he would become
Secretary of State under John Quincy
Adams. During the remainder of his
term Adams was called a President made
of Clay.

Fifth, the possibility of unfaithful
electors. Even though an elector may be
pledged he can vote against his party
candidate. He may become a maverick
notwithstanding the fact that the voters
who elected him who were in reality vot-
ing for the Presidential candidate and
not a faceless and nameless elector.

Sixth, there is no way except under a
direct election process that is demo-
cratic. The district and proportional
plans are each less democratic than the
popular vote method of direct election.

To reflect upon what has not been
right with the present system and how it
can continue to do mischief is to recall
that under the present system it is pos-
sible for the wills of the electorate in 38
States to be ignored and the President
elected by the votes of as few as 12 States.
‘We should all feel a shudder at even the
mere prospect that such a_ situation
might come to pass. While such a situa-
tion may never actually happen it is a
possibility. A system which will perpetu-
ate such a possibility should be abolished.

The mistakes of the past have been
bad enough. But there is nothing truer
than the thought that those who forget
the mistakes of the history must live
them all over again.

The first Senator from the State of
Missouri in which is located the district
which I am proud to represent in the
House, was Thomas Hart Benton. In
1824 he said of the electoral college:

To lose votes is a fate that all minorities
must suffer. Under our existing system it is
not a case of votes lost but votes taken away
by the electoral college.

Well, then, if there are so many things
wrong with the present system, what is
it that is so right and so good or bene-
ficial about the direct election of our
President? First and foremost the Amer-
ican people would actually elect their
President. Any individual could right-
fully believe his vote would be more
meaningful. Perhaps more people would
participate in elections. The one-man,
one-vote doctrine would come to life. A
Vermonter's vote would count as much
as a New Yorker's and a Nevadian’s as
much as a Californian’s. Presidential
candidates would have a better chance
to come from smaller States whereas
under the present system nearly all of
them come from our larger States.

During the several days devoted to
general debate and amendments of this
resolution, consideration was given
to alternative plans of other than the
direct popular election plan. There was
extensive debate also on the provision
for a runoff election in the event no
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candidate receives 40 percent of the vote.
Quite appropriately, there were ques-
tions raised about this figure. Today, I
supported in the Committee of the
Whole, the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. ROGERS)
to raise that figure to 45 percent. It
should be remembered that a candidate
who polls only 40 percent of the vote may
receive the approval of a plurality of the
voters but it does not alter the fact that
60 percent of the people voted against
him. A figure higher than 40 percent to
be required before a runoff election
would, of course, increase the likelihood
of runoffs. We all realize that election
campaigns are expensive. A runoff elec-
tion would cost money. But I cannot help
but believe that the cost of a runoff elec-
tion would be a small price to pay to in-
sure the leadership of our Government
rests in the hands of the candidate pre-
ferred by a higher percentage of our
electorate. To me, this more than over-
balances the worry that the requirement
of 45 or 50 percent would give rise to
a proliferation of political parties., But
we should all bear in mind that the line
had to be drawn. Some figure had to be
fixed. Our Judiciary Committee has as-
sured us they sifted all figures from 40
to 43 percent and concluded that 40 per-
cent was the most acceptable figure.
As the resolution was read for amend-
ments the Committee of the Whole had
to reach its decision on the so-called dis-
trict plan and on the proportional plan.
I opposed both because both of these
alternatives retained the elector prin-
cipal which holds that geographic re-
gions, rather than people, should elect
the President. These alternatives per-
petuate the proposition that the value
of a vote goes up or down depending on
where it is cast. These plans in my
opinion were defective because they
asked the large States to surrender the
advantage they have under the electoral
college but did not provide that the small
States give up their bonus votes. The
direct and proportional plans in my
opinion fail because they retain the evil
possibility that winners could be losers
and losers could become winners which
is the worst feature of the present status.
A Member of Congress should not
support a particular measure simply be-
cause it is popular with the electorate.
This fact taken alone should not be a
sufficient reason to support this resolu-
tion. There are ample, valid reasons to
support it without taking into account
its popularity. Notwithstanding, all of
the national polls have shown the people
favor a direct popular vote over any of
the other alternative proposals. The
Gallup poll says 81 percent favor a direct
popular vote and the Harris poll showed
80 percent in favor. In a statewide Mis-
souri poll the National Federation of
Independent Businesses showed that 76
percent of our people favored the presi-
dential election by the popular majority
of the people. In our own congressional
district late this spring I mailed out
40,000 opinion polls. One question asked
whether the present system of the elec-
toral college should be, first, replaced
with a simple popular vote; second, no
change; or third, the so-called district
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plan. The result was that 77 percent
favored replacing the system, 15 percent
preferred no change, and only 8 percent
were for the district plan.

Mr. Chairman, there are so many
things that have been demonstrated over
the years to be evil and unacceptable
under the present system and so many
reasons why the direct election plan as
contained in House Joint Resolution 681
should be adopted that I shall not take
the time to further emphasize either the
faults of the old or the benefits from the
new proposals.

The objection that the larger States
will lose leverage if the electoral college
is done away with misses the point. The
question of individual voter equity is far
more important than whether one party
or the other can win an election under
the outmoded electoral system.

Some of my constituents have written
that I should first consider whether Mis-
souri will gain or lose. Well, Missouri now
has 12 electoral votes or 2.23 percent of
the total electoral votes in the United
States. Under the direct plan on the basis
of 1,810,000 votes cast for President in
1968, Missouri would have 2.31 percent
of the total votes cast for President in
1968. So, I suppose some of my people
would argue that I should support the
direct plan because Missouri would gain
eight one-hundredths of 1 percent and
thus our State would be better cff under
the direct plan. But those who worry
whether one State or the other gain or
lose from the elimination of the electoral
college should take another loock at
something much more important than
whether a State loses or gains political
heft. What we should be looking at is the
adoption of a process that will put the
selection of our national leaders firmly
in the hands of the individual voters. If
we adopted House Joint Resolution 681
we will put to a long belated rest the
electoral college. If we eliminate the
anachronistic electoral college and elect
the President directly by popular vote,
we will enhance participatory democ-
racy and increase public confidence in
our national political institutions. We
will be saying to the world that we be-
lieve in the principal of majority rule
and that we are going to make democ-
racy work.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of House
Joint Resolution 681 proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to modernize the manner
in which we elect the President and Vice
President. At the opening of the 91st
Congress, one of my first actions was a
call for electoral reform. The legislation
which we have before us would accom-
plish this most worthwhile goal.

Under our present electoral system, the
majority of the voters technically abdi-
cate their power of decision to a group of
strangers. I would wage .hat not one
voter in a thousand knows, or even ever
heard of, the people he asks to select
for him the men who would be President
and Vice President of this Nation of ours.

But those voters who find themselves
in the minority, regardless how close the
vote may have been in their own States,
find themselves in an even worse plight,
Their voices are silenced completely.
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By strange quirks of fate, the voices and
votes of even the majority have been dis-
carded by the electoral college system.
This has happened on three oceasions.

There must be a way more responsive
to the desires of the people, more equita-
ble for all people. I believe that the pro-
visions of House Joint Resolution 681
provide this way.

One can appreciate the concern held by
the draftsmen of our Constitution about
conducting national, direct presidential
elections two centuries ago. Communica-
tions were slow and scarce. Can you
imagine waging a presidential campaign
with the candidate mounted on horse-
back, trying to build a constituency
among the people of your own State,
much less in 13.

Today, things are diiferent.

Today, a candidate reaches millions of
voters in a single television appearance.
He can attend a breakfast in New York,
a luncheon in St. Louis, dine in Los An-
geles, and be ready for another break-
fast in Miami the following morning,
and have everything he does and says
reported almost instantly in every daily
newspaper and on every radio and tele-
vision station in the Nation.

Today, a favorite Sunday afternoon
pastime is the television intervicw
shows which not only expose the candi-
dates, but equally important, their ad-
visers, to public interrogation on their
views and policies.

Not only are these events reported in
detail by the press and other news me-
dia, but each of the news gathering and
reporting activities does a tremendous
job of studying the candidatzs in depth.

As a result, never has any people been
more informed, more knowledgeable, and
more better qualified to select by direct
election their own President and Vice
President than they are today.

The strength of this Nation of ours
comes from its pzople. I say the people
must have the opportunity to vote di-
rectly for their Chief Executive. Our
present electoral college system is archaic
and cumbersome. It outlived its useful-
ness long, long ago. Let us in the House
of Representatives today take that next
step in replacing it with direct popular
elections by giving our overwhelming ap-
proval to House Joint Resolution 681.

These words of the Greek philosopher,
Plato, have been put to the test in this
Nation as in no other. Our land has bzen
continuously striving toward a more
workable democracy. The history of the
United States has demonstrated that this
struggle can be won. The consideration
of House Joint Resolution 681 is another
vital step in the evolution of our demo-
cratic form of Government. Today we
must once again decide whether to placs
our faith in the people or continue to
shield them from full participation in
the electoral process.

I intend to vote to abolish the archaic
and dangerous electoral college system
and replace it with a system of direct
popular vote. We must give the voter an
actual rather than a preferential vote
for his President. Under the present sys-
tem, unless he is an elector, no one votes
directly for the President of his choiece
but for electors who generally are free
to vote as they please regardless of the
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popular mandate, Under the present sys-
tem, in Alaska, one electoral vote repre-
sents 75,380 people, while in California
one electoral vote represents 392,930 peo-
ple. This inequitable ratio can hardly be
said to encourage greater public partieci-
pation in the political process.

Our demoeratic system of government
is based on rule by the majority, and it
is time to rid ourselves of outmoded insti-
tutions which might compromise the
ideal upon which our Government rests.
The last presidential election should
serve as a warning that this change in
our system of electing the President is
urgently needed. We all recall the public
apprehension that resulted from the pos-
sibility that the election would be thrown
to the House or that a President would
be elected with less than a plurality of
the vote.

In view of this possibility many Rep-
resentatives, including myself, pledged to
vote for the eandidate who received the
most votes. The enactment of this
amendment will eliminate this undesir-
able possibility and insure that the peo-
ple have the first and the last word in
choosing their President.

As the committee report points out:

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
Ropresentatives—; one Vice President was
chosen by the Senate—; and one President
was elected as the result of a vote of a special
electoral commission appointed by Con-
gress .. v .

Within the past 25 years both Democratic
and Republican electcrs have sometimes de-
fected and voted against the nominees of
their parties—and in two elections voters in
one State were not afforded an opportunity
to vote for the national candidates of one
of the major parties.

The enactment of direct popular vote
will solve these problems. The proposed
amendment requires a plurality of 40
percent for election. If no candidate re-
ceives 40 percent of the vote, a runoff
election would be held among the two
pairs of candidates with the highest vote
totals. Only two Presidents in history,
Lincoln and John Quincy Adams, have
been elected by less than 4) percent of
the popular vote. At the same time many
Presidents have won elections with less
than a majority of the votes cast. These
include Wilson, Truman, Kennedy, and
Nixon. The requirement of a 40-percent
plurality not only insures a sufficient na-
tional mandate for governing the Na-
tion, but also would tend to preclude
splinter parties from acting as power
brokers in a presidential election.

The American people have a right to
elect their own President without the
possibility of the new President’s actions
being inhibited by preelection com-
promises or bargains. A splinter party
would be forced to strive for a national
political base and seek to win elections
rather than act as a spoiler or a power-
broker. Most splinter parties would be
discouraged because they would have
little to gain from a runoff between the
top two votegetters.

There have been many proposals to
reform the electoral college rather than
abolish it completely. If we are to dem-
onstrate our faith in demoecracy rather,
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than our fear of it, I see no course but
the adoption of the amendment for di-
rect popular vote.

Alexis de Tocqueville once said of
Americans:

They have all a lively faith in the perfecti-
bility of man, they judge that the diffusion
of knowledge must necessarily be advanta-
geous and the consequences of ignorance
fatal. They all consider society as a body in a
state of improvement, humanity as a chang-
ing scene, in which nothing is, or ought to be
permanent: and they admit that what ap-
pears to them today to be good, may be su-
perseded by something better tomorrow.

I feel that this faith in man and in
progress has been justified in America
and must be continued. Boldness has
been our fame and bold we must con-
tinue to be to secure our future. It is
time to act and to prove that de Tocque-
ville’s vision of a people is alive.

Although I intend to vote for this
amendment, it does contain certain defi-
ciencies which I must comment on. At
the present time millions of mobile
Americans are systematically disen-
franchised because of diverse and varied
elections laws, The Presidency is a truly
national office. Therefore, I feel that at
least in presidential elections, the Con-
gress should establish national age and
residency requirements. The proposed
amendment instead permits the States
to enact voting qualifications thus con-
tinuing the unfortunate disenfranchise-
ment of many Americans. I see no reason
why age, residency, and other voting re-
guirements should not be uniform in
order to vote for a presidential candi-
date.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, the de-
bate on the joint resolution to amend the
constitutional provision relating to elec-
tion of the President has been most in-
teresting and enlightening. As a result,
the people will be better informed on the
intent and consequences which would
ensue, were the joint resolution finally
passed by the other body and ratified
by 38 of the States.

The Dallas, Tex., Morning News of
Friday, September 12, 1969, carried a
fine editorial regarding House Joint
Resolution No. 681 entitled “Wrong All
the Way,” which I quote for the RECOrRD
as follows:

WeroNG ALL THE WAY

For the first time in nearly 150 years, the
House is seriously considering submission of
a constitutional amendment to the states
that would let Americans elect the president
by popular vote. Whether the measure passes
the House and survives the Senate, it is bad
on several grounds.

As a practical matter, it's unlikely that
three-fourths of the states would ratify such
an amendment. Too many of the smealler and
less populated states would lose their pro-
portional voice in the election of president.

So would big states like Texas with a pro-
portionately low turnout of eligibles,

That is an immediate political considera-
tion. But there is also the less-well-known
fact that direct election would dismantle the
federal system, under which the states—not
the national population—elect presidents.

Naming the president is the last of the re-
maining states’ rights. To say that this last
right should be dismantled because the elec-
toral college is “dangerous and outmoded” is
to say that the states are no longer needed
in the federal scheme. That is saying too
much.
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It is true that an electoral college deadlock
is always possible. It is also true that the
present custom of swarming all of a state’s
electoral vote to the winner of the popular
vote within each state is unfair. But that
is a state custom, not a constitutional pro-
vision. And both these drawbacks can be
remedied.

More than a few proposals, beginning with
the Lodge-Gossett plan, would restore fair-
ness and avert any possible deadlock. Under
the various reform plans, electoral votes
could be apportioned within the states ac-
cording to the popular vote each candidate
receives.

Or, since each state's electoral vote is the
sum of its representation in Washington, the
top man in each congressional district could
be awarded its electoral vote, while the two
electoral votes representing the state’s U.S.
senators might go to the candidate carrying
the popular vote of the state.

There are other, equally fair reform pro-
posals. The deadlock that might still result
under a reformed college could be averted,
as some suggest, by declaring president the
winner of the popular national plurality or
by setting a percentage of the total vote as
the winning one in case of a deadlock. Forty
per cent is most favored.

Proponents of 1-man 1-vote may oppose any
of these plans as “un-popular,” and they
may laugh at federalism or states’ rights as
outmoded along with the college. But what
they are really laughing at is a practical
power and retard its centralization in Wash-
ington.

Too much political power in any one place
is bad. A popular election because of the
monumental task of making certain each
candidate got every one of the 75 million or
more votes that he had coming, could well
mean that every precinct would become a
federal polling unit watched over by the
federal government, Disputes would be set-
tled in federal court.

Significantly, the House amendment would
also set federal voter qualifications,

The present winner-take-all system is un-
falr. Every man wants his vote to count. It
would—within the state, as is right—under
the reforms outlined.

But if each vote were only a drop in a sea
of national votes, individual votes would
count proportionally less in smaller and less-
populated states. Conservative issues would
suffer. The action would be in the big, urban
liberal centers. That's where the candidates
would spend their time—making promises to
suit that decisive electorate.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr,
Chairman, as a nation and as a republic
we have survived for almost 200 years
because our system has included the
ability to change when necessary and de-
sirable. Today we are considering a nec-
essary and fundamental constitutional
change because of basic problems within
our constitutional system.

The present electoral college system of
choosing a President has numerous and
serious flaws. Under the present system
we have selected losers three times, men
who received less votes than their oppo-
nents as Presidents, and twice we have
seen the Presidency thrown into the
House. Repeatedly men selected as elec-
tors in the name of one presidential can-
didate have been faithless and voted for
another candidate. And in 1968, because
of a third party, we faced again the
threat that the electoral college would
break down and the election would have
been decided in the House of Representa-
tives. There is, I believe, a concensus on
the need for change. Our citizens no
longer want their vote filtered through
electors of the electoral college.
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The elimination of the electoral col-
lege, as proposed in this amendment is a
fundamental, but not unique change in
the Constitution. A similar change was
made following the election of 1800 be-
cause of flaws in the Constitution which
almost saw Thomas Jefferson cheated of
the Presidency by Aaron Burr. Today we
face a similar threat that the American
people could be thwarted in their choice
of a President.

In considering this amendment we
also should consider the change in the
world and in the American people
since our Constitution was adopted al-
most 200 years ago. Then, with limited
communications and limited literacy,
an electoral college may have been a
wise and prudent institution for the
protection of the Republic. Such is not
the case today. We have instant com-
munications and our citizens are liter-
ate.

Of all the systems suggested to
change the Constitution, I believe this
amendment provides the best and
simplest solution. With the elimina-
tion of the electoral college every vote
will ecarry equal weight. It would re-
quire the successful candidate to re-
ceive at least 40 percent of the vote, or
a runoff election would be held be-
tween the two top ecandidates. Con-
gress is granted additional powers to
oversee the election, including powers
over the State in setting the time,
place, and manner of the election and
in establishing uniform residence qual-
ifications.

This amendment makes easier the
complicated process of electing a Pres-
ident. It allows for an orderly election
and it eliminates the present flaws in
our constitutional system, At the same
time, through the runoff provision, the
amendment protects our two-party sys-
tem. And the 40-percent requirement,
remembering that 15 times we have
elected a minority President, makes
certain such runoff elections will not
be held unnecessarily.

The basis of our success as a na-
tion, and as a republic, has been the
selection and judgment of our public
officials by the citizens of the Nation.
This amendment clarifies and simplifies
that process. I would hope this House
will adopt it, not because it is polities,
but because it is sound and because it
will strengthen the Republic.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise first to congratulate the distin-
guished chairman and members of the
Judiciary Committee for their diligent
work in shaping this major amendment
to our National Constitution which pro-
vides for electoral reform.

Mr. Chairman, I was pleased to join
in voting for House Joint Resolution 681.
There seems to be little doubt that the
vast majority of the American people
are extremely anxious to reform our
system of electing the President and
Vice President of the United States.

However, while the desire for reform
is real, my vote in favor of House Joint
Resolution 681 was not without reserva-
tions,

There are serious questions in my mind
as to the potentially disagreeable, indeed
dangerous, side effects which the House-
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approved amendment may produce for
our Nation.

I am concerned that our debate on
electoral reform may have focused too
long on the appearance of reform and
too little on substance.

Let me be specific. I am increasingly
disturbed by the effects which a direct
election of the President might very well
have on the very stability of our Repub-
lic. While the rhetoric of “popular elec-
tion” carries a pleasant tone, does it not
also carry with it the threat of a frag-
mented party structure in which the
splinters are everywhere scattered?

One of the great tragedies of the Euro-
pean democracies is that they too often
succumbed to multiparty factionalism.
Our own founders, in the Federalist Pa-
pers, warned mightily against the evils
of factionalism, and supported a consti-
tutional democracy designed to, at least,
dissipate the effects of factions.

But, if we now are to provide for a
grab bag popular election, with no
tempering forces, then we may actually
encourage the formation of numerous
splinter parties. In other words, in our
current rush to prevent the election of a
minority demagog, we may in reality
be paving the way for the election of
such an individual. s

We may, in fact, be encouraging power
to flow to restricted, regional candidates
with no real national constituency, and
no need to even look toward a national
constituency. The net effect of this phe-
nomenon on the presidential election
would certainly filter down to elections
for the legislative branch as well. Again,
this seems to be exactly what we are
trying to prevent through electoral re-
form; but the reform we have endorsed
appears to go contrary fto our own
intentions.

Mr. Chairman, under the current elec-
toral structure, our great national politi-
cal clashes occur under the umbrella of
the major parties. Personalities and is-
sues meet in vigorous confrontation; the
end result is the nomination of a na-
tional ecandidate. Such a process tends to
prevent the possibility of heated clashes
spilling over into the Government itself,
thus yielding constant instability and
perpetual inaction.

This is not to say that our Governr-ant
is ealm or reticent in its approach to
divisive issues. But our Government is
and ought to be generally free from the
gut clashes which are fought out in the
major party structure. Once the parties
have resolved their choice of candidates,
there is a modicum of agreement to dis-
agree on the issues and accept the No-
vember results,

But, in a system of fragmented splinter
groups, this agreement to disagree is
never present. Rather, there is a hope-
less stalemate as numerous factions en-
gage in bitter ideological warfare, as
numerous factions each see a chance to
attain victory in November through a
popular vote breakdown which puts them
on top—perhaps not by much, but by
enough to at least gain a spot in the
runoff.

What better example of how this un-
fortunate series of events may have oc-
curred than our most recent national
election. The conflict in Vietnam and the
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conflict in the urban streets had pro-
duced heated passions and many per-
sonal animosities. Imagine, if every group
which represented a different Vietnam
or domestic policy had been encouraged
to enter the field of candidates. There
then would have been no filter for the
raw passions generated by an ugly war
in Asia and an ugly war here at home.
The benefits of preliminary primaries to
define the real issues and designate the
feal contenders would have been totally
ost.

Let us take it one step further. Though
Senator McCarTHY was unable to put
together the necessary votes for a nomi-
nation, neither his supporters nor the
position which he represented could be
or were ignored in the final selection of
a nominee. Compromise—that special
genius of American democracy—pro-
duced broad agreement within the party.
Factional rivalry was largely put aside
as all viewpoints had the opportunity to
make a case.

But, if we were to remove the unifying
element of the two major parties, then
the clashes would have persisted through
and beyond November, Splinter party
States are States ruled by coalition gov-
ernment. I do not think this is the direc-
tion in which we want to move.

We are not a country that has ever
desired ideological absolutism in the con-
duct of our political affairs. Although our
major parties fight long and hard for
their candidates, there is no actual terror
on one side lest the candidate of the
other side be elected. When there have
been candidates who represented the
political extreme, they have been soundly
rejected.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that by es-
tablishng a system of total popular con-
trol over our presidential contests, we
may be flirting with the grave dangers
here discussed. We may be courting a
society split among fundamentally con-
trary ideologies so much in conflict that
compromise would be impossible. The re-
sulting instabilities would have been re-
moved from the filter of national parties
and injected into a government com-
posed of instant, highly parochial parties
without broad interests.

These “instant parties” could not have
been a real threat in the slower paced
days prior to the advent of television,
computers, and instantaneous com-
munication. But today, they would be
a very significant threat.

While the present electoral procedure
has certain obvious defects, it may yet
be prudent to maintain its basic struc-
ture and reform the external apparatus.

I fear that while we are discussing
percentages, we are ignoring people, for-
getting the human element in elections.
There seemed to be a sense of confused
urgency about our debate on electoral
reform; much of the time, we seemed
involved in a game of mathematical
gymnastics which could only be played
in and umpired by a computer.

Our existing system has one definite
advantage over all the others proposed:
it has worked for nearly 200 years. Thus,
perhaps there is still time to consider a
means of reforming that system before
taking it completely apart.
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As I stated when I began this pres-
entation, Mr. Chairman, my vote was
cast in favor of the House-adopted
amendment on electoral reform. How-
ever, the questions and problems which
I have raised today seem worthy of con-
tinued consideration and penetrating
analysis. Perhaps the process of amend-
ment will bring these issues clearly into
focus and will, hopefully, provide for
their resolution.

Mr. MESKILL. Mr. Chairman, for
many years I have felt that the American
people should elect their President in the
most democratic manner—by direct pop-
ular vote. I shudder to think how close
this Nation came in the election of 1968
to a situation whereby the will of the
people could be frustrated by having the
election thrown into the House of Rep-
resentatives. All of this was possible
because we had steadily clung to the
ancient and out-lived methed of electing
our President by the electoral college
system.

The House of Representatives took a
giant step forward in the action which
it took last week in passing House Joint
Resolution 681. I am proud to be a mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee which
devoted so many hours to the prepara-
tion and debate which led to the success-
ful passage of this resolution by a vote
of 339 to 70.

‘While I have always favored the direct
election of a President, I shared the
doubts of many of my colleagues about
the ability to garmer two-thirds votes of
the Members of both Houses of Congress
and to achieve the required ratification
of three-fourths of the State legislatures.

At the beginning of this session, I in-
troduced a bill providing for the election
of the President by the distriet plan, the
plan which was so capably debated and
explained on the floor of this House.
During the hearings which followed, I be-
came convinced that the Judiciary Com-
mittee could produce a bill which came
closer to a direct election. Consequently,
I shifted my support toward the pro-
portional plan which more nearly repre-
sented pure democracy and which plan
was contained in the substitute offered
by the distinguished gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. PoFF).

As the witnesses continued to testify
and I studied the problem more thor-
oughly, I was convinced that the Judi-
ciary Commitiee, the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate should go all
the way and provide for the election of
the President by direct popular vote. I
was proud to cosponsor House Joint Res-
olution 681. I was even more proud of the
manner in which my colleagues con-
ducted the debate on this vitally-needed
constitutional amendment.

It was a great day for the House of
Representatives and for the United States
when this body overwhelmingly approved
House Joint Resolution 681. I wish to
commend Chairman CeLrEr and all of
the other members of the Judiciary Com-
mittee who played such a vital role in the
passage of this resolution. And I wish to
commend the Members of this body who
contributed to the debate and who sup-
ported this excellent resolution.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, once again this legislative body of




September 18, 1969

our great Nation is considering reform of
our unique method of electing the Presi-
dent and Vice President of the United
States. Once again we offer proposals,
the echoes of which have been heard in
these Halls since 1797 and repeated in
various forms nearly 500 times since
that date. It is time to end the debate
once and for all.

The electoral college has long been
alien to our democratic ideals and has
never served the purpose for which it
was intended. The framers of the Consti-
tution envisioned this institution as
something far different from what it has
become.

A COMPROMISE MEASURE

Many electoral proposals were con-
sidered by the framers of the Constitu-
tion, including direct popular election of
the President, and election by Congress.
Election by the Congress was rejected
because of the fear that the President
would be subservient to the legislative
body that elected him. Direct election
was opposed because the founding
fathers did not consider the average
voter informed or knowledgeable enough
to select the most capable man for the
office of President. This lack of confi-
dence was due in part to the lack of ef-
fective communications and low literacy
rate of American citizens in the late
18th century. Many feared that a State
or local political demagog might as-
sume power at the expense of an unedu-
cated and unsuspecting public. In the
final weeks of the Convention, the elec-
toral college was decided upon as a com-
promise measure. It was thought that
the electors would be made up of the
most responsible and well informed men
from each State who would meet and
east informed and independent votes for
the man best qualified to assume the re-
sponsibilities of leadership for our
Nation.

In order to minimize the small States’
fears of domination by the larger States,
each State was granted a minimum of
three electoral votes, regardless of popu-
lation. When neither candidate received
a majority of electoral votes, the election
was to be decided in the House of Rep-
resentatives, with each State having but
one vote, again, regardless of population.

It was not long before it became ob-
vious that the electoral college had not
fulfilled the purposes for which it was
designed. The Founding Fathers had
failed to foresee the development of po-
litical parties and the various partisan
means of selecting the most able men
for the office of President. As the candi-
dates became better known to the pub-
lic, the electors became anonymous. A
committee of Congress noted as early as
1826 that electors “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 isnot.”

DANGERS OF THE ELECTORAL COLLEGE

Indeed, the inherent dangers of the
electoral system have been realized sz—-
eral times in our history. Three times in
the past, the electoral college has ac-
tually thwarted the will of the people
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and placed in office the man with fewer
popular votes than his opponent. In 1824,
1876, and 1888 the popular vote loser was
made President of the United States. In
15 other elections, a shift of less than 1
percent of the popular vote would have
repeated this disturbing occurrence of
the loser becoming the winner, and the
choice of the people being denied.

Another threat inherent in the present
system has come extremely close to being
realized in several of our most recent
elections. In 1948, 1960 and 1968 a shift
of less than 1 percent of the popular vote
would have thrown the election into the
House of Representatives with the at-
tendant risk of political intrigue and
frustration of the popular will. If the
election were decided in the House with
each State having a single vote regard-
less of popu'ation the Michigan State
delegation would have cast one solitary
vote representing 3,295,715 voters from
that State. In 1968, the Michigan con-
gressional delegation was composed of
12 Republicans and 7 Democrats. As-
suming the majority of delegates would
have voted for their party’s candidate,
the one vote for the State would have
been for the Republican candidate, even
though the Democratic candidate, Hu-
bert Humphrey, was the choice of the
voters of Michigan. The opposite results
are possible in different States and
though either party can profit from sim-
ilar occurrence neither party has justi-
fiable advantages. It is time to destroy
the possibility of an election predicated
on such anomalies.

Inherent in the present system is the
danger that the will of the people can be
circumvented by “faithless electors” cast-
ing their vote for other than the popular
choice. Under the present system there
is no guarantee that electors will carry
out the mandate of the people, and fre-
quently they have not done so in the
past. In addition to faithless electors,
there have also been examples of un-
pledged elector movements, and of
third-party electors instructed by their
candidate to make deals with and vote
for one of the other major candidates
after extracting political promises. The
third-party candidacy of George Wallace
in 1968 brought this possibility dis-
tressingly close to home.

The electoral college also distorts our
democratic principles in several indirect
fashions. The voices of minority groups
are completely suppressed by the win-
ner-take-all aspects of the present sys-
tem, The votes for a losing candidate are
completely nullified and are in fact ac-
credited to his opponent. The unit rule
dictates that the winner of a majority
of the popular votes in a State, no mat-
ter how small that majority might be,
is entitled to all the electoral votes of
that State,

It has become apparent that the de-
ficiencies of the electoral college can no
longer be tolerated. The best way of
eliminating these evils is a system of di-
rect popular election.

OBJECTIONS TO DIRECT ELECTION

The objections to direct election of
the President have centered mainly
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around the questions of whether small or
large States will lose advantages granted
by the present system, and whether or
not the two-party system will be ad-
versely affected.

SEMALL STATE ADVANTAGE ARGUMENT

Under the present system, small States
are allotted a minimum of three elec-
toral votes regardless of population. It
has been assumed mathematically that
votes from smaller States carry more
electoral weight than those from larger
States. For instance, according to a 1960
census, Alaska has one electoral vote for
each 75,389 persons, while California
has only one electoral vote for each 392,-
930 persons. It could be inferred that an
Alaskan vote has five times the weight
of a Californian, But this mathematical
formula apparently does not impress the
majority of presidential candidates who
continuously skirt the smaller States and
direct their attention to those with large
electoral vote counts. Many small States
themselves have expressed willingness to
sacrifice the questionable advantages of
the present system for the equality of di-
rect election. Recent polls by several leg-
islators have shown many of the small-
er States willing to sacrifice the ques-
tionable advantages of the present sys-
tem for the greater voter equality pro-
vided by direct election.

LARGE STATE ADVANTAGE AERGUMENT

Still other objections are raised by
those who feel that it is the larger States
who will lose advantages granted under
the electoral college. A recent voter anal-
ysis survey conducted by Mr. John
Banzhaf III for the Villanova Law Re-
view 303, 1968, calculated that an indi-
vidual voter in States like New York and
California carries 214 times the weight of
a voter in one of the smaller States. A
New Yorker votes for 43 electors, 14 times
as many as the voter in Nevada. And
again, it is the large States in which pres-
idential hopefuls devote most of their
efforts.

Though we can mathematically illus-
trate advantages to both large and small
States under the present system, both
arguments cannot be right, and neither
stand can be justified as “good govern-
ment.” The importance of an individual’s
vote for President should not be deter-
mined on the basis of his geographical
location.

THREATS TO TWO-PARTY SYSTEM

Some have expressed the fear that
the direct election of the President and
Vice President will weaken the two-party
system. Actually, most influential observ-
ers feel that the two-party system will
be strengthened by direct election of the
President and Vice President. In States
previously dominated by one party,
thereby predetermining the -electoral
vote, minority votes will take on new
importance and incite genuine two-party
competition. No longer will candidates
be forced to ignore whole States because
an electoral college victory was previ-
ously impossible,

Regarding third-party organizations,
the eletcion of 1968 showed the inability
of the present system to handle such con-
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tingencles. The possibility of a regional
party obtaining enough electoral votes
to play a balance of power role and play
one major candidate against the other
was disturbingly real. The chance of this
recurring would be virtually eliminated
under the provisions for direct election.
The minority party would have to ob-
tain 20 percent of the popular vote—in
itself a difficult accomplishmenit—to even
cause a runoff election between the two
major candidates, and here its minimal
role would be ended.
ADDITIONAL REFORM PROPOSALS

In addition to the direct election plan,
two other major proposals for reform
have been offered. Though these propo-
sals do attempt to impove the present
system, they are not nearly as compre-
hensive as the direct election plan, and
leave many problems unsolved.

DISTRICT PLAN

The first alternative proposal is the
district plan. This was one of the earliest
reform measures proposed, being first of-
fered in 1823. Under the district plan,
basically, each congressional district
would be assigned one vote, with each
State having twc additional electoral
votes. The winner in each district would
obtain that district’s vote, with the state-
wide winner receiving the two additional
votes. If no candidate receives a major-
ity of electoral votes, the election would
be settled by a joint session of the House
of Representatives and the Senate,
choosing from the top three candidates.

The district plan fails to solve the ma-
jor problems existing under the present
system. Minority groups without con-
centrated power in certain districts would
still be unable to win the State electoral
vote. The relationship between popular
and electoral votes would still be de-
pendent upon geographical location and
party strength.

Under the provisions of the district
plan, the popular vote loser may still be
chosen President by the electoral college.
The chart included below shows that if
this plan had been in effect in the 1960
election, the popular vote winner, John
F. Kennedy, would have been denied the
Presidency.

The provision in this plan allotting at
least three electoral votes to each State
regardless of population causes 36
States—based on a 1960 census—to have
greater weight than they would have if
electoral votes were awarded solely on the
basis of population. And under the dis-
trict plan, as under the present system,
the size of a State’s popular vote is made
completely irrelevant. A small voter turn-
out will determine the same number of
electoral votes as a large turnout.

PROPORTIONAL PLAN

The second major reform proposal is
the proportional plan, formerly known as
the Lodge-Gossett plan. This proposal
would eliminate the electoral college, but
retain the electoral vote based on the
present number of electors from each
State. The electoral vote would be appor-
tioned among the presidential candi-
dates according to the number of popular
votes they received. This plan abolishes
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the “unit rule” aspect of the present sys-
tem, preventing the candidate with a
larger number of votes from obtaining
the entire bloc of electoral votes in a par-
ticular State. Several solutions are of-
fered in the event of a tie between candi-
dates. If 40 percent of the electoral vote
is not received by either candidate, the
House and Senate meeting in joint ses-
sion would elect the President from the
top two candidates. Another alternative
would involve a runoff election.

Under the proportional plan, no as-
surance is provided that the popular will
would prevail in every presidential elec-
tion. The requirement for a minimum of
three electors for each State regardless
of population, still results in dispropor-
tionate influence among the smaller
States.

Under certain circumstances, the
chances of a candidate with fewer pop-
ular votes winning the election are
greater than under the present system.
This might happen if one candidate re-
ceives most of his electoral votes from
States where the number of voters rela-
tive to electoral votes was low. Or it
might happen where the vote in large
States might be almost equally divided
but one party has a greater number of
small “safe” States than the other. In at
least two elections since 1860, proportion-
ate distribution would have given the
Presidency to a minority candidate who
was defeated under the present system.
In 1880, Winfield S. Hancock had over
7,000 fewer votes than James A. Garfield,
but he would have won by a margin of
six to eight electoral votes if proportional
distribution had been in effect. In 1896,
William Jennings Bryan won less than
47 percent of the popular vote to William
McKinley’s nearly 51 percent, but pro-
portional distribution would have given
him an electoral vote margin of six.

The following chart illustrates election
results that would have occurred had
either of the two proposals been in effect
in recent elections:

What happens under different systems—
Presidential elections
1960
Present system (electoral votes):

Republican

Democrat (winner)

Unpledged
Popular vote:

Republican

Democrat (winner)

Unpledged
Proportional electoral votes:

Republican (winner)

34, 108, 565
34,221,349

262. 671
District electoral votes:
Republican (winner)
Democrat
Unpledged

Present system (electoral votes) :
Republican
Democrat (winner)
Popular vote:
Republican
Democrat (winner)
Proportional electoral votes:
Republican

27,1717, 873
43, 128, 956

213. 593
District electoral votes:

Republican
Democrat
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What happens under different systems—
Presidential elections—Continued

1968

Present system (electoral votes):
Republican (winner)
Democrat
American Independent

Popular vote:

Republican (winner) 31, 770, 237
31, 270, 563
American Independent 9, 897, 141
Proportional electoral votes:

Republican (winner)

Democrat

American Independent
District electoral votes:

Republican (winner)

231. 534

289
192
American Independent. 57

Source: Legislative Reference Service, Li-
brary of Congress; House Judiclary Com-
mittee,

The shortcomings of the electoral col-
lege system have been made all too ap-
parent in recent years. These Inadequa-
cies are not sufficiently avoided by the
proposed district and proportional plans.
Only direct election will guarantee the
election of President and Vice President
by a majority of the citizens actually
voting in the election.

In the past several years, overwhelm-
ing support has been expressed for the
direct election proposal. According to the
Gallup poll of November 1968, 81 percent
of the people responded favorably to di-
rect election of the President and Vice
President of the United States. This sup-
port can be broken down regionally
showing all areas of the country in favor
of this measure of electoral reform: East,
82 percent; Midwest, 81 percent; South,
76 percent; West, 81 percent.

Overwhelming support was expressed
for the direct election of the President
and Vice President in response to ques-
tions asked in my annual poll on material
issues sent to the voters of the 15th Con-
gressional District of Michigan. In fact,
of those replying, 85 percent voiced ap-
proval for direct election as provided in
House Joint Resolution 681.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I rise to sup-
port House Joint Resolution 681 propos-
ing an amendment to the Constitution
of the United States relating to the elec-
tion of the President and Vice President.

I realize that for this proposed amend-
ment to become law it must be voted on
and passed by two-thirds of the Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives, and
then passed by two-thirds of the Mem-
bers of the U.S. Senate. If passed by both
Houses of Congress it will then go to each
legislative body of all the 50 States. Here
the proposed constitutional amendment
must be ratified by 38, or three-fourths
of the States within 7 years after it has
been submitted to them by Congress.

The proposed constitutional amend-
ment contains the following provisions:

The primary purpose of the article of
amendment is to abolish the electoral
college and substitute the direct election
of the President and Vice President. It
provides for a runoff election between
two pairs of candidates who receive the
highest number of votes if none of the
candidates recelves at least 40 percent of
the popular vote.

Second. The proposed amendment pro-




September 18, 1969

vides that the President and Vice Pres-
ident shall be voted for jointly only as
candidates who have consented to the
joining of their names.

Third. Under the new articles of
amendment, the voters for President and
Vice President in each State shall have
the same qualifications as are required
for persons voting for the most numer-
ous branch of the State legislature, ex-
cept that each State may adopt less re-
strictive residence requirements and the
Congress may establish uniform resi-
dency requirements for voting in presi-
dential elections.

Fourth. The times, places, and man-
ner of holding the presidential election
and any runoff election and entitlement
to inclusion on the ballot shall be pre-
scribed in each State by the legislature
thereof except that Congress is em-
powered to make or alter such regula-
tions. The Congress is specifically em-
powered te determine the days on which
the original election or any runoff elec-
tion is to be held.

Moreover, the Congress is authorized
to prescribe the time, place, and man-
ner in which the results of such presiden-
tial election shall be ascertained and
declared.

Fifth, The Congress is specifically em-
powered to provide for the case of the
death or withdrawal of any candidate be-
fore the election and for the case of the
death of both the President-elect and
Vice-President-elect.

Finally, the amendment provides that
the direct popular election system will
take effect 1 year after the 21st day of
January following ratification.

With the need for electoral reform so
pressing and the demand for electoral re-
form so great, it remains the solemn duty
of this legislative body to grant that last
measure of representation that has been
so profoundly needed and so long de-
nied.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to say that
sometimes in a debate that ranges for a
period of 8 days the lamb should lie
down with the lion at least once.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we have come to an
end of a very important debate, and I
want to compliment the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole who, in a most
fairminded way, has made decisions, as
he has always done as the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means and
now as the Chairman of this Committee
of the Whole,

I cannot let this occasion go by without
paying tribute and respect and placing
an accolade of distinetion upon my col-
league, Mr, McCuLLocH, who in pains-
taking manner in tandem with me has
brought forth and rounded out and
helped to get this bill in such a shape
that I am sure it will pass this Committee
of the Whole and hopefully pass the
House.

I am grateful to many of the Members
on the Republican side and I eannot
name them all, but particularly Mr. Mac-
GREGOR, Mr. PorF, Mr. McCLoRY, Mr,
HurcHINSON, Mr. RAILSBACK, and Mr,
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BiesTER, and others who have valiantly
and intelligently mustered their forces to
enable this bill to go through arduous
waters.

Many of the members on the Demo-
cratic side of the committee likewise have
rendered yeoman service. I particularly
point to Mr, FeicHAN, Mr. ROGERS, Mr.
MIkva, Mr. KASTENMEIER, and Mr. RYAN,
as well as other members who assisted in
this measure. I cannot name them all,
but I am very grateful to all of the mem-
bers.

I believe that if this joint resolution
passes, it will be a crowning achievement
in my own life. I am approaching my 82d
birthday. Fate has been kind to me in
giving me many birthdays. The abyss
awaits me. I have not too many years to
live, and I am happy to know that the
passage of this joint resolution, which
I am hopeful will oceur, is a real event
in my own life.

I am very happy to stand here in this
well and to acknowledge this and at the
same time to pay a tribute of respect
to all those members of the committee
and the members of the Committee of
the Whole who helped to bring about
this result.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, as one who has been
very much in opposition, as the ReEcornp
will show, for 8 days to this committee
joint resolution, I want to express from
the depths of my heart the tenor in
which this House has considered some-
thing of this magnitude.

I am happy to say and I fully believe
that the Recorp and history will record
that the debate which has occurred here
has been of the highest order.

Lest someone be led to believe that al-
ready the lambs and the lions are in the
same bed, I would like to simply remind
you that before we do vote we are going
to have, as the gentleman from Indiana
has already said, a motion to recommit,
and a majority vote will recommit this
joint resolution to the House Committee
on the Judiciary.

Failing the success of a recommittal
metion, then we will have a vote on final
passage at which time one-third of the
Members present and voting could defeat
this proposed resolution.

Looking forward to a motion to re-
commit and looking forward to what
could be final passage as well as looking
forward to that day when the State
legislatures at least might have to con-
sider ratification of whatever the Con-
gress might do, I feel it would be in order,
entirely proper, to quote the dean and
foremost of our elder statesman living
in America today, former President
Harry 8. Truman, who in his waning
years has become more respected and
appreciated than he was in his earlier
years.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to quote
directly something which former Presi-
dent Truma:. said in 1961 when he en-
dorsed the district plan. I quote:

The electoral college was first devised to
protect the small States from dominance by
the larger States, as for example, Delaware
and Rhode Island from being dominated by
Virginia and New York.

26005

The problem we face today is that of the
emergence of the big cities into political
overbalance, with the threat of imposing
their choices on the rest of the country.

Gentlemen, if two-thirds of this body
votes for this constitutional amendment
and if two-thirds of the other body does
likewise, and then we are finally through
here in the legislative halls with this
resolution and if three-fourths of the
necessary States within the specified time
ratifies this amendment, my desires will
have been thwarted, but the American
people will have through the democratic
processes spoken and I shall abide by
the wishes of these people, because I live
by the laws of this land.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. Yes; I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I, too, would like to quote something
from the men who originally wrote this
Constitution; the preamble says:

We the people of the United States, in
order to form a more perfect Union—

I suggest that in many ways this is a
more perfect union, because of the efforts
over many years of two Members of this
House, the very distinguished gentleman
from New York (Mr. CerLier) and the
very distinguished gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. McCurrocH). I think it will be a
more perfect union when this amend-
ment is adopted.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I would only com-
ment that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia is entitled to his own point of view.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr, Chairman, I too want to quote. I
want to quote a weapon that the Con-
stitution written by the Founding
Fathers for the greatest nation in the
world provided that—although I do
not quote it literally because I do not
have it before me—it takes two-thirds of
the Members of this House to amend this
sacred document, the greatest document
of freedom ever written or. parchment.

We had a teller vote here yesterday
on the district plan. A change of 17 votes
of this House on a majority basis of pas-
sage would have passed the amendment.
You are going to be called upon to vote
on this on final passage as the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. WAGGONNER)
pointed out a moment ago, when it will
take two-thirds of thnse voting, a quo-
rum, of course, being present, to pass this
resolution, and to amend this sacred
document.

I, like most of you, feel that there is
room for some reform or for some im-
provement, but I happen to be one of
those who still adhere to the thought
that pervaded the minds of those who
wrote this immeortal dorument—that
there should be a combination of State
and Federal provisions in the election
of a President and a Vice President.

So what I am trying to say to you, I
am trying to say to those 159 who said
the other day they believed in the district
plan that you and those who were not
here, but who also subscribed to that
plan, adhere to it on the final vote for
passage of the bill.

If you believed in it yesterday, has
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something happened since yesterday that
has changed your mind?

I realize that there is always a tend-
ency to say, well, I voted for the alter-
nate plan, I voted for the amendment,
I voted for the district plan, I voted for
the proportionate plan, but we failed in
that and therefore I think we ought to
have some reform, and I am going fo vote
for the committee bill.

I repeat, if your vote was sound on
yesterday, then why is it not sound to-
day? What I am trying to say to you is:
Why do you not use the weapon that the
Constitution gives you, which is that a
third of those who disagree with the
committee amendment, or a third plus
one vote, can still prevail. What happens
if more than a third of the Members vote
against the bill on final passage, assum-
ing that the motion to recommit fails,
and I rather think it will, and I hope not,
then what happens? Then your Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, if they still want
reform, go back into committee and re-
port out a bill that would be more accept-
able to the Members.

You know, I never have been one to
just be so flexible that simply because I
lose a skirmish I am willing to lose the
battle, also, where a matter of principle
is involved.

So I am saying to you that what you
would do at the moment is possibly delay
this for a month or two. Well, what is
a month or two when the present system
has sustained you for 170 years? You are
tampering with the greatest document
in the history of mankind.

I want to repeat what has been said
from the well of this House time and
time again during this debate, that it is
going to take two-thirds of the other
body and it is going to take three-fourths
of the States to ratify; and I do not think
you are going to get it.

If you really want reform, then do not
be in haste to jump on the bandwagon.
Stick by your principle.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. PoFr).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Miirs, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 681) proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the eleetion
of the President and Vice President, pur-
suant to House Resolution 491, he re-
ported the joint resolution back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed fo.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.
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MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER, Is the gentleman op-
posed to the joint resolution?

Mr. DENNIS. I am, Mr. Speaker, in its
present form.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The clerk read as follows:

Mr. DENNIS moves to recommit the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 681) to the Committee
on the Judiciary with instructions to report
the same back forthwith with an amendment
as follows: Strike all after the resolving
clause and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

“That the following article is proposed as
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, to be valid only if ratified by
the legislatures of three-fourths of the sev-
eral States within seven years after the date
of final passage of this joint resolution:

" 'ARTICLE —

“ ‘Sgction 1. In each State and in the Dis-
trict constituting the seat of Government of
the United States (hereafter in this article
referred to as the 'District’) an election shall
be held in which the people thereof shall
vote for President and Vice President. Each
voter shall cast a single vote for two persons
(referred to in this article as a ‘presidential
candidacy’) who have consented to the join-
ing of their names as candidates for the of-
fices of President and Vice President. No
person may consent that his name appear
with that of more than one other person or
as a candidate for both offices. Both of the
persons comprising a presidential candidacy
may not be residents of the same State nor
may both of them be residents of the Dis-
trict, No person constitutionally ineligible to
the office of President shall be eligible to that
of Vice President.

“iSpc. 2, Each State shall be entitled to
a number of electoral votes for President and
Vice President equal to the whole number of
Senators and Representatives to which such
State may be entitled in the Congress. The
District shall be entitled to a number of
electoral votes equal to the whole number of
Senators and Representatives in Congress to
which the District would be entitled if it
were a State, but in no event more than the
least populous State. Each State shall estab-
lish & number of electoral districts equal to
the number of Representatives to which such
State is entitled in the Congress. The Con-
gress shall establish in the District a number
of electoral districts equal to the number by
which the electoral votes of the District ex-
ceed two. Electoral districts within each State
or the Distriet shall be, insofar as practicable,
of compact territory, and shall be of con-
tiguous territory, and shall contain substan-
tially equal numbers of inhabitants. Elec-
toral districts in a State or the District shall
be reapportioned following each decennial
census, and shall not thereafter be altered
until another decennial census of the United
States has been taken.

““The presidential candidacy which re-
celves the greatest number of popular votes
in a State or in the District shall receive two
of the electoral votes of such State or of the
District. For each electoral district in which
a presidential candidacy receives the greatest
number of popular votes, it shall receive one
electoral vote.

“‘Sec. 3. Within forty-five days after the
election, the official custodian of the election
returns of each State and of the District
shall prepare, sign, certify, and transmit
sealed to the seat of the Government of the
United States, directed to the President of
the Senate, a list of all presidential candi-
dates for which popular votes are cast in such
State or in the District, together with the
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number of popular votes received by each
presidential candidacy in such State or in the
District and in each electoral district therein.

“ ‘SEC. 4. On such day between the 3d day
and the 20th day of January following the
election as Congress may provide by law, the
President of the Senate shall, in the presence
of the Senate and House of Representatives,
open all the certificates and the electoral
votes shall then be counted. The persons
comprising the presidential candidacy receiv-
ing a majority of the electoral votes shall be
the President and the Vice President. If no
presidential candidacy receives a majority,
then from the presidential candidacies having
the two highest numbers of electoral votes,
the Senate and House of Representatives to-
gether, each Member having one vote, shall
choose immediately, by ballot, a presidential
candidacy. A majority of the whole number
of Senators and Representatives shall be nec~
essary to a choice.

“‘Sec. 5. The place and manner of holding
any election under section 1 in a State shall
be prescribed by the legislature thereof. The
place and manner of holding such an election
in the District shall be prescribed by Con-
gress. An election held under section 1 shall
be held on a day which is uniform through-
out the United States, determined in such
manner as the Congress shall by law
prescribe.

“'Sec. 6. The voters in such elections in
each State shall have the qualifications req-
uisite for electors of the most numerous
branch of the State legislature, except that
the legislature of any State may prescribe less
restrictive residence qualifications for vot-
ing for presidential candldacies Congress
shall prescribe by law the qualifications for
voters in the District of Columbia.

" *Sec. 7. The Congress shall have power to
enforce this article by appropriate legisla-
tion. The Congress may by law provide pro-
cedures to be followed in case of (1) the
death, disability, or withdrawal of a candi-
date on or before the time of an election
under this article, (2) a tle in the popular
vote in a State or in the District or in an elec-
toral district which affects the number of
electoral votes received by a presidential can-
didacy, or (3) the death of both the Presi-
dent-elect and the Vice-President-elect,

" ‘SEc. 8. This article shall take effect one
year after the 21st day of January following
its ratification.'"

Mr. DENNIS (during the reading) . Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to dis-
pense with further reading of the motion
to recommit and that it be printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER, Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit,.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 162, nays 246, not voting 22,
as follows:

[Roll No. 176]

YEAS—162

Abbitt Baring
Abernethy Belcher
Adair Berry
Betts
Bevill
Blackburn
Blanton
Bow
Bray

Brinkley
Brock

Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burton, Utah
Bush

Cabell
Caffery

Camp

Carter

Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala,
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Ashbrook
Aspinall
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Casey
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Collins
Colmer
Conable
Cramer
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Wis.
Denney
Dennis
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La,
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn,
Findley
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Foreman
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Fuqua
Gettys
Goldwater
Goodling
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt

Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Callf.
Anderson, Il
Annunzio
Ashley
Ayres
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Bell, Calif.
Bennett
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif,
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif,
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis,
Cahill
Carey
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clark
Clawson, Del

Conyers
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin
Cowger
Culver
Cunningham
Daddario
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dent

Harsha
Hébert
Henderson
Hogan
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
King
Kleppe
Kuykendall
Kyl
Landgrebe
Langen
Lennon
Long, La.
Lujan
McClure
McEwen
Mahon
Mann
Marsh
Martin
Mayne
Melcher
Miller, Ohio
Mize
Montgomery
Morton
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman
Patman
Pike
Poft
Quie
Quillen

NAYS—246

Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dulski
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Fallon
Farbstein
Fascell
Feighan
Fish
Flood
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
Fraser
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn,
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Gray
Green, Oreg,
Green, Pa.
Gubser
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash,
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Helstoski
Hicks
Holifield
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Jarman
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Rarick

Reid, Il
Reifel
Rhodes
Rivers
Roberts
Rogers, Fla.
Roth
Roudebush
Ruth
Satterfield
Schadeberg
Scherle
Schneebeli
Scott
Sebelius
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Smith, Calif,
Bnyder
Steed
Steiger, Ariz,
Stubblefield
Talcott
Taylor
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Waggonner
Wampler
Watson
Watts
Weicker
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Williams
Winn

Wold

Wrylie
Wyman
Zion

Zwach

Johnson, Calif,
Karth
Eastenmeler
Kazen
Kee
Keith
Eluczynskl
KEoch
Kyros
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lukens
McCarthy
MecClory
McCloskey
MeCulloch
MecDade
McDonald,
Mich,
McFall
McKneally
Macdonald,
Mass.
MacGregor
Madden
Mallliard
Mathias
Matsunaga
May
Meeds
Meskill
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mills

Minish

Mink
Minshall
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi

Nix

Obey

O'Hara

Olsen
O'Neill, Mass,
Ottinger

Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Philbin
Pickle
Pirnle
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Railsback
Randall
Rees

Reld, N.Y,
Reuss
Riegle
Robison
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, N.XY.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal

Rostenkowski
Ruppe

Ryan

St Germain
St. Onge
Sandman
Saylor
Scheuer
Schwengel
Shipley
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Symington
Taft
Thompson, N.J.

Tiernan

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Watkins
Whalen
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolfl
Wright
Wryatt
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young
Zablocki
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The Chair’s response to the gentle-
man's parliamentary inquiry is that it re-
guires two thirds of those present and
voting thereon, a quorum being present.

The question is on the passage of the
Jjoint resolution,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 338, nays 70, not voting 22,
as follows:

[Roll No. 177]
YEAS—338

Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Downing
Dulski
Dwyer

Adair
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,

Eing
Kluczynski
Koch

Eyvl

Kyros
Landrum

NOT VOTING—22

McMillan
O'Eonski
Poage
Pollock
Powell
Price, Tex.

Sisk

Sullivan
Teague, Calif,
Teggue, Tex.

Ut
Whalley

Bolling
Dawson
de la Garza
Devine
Griffiths
Jones, Tenn,
Kirwan Purcell
Lipscomb Roybal

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. ;

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Jones of Tennessee for, with Mr. Kir-
wan against.

Mr. McMillan for, with Mr. Roybal against.

Mr. Devine for, with Mrs. Sullivan against.

Mr. Pollock for, with Mr. Sisk against.

Mr. Price of Texas for, with Mrs. Griffiths
against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Dawson with Mr. O'Konshi.

Mr. Purcell with Mr. Teague of California.
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Utt.

Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Whalley.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the joint resolution.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr, HALL. Mr, Speaker, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, in view of ar-
ticle V of the Constitution, am I correct
in my calculation that it requires 289
Members voting for passage?

The SPEAKER. The answer to the gen-
tleman’s parliamentary inquiry is that it
requires two-thirds of the Members pres-
ent and voting thereon, a quorum being
present.

Mr, HALL. Mr. Speaker, a further par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Speaker, is this con-
sistent with article V which says:

The Congress, whenever two thirds of both

Houses shall deem it necessary, shall pro-
pose Amendments to this Constitution.

Would that be two-thirds of the total
membership or two-thirds of those pres-
ent and voting?

The SPEAKER. In accordance with the
precedents of the House and decisions of
the Supreme Court, it requires two-thirds
of those present and voting thereon, a
quorum being present.

Calif,
Anderson, I11.
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspinall
Ayree
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif.
Bennett
Betts
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif,
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C,
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif,
Bush
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Cahill
Camp
Carey
Carter
Casey
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cohelan
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin
Cowger
Cramer
Culver
Cunningham
Daddario
Dandels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis,
Delaney
Dellenback
Denney
Dent

Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La,
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fallon
Farbstein
Fascell
Feighan
Findley

Pish

Flood

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford

Willlam D,
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha,
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kee
Eelth

Langen
Latta
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lujan
MecCarthy
McClory
McCloskey
MeCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich,
McEwen
McFall
McEneally
Macdonald,
Mass.
MacGregor
Madden
Mailliard
Marsh
Martin
Mathias
Matsunaga
May
Meeds
Meskill
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Morton
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y,
Myers
Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
Olsen
O'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Philbin
Pike
Pirnie
Podell
Poff
Preyer, N.C.
Price, 111,
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Quie
Rallsback
Randall
Rees
Reid, 11,
Reid, N. Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
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Steiger, Ariz.
Btelger, Wis,
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Symington
Taft
Talcott
Taylor Wolll
Teague, Tex. Wright
Thompson, Ga. Wyatt
Thompson, N.J, Wydler
Schneebeli Thomson, Wis, Wylle
Schwengel Tiernan Wyman
Scott Tunney Yates
Shipley Udall Yatron
Shriver Ullman Young
Van Deerlin Zablockl
Vander Jagt Zion
Vanik

Zwach
Vigorito
NAYS—T0

Eckhardt Mahon
Evins, Tenn. Mann
Fisher Mayne
Flowers Mize
Flynt Montgomery
Foreman Nichols
Fuqua O'Neal, Ga.
Blackburn Gettys Passman
Brinkley Goldwater Patman
Brock Griffin Pickle
Burleson, Tex. Gross Quillen
Burton, Utah Hagan
Caffery Haley
Chappell Hall
Clay Hébert
Cleveland Hutchinson
Colmer Jones, Ala.
Kleppe
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Lennon
Long, La.,
Lukens
MecClure
NOT VOTING—22
McMillan Roybal
Melcher Sisk
O'EKonski Sullivan
Poage Teague, Calif,
Pollock Utt
Powell Whalley
Price, Tex.
Lipscomb Purcell

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the joint resolution was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Until further notice:

Mrs. Sullivan and Mr. Kirwan for, with
Mr. Jones of Tennessee against,

Mr. Roybal and Mr, Sisk for, with Mr, Mec-
Millan against.

Mr, Devine and Mr. Price of Texas for,
with Mr, Melcher against.

Mrs. Grifiths and Mr. Dawson for, with
Mr. Pollock against,

Mr, Purcell with Mr. Utt.

Mr. Lipscomb with Mr. Whalley.

Mr, Teague of California with Mr. O’Konski,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
i gl motion to reconsider was laid on the
able.

Wold

Schadeberg
Scheuer

Smith, Calif,
Smith, Towa

Abbitt
Abernethy
Andrews, Ala,
Ashbrook
Baring

Berry

Bevill

Scherle
Sebelius
8ikes
Btuckey
Waggonner
Watson
Whitten

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to extend their
remarks in the Recorp, and include
therein extraneous material, on the jolnt
resolution just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

‘There was no objection.

PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESIDENT—
ELECTION REFORM

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the House
in passing House Joint Resolution 681
providing for the direct popular election
of the President and Vice President of the
United States has attained a monumen-
tal milestone in the democratization of
the American constitutional system and
our political process. In taking this gigan-
tic step to make this Government more
attuned to the popular will, the House
has given effective and dramatic answer
to those who are endeavoring to label
the 91st Congress a “do-nothing” Con-
gress. This statement is motivated by
no spirit of partisanship, for I believe
this great victory for popular government
is the product of a truly genuine patriotic
bipartisan effort of the highest order.
The brilliance and sincerity of the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. McCuULLOCH) , are
certainly deserving of high praise. Mem-
bers of the Judiciary Committee on both
sides have labored with energy and dis-
tinction to bring about this achieve-
ment. Nevertheless, the greatest accolade
for this triumph must be reserved for the
distinguished chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, Congressman CeLLER of New
York. Passage of House Joint Resolution
681 was truly the culmination of his
many years of labor to abolish the ar-
chaic electoral college and place the elec-
tion of their President directly in the
hands of the American people.

The record is clear. After the constitu-
tional crisis which this country barely
averted last November, it was the chair-
man of the House Judiciary Committee
and not the executive branch—either the
White House or the Justice Depart-
ment—who took the initiative for re-
form. Congressman CELLER on January 6
of this year, introduced House Joint Res-
olution 179 to provide for the direct elec-
tion of the President and Vice President.
He commenced public hearings on
February 5. President Nixon did not
transmit his message on electoral col-
lege reform until February 24. The con-
tents of that message were of little aid or
guidance to the Judiciary Committee in
its efforts to reform the electoral sys-
tem. In it the President indicated a per-
sonal preference for the popular election
method but suggested the Congress settle
for the inadequate patchwork reform
represented by the proportional and dis-
trict plans. I am informed that Attorney
General Mitchell on at least four occa-
sions requested a delay in appearing be-
fore the Judiciary Committee on the
grounds that he was as yet not prepared
to set forth the administration's pro-
posals. President Nixon’'s message failed
to spark any sense of emergency in Mr.
Mitchell. He finally appeared before the
Judiciary Committee on March 13, over
5 weeks affer the commencement of
hearings and almost 3 weeks after the
submission of President INixon's message.

The constitutional amendment which
the House has just passed is entirely the
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product of one of the most important
arms of this body, the Judiciary Commit-
tee. It was the members of that commit-
tee, Democrats and Republicans alike,
with no help from downtown, which
formulated this historic proposal. I con-
gratulate the gentleman from New York
for his initiative, astuteness and courage.
I salute the members of his committe
for the arduous labor and high quality
workmanship which characterized their
deliberations. Their presentation of
House Joint Resolution 681 on the floor
was outstanding. Finally, I hail the
House of Representatives for having dis-
charged, in an exemplary manner, its
responsibilities by giving the American
people what they so earnestly and ob-
viously desire, what they are entitled to—
to elect those of their choice as their
President and Vice President.

TRIBUTE TO CHAIRMAN EMANUEL
CELLER

(Mr. FEIGHAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
compliment and pay tribute, richly de-
served tribute, to the distinguished dean
of the House, chairman EMANUEL CELLER.

All Members, I am certain, will agree
that the outstanding debate which the
House has witnessed on the constitu-
tional amendment proposing the direct
election of the President and Vice Presi-
dent was due in large measure to the
efforts of the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Mr. Speaker, no other chairman in the
history of this country has to his credit
the shaping of three constitutional
amendments. These include:

The 23d amendment, which granted
the vote in presidential elections to the
people of the District of Columbia;

The 24th amendment, which abolished
the poll tax in Federal elections; and

The 25th amendment, which filled a
constitutional gap in the matter of Pres-
idential inability.

Today, he has shepherded through
another proposed amendment to the
Constitution. One which will have a
marked effect on improving the future
life of this Nation. If his record of suc-
cess continues, this proposal will become
the 26th amendment to the Constitution.

The members of the Committee on the
Judiciary, as well as all Members of the
House, hold great and abiding affection
for their dean.

Congratulations, Chairman CELLER, on
a job well done.

IN THE MATTER OF THE UNITED
STATES AGAINST ELIO GASPER-
ATTI, ET AL—PRIVILEGE OF THE
HOUSE

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. NarcHER) is recognized.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, on Sat-
urday, August 9, 1969, the District of
Columbia Council met to consider adop-
tion of a resolution providing for imple-
mentation of the 1968 Highway Act on
District freeways. Before the 6-to-2
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Council vote adopting the resolution
the meeting was disrupted by freeway
opponents who had to be cleared from
the chamber. There was fighting between
the protesters and police, and 14 dis-
sidents were arrested for unlawful entry
after refusing to clear the room. Follow-
ing this disturbance one of those ar-
rested was quoted in the press to the
effect that Mr. NarcHer of Kentucky
would be summoned as a witness and he
would be questioned about his stand on
freeways and rapid transit. Today, Mr.
Speaker, I was summoned as a witness to
appear tomorrow, September 19, 1969,
at 9 am. in the District of Colum-
bia Court of General Sessions, Criminal
Division.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to include the article from the August 10,
1969, Sunday Star pertaining to this dis~
turbance entitled “District of Columbia
Council Vote Follows Wild Melee” at this
point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so0 ordered.

There was no objection.

Di1sTRICT OF COoLUMBIA CoUuNcIL VoreE FoLLOwWS
Wirp MELEE

(By Walterene Swanston and Ronald Sarro)

Freeway opponents met last night to map
continuation of their fight against District
expressways after a number of their members
had been arrested at a wild City Council
meeting during which the counell voted ap-
proval of a bridge project and highway study
it had previously opposed.

The Emergency Committee on the Trans-
portation Crisis had already given some indi-
cation it would mount a court appeal against
the council’s action, taken to free subway
funds and the federal payment which key
congressional committees had withheld be-
cause of the freeway impasse.

Before the 6-2 council vote, the meeting
was disrupted by freeway opponents who had
to be cleared from the chamber. There was
fighting between the protesters and police
and 14 dissidents were arrested for unlawful
entry after refusing to clear the room. No
serious injuries were reported.

TP TO NATCHER

With the Three Sisters Bridge and other
Ifreeway projects cleared and a new study
planned of the hotly disputed route of the
North Central Freeway, clearance of subway
money is now up to Rep. Willlam H. Natcher,
chairman of the House District Appropria-
tions subcommittee, Natcher has vowed to
hold up mass transit funds until the free-
ways were underway beyond recall.

City officials estimated that it would take
five months to let contracts for the bridge
without any legal barriers from possible court
appeal.

The resolution on which the council voted
called for compliance with the 1968 federal
highway act, which requires construction of
the Three Sisters Bridge and an 18-month
study of an alternate route for the North
Central Freeway,

MAYOR ORDERS ACTION

Immediately after the meeting, Mayor
Walter E. Washington issued an order to the
D.C. Department of Highways and Traffic “to
proceed immediately to implement the 1968
Highway Act” on District freeways.

Council Chalrman Gilbert Hahn Jr., re-
ceived a telephone call from President Nixon
shortly after the vote, thanking the council
members for breaking the subway-freeway
impasse. The President said he understood
the decision was a difficult one, since the
council had stood squarely with the freeway
opponents.

Among the 14 persons arrested were Julius
Hobson, civil rights activist and member of
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the D.C. School Board, and Bruce Terris,
chairman of the D.C. Democratic Central
Committee.

Also arrested were Reginald H. Booker,
chairman of the dissident committee, and
Sammie A, Abbott, the group's publicity
chairman and most vocal spokesman,

After the two-hour meeting last night,
Abbott said it was concerned only with de-
fense strategy in behalf of those arrested. He
declined to comment further,

The council action came in the wake of a
unanimous vote Wednesday by the House
District Committee approving a 1970 District
revenue package banning the appropriation
of a $106 million federal payment to the city
until the city approved the freeways.

Councilman Stanley J. Anderson and
Councilwoman Polly Shackleton were the
only members who refused to vote for the
roads.

Although the National Capital Planning
Commission also has voted against the free-
ways, city officials said NCPC does not have
to act again to move into harmony with the
new council position. The bridge, to be
funded with federal money, must be ap-
proved by Secretary of Transportation John
Volpe. Swift approval is expected.

Fred Babson, chairman of the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, which
will oversee the subway, said “The city
council’s decision is good news" and said he
hoped Congress would proceed at once with
subway fundings.

OTHER FREEWAYS APPROVED

The Three Sisters Bridge would be built
near three rocky islands on the Potomac
River just upstream from Key Bridge. It
would be part of Interstate 266 which would
go from Spout Run and Lee Highway In
Arlington to the Georgetown waterfront,
where it would link up with other freeways.

The city council has previously approved
construction of the Potomac River Freeway,
a tunnel along the Georgetown waterfront;
the Center Leg Freeway terminating at New
York Avenue; and the East Leg Freeway,
ending at Bladensburg Road, northwest of
RFK Stadium.

The City Council meeting started prompt-
ly at 10 a.m. As the eight council members
took their =zeats the crowd booed loudly,
shouting everything from “sellouts” to
“whores.”

After a barely audible roll call was read
and answered, Chairman Hahn attempted
to read a statement explaining the council’s
position.

The anti-freeway group didn’'t need Hahn's
statement to be told what they already
knew—that the council was about to approve
the bridge.

“Subway, yeah! Freeway, no! Bubway,
yeah! Freeway, nol” the crowd chanted
over and over led by Abbott, standing on a
chair. They yelled in unison, “Mr. Chair-
man,” repeatedly.

Four minutes after the start of the meet-
ing, Hahn, who said later he saw no point in
postponing what he felt he would have to do
anyway, directed that the counecil cham-
bers be cleared, except for the staff and the
press,

This order was read on an amplifier.

As policemen and building guards started
to clear the room, pushing and shoving
started. There was some punching and sev-
eral of those arrested were wrestled to the
ground.

CHAIRS FLY, WOMEN SCREAM

Chairs flew. Women screamed. Men cursed.
Someone threw an ash tray toward Hahn.
An older woman screamed hysterically at the
policemen. Nightsticks were used.

At least four persons were hauled bodily
away including Abbott.

“The meeting is still in order,” Hahn said
after the chamber had been cleared. The
resolution was read by Councilman Jerry
Moore.
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In the discussion that followed, Council=-
man Shackleton said she had to vote against
the resolution because she believed it vio-
lated the Comprehensive Transportation
Plan the council approved in December.

Councilman Stanley J. Anderson, who also
opposed the resolution, said he had to vote
no in reflection of the “will of the people”
in his community.

Council Vice Chairman Sterling Tucker
said afterward he shared the “anguish and
frustration” the demonstrators felt. '“The
issue was very close to them. I understand
how they felt,” and sald he had contem-
plated resigning but decided not to.

The 14 persons, all charged with unlawful
entry, were arraigned shortly after noon
before Judge James A, Belson in the Court
of General Sessions. All pleaded not guilty,
and all were released on personal recogni-
zance for jury trial Sept. 19.

Arrested were:

Hobson, 47, of the 300 block of M Street
8W; Terris, 46, of the 1800 block of Shepherd
Street NW; Booker, 28, of the 1800 block of
Savannah Street SE, and Abbott, 59, of the
7300 block of Birch Avenue, Takoma Park,
Md.

Also, Miss Jenny Sterns, 18, of the 1700
block of Swann Street NW; Elio Gasperettil,
42, of the 1900 block of Kearney Street NW;
Louis M. Robinson, 26, of the 3700 block of
Jocelyn Street NW; Robert J. Coleman, 35,
of the 3600 block of 12th Street NE.

Also, Floyd H. Agnostinelli, 29, of the 1800
block of Kearney Street NE; Leonard P.
Siger, 40, of the 200 block of 5th Street NE;
Bruce T. Weaver, 54, of the 4100 block of
13th Street NE; Merle J, Van Horne, 36, of
the 3000 block Dent Place NW; Dennis R.
Livingston, 21, of the 1700 block of Swann
Street NW and Clarence S. Wlliams, 21, of
the 2100 block of New Hampshire Avenue
NW.

OTHER CHARGES PLACED

In addition to unlawful entry, Livingston
was charged with assaulting special police
officer William A. Ladson, a felony charge.
He is to appear for a preliminary hearing on
the charge on Aug. 18.

Booker also was charged with simple as-
sault (a misdemeanor) on & person identified
only as William Stewart.

In the courtroom yesterday, the defendants
sat quietly throughout the arraignment.
Afterwards, their attorney, Landen G. Dow-
dey, sald he felt the matter amounted to a
“police riot” in the city council chambers.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I have
been summoned to appear before the
District of Columbia Court of General
Sessions, criminal branch, to testify
on the 19th day of September, 1969, at
9 a.m., in the case of the United States
against Elio Gasperatti et al.

Under the precedents of the House, I
am unable to comply with this summons
without the consent of the House, the
privileges of the House being involved.
I therefore submit the matter for the
consideration of this body.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the summons.

The Clerk read as follows:

DistricT OF CoLumprA CoUrRT OF GENERAL
SessIoNs, CRIMINAL DIVISION
The President of the United States to Willlam
H. Natcher, 233 Rayburn Building, Wash-
ington, D.C.:

You are hereby commanded to appear
before the Criminal Branch of the District
of Columbia Court of General Sesslons at
9 o’clock a.m. on the 19th day of September,
1969 as a witness for defendants, and not
depart the Court without leave thereof.

Witness, The Honorable Harold H. Greene,
Chief Judge of the District of Columbia Court
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of General Sessions, and the seal of sald
Court this 10th day of September, A.D. 1969.
Josgrsr M. BurTON,
Clerk, District of Columbia Court of
General Sessions.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 11582,
TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DE-
PARTMENTS, THE EXECUTIVE OF-
FICE OF THE PRESIDENT, AND
CERTAIN INDEPENDENT AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. STEED submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 11582) making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments, the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, and certain independent agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,
and for other purposes:

ConrerRENCE RerorT (H. REPT. NoO. 91-497)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
11582) “making appropriations for the Treas-
ury and Post Office Departments, the Execu-
tive Office of the President, and certain inde-
pendent agencies, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes,” hav=-
ing met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 3, 4 and 6.

That the House recede from lts disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate nums-
bered 2; and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
*“$107,651,000"; and the Senate agree to the
same,

Amendment numbered 5: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
*'$48,838,000"; and the Senate agree to the
same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendment numbered 7.

Tom STEED,
Otro E. PassMAN,
J. P, ADDABEO,
JEFFERY COHELAN,
GEORGE MAHON,
Smvio O. ConTE,
Howarp W. ROBISON,
JAcK EDWARDS,
Frank Bow,

Managers on the Part of the House.

RALPHE W. YARBOROUGH,
RoBerT C. BYRD,
JoserH M. MONTOYA,

J. Carer Boees,
Gorpon ALLoTT,
JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
Hmam L. Foxng,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 11582) making ap-
propriations for the Treasury and Post Office
Departments, the Executive Office of the
FPresident, and certain independent agencles
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes, submit the following
statement in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon and recommended in the
accompanying conference report as to each
of such amendments, namely:
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TITLE I—TREASURY DEPARTMENT
Bureau of Customs
Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $107,551,-
000 for salaries and expenses instead of $106,-
151,000 as proposed by the House and $108,-
110,000 as proposed by the Senate.
General provisions
Amendment No. 2: Inserts language con-
cerning reimbursement for subsistence
expenses of Treasury agents while on protec-
tive missions as provided by law, as pro-
posed by the Senate.

TITLE II—POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT
Administration and regional operation
Amendment No. 3: Appropriates $133,069,-

000 as proposed by the House instead of
$132,069,000 as proposed by the Senate,
Amendment No. 4: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate to place limitation on
payment of salaries and expenses of not more
than twenty employees in the Office of the
Executive Assistant to the Postmaster Gen-
eral for Congressional Relations.
Research, development, and engineering
Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $48,838,-
000 instead of 51,338,000 as proposed by the
Senate and $46,338,000 as proposed by the
House.
Operations
Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $6,141,.-
711,000 as proposed by the House instead of
$6,143,615,000 as proposed by the Senate.
Amendment No. 7. Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to recede
and concur in the Senate amendment with
an amendment.
Tom STEED,
OtTo E. PASSMAN,
JoserH P, ADDAEBO,
JEFFERY COHELAN,
GEORGE MAHON,
SiLvio O. CONTE,
Howarp W, ROBISON,
JaCcE EDWARDS,
Faanx T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

(Mr., LOWENSTEIN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, on
September 4 and 5 I was out of the coun-
try on official business and consequently
unable to be present on the floor. I
should like the Recorp to note that had
I been present on September 4 and 5, I
would have voted in favor of H.R. 10105,
amendments to the Motor Vehicle Safety
Act; H.R. 7621, the Child Protection Act
of 1969; and H.R. 12085, amendments to
the Clean Air Act, and would have con-
curred in the Senate amendments to HR.
11235, amendments fo the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965).

DISASTER RELIEF ACT OF 1969

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I call up the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 6508) to provide assistance to the
State of California for the reconstruction
of areas damaged by recent storms,
floods, and high waters, and ask unani-
mous consent that the statement of the
Managers on the part of the House be
read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I assume that since a
considerable change has been made in
this bill, as T understand from hearsay,
the gentleman will take some time to
explain the bill in lieu of reading the
report?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I would be
delighted to comply with the gentleman’s
suggestion.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Septem-
ber 17, 1969.)

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
Jones) for 1 hour.

Mr. JONES of Alabama, Mr. Speaker,
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Cramer), pending which I
yield myself 10 minutes,

Mr. Speaker, throughout our history,
nature has struck devastating blows to
the United States and to the citizens
through floods, hurricanes, earthquakes,
fires, and other disasters.

In the early days of the Republic, the
Federal Government’s responsibility to
assist communities in times of great dis-
aster was recognized. For example, in
the early 1800’s, the Congress extended
the time for discharging customhouse
bonds of the sufferers from the great
Portsmouth fire.

However, it was not until 1947 that the
framework for a general policy for dis-
aster relief came into being. In that year
Congress empowered the President to
make surplus wartime supplies available
in disaster areas.

The present policy for disaster relief
was established by the Federal Disaster
Act of 1950, Public Law 875 of the 81st
Congress, which gives the President
broad powers to provide an orderly and
continuing means of assistance by the
Federal Government to States and local
governments in carrying out their re-
sponsibilities to alleviate suffering and
damage resulting from major disasters.

Today, there are fully half a hundred
Federal agencies, bureaus, and offices
which have statutory responsibility for
providing disaster assistance either under
the provisions of the Federal Disaster
Act or under statutes which give them
specific authority in certain areas.

The continuing disasters which have
struck with lightning fury in various sec-
tions of our Nation just since the begin-
ning of this year have further empha-
sized the importance of the entire pro-
gram of Federal participation in disaster
relief. The Congress has firsthand knowl-
edge of all of these disasters and several
in particular were of major proportions
including the catastrophes suffered by
the State of California in January, the
State of Ohio in July, the Southeastern
States devastated by Hurrlcane Camille
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in August, and the Midwestern States on
several occasions during the year.

Mr. Speaker, on July 9 of this year,
this body passed and sent to the Senate
H.R. 6508, the California Disaster Relief
Act of 1969. This bill was a comprehen-
sive relief bill necessitated by extensive
property loss and damage in the State
of California as a result of storms, floods,
and highwaters during the winter of
1968-69 and the spring of 1969, and the
need for special measures to assist in the
reconstruction and rehabilitation of these
devastated areas. This was a good bill.
However, we alerted this body on that
day to several other disasters which had
occurred and we specifically pointed out
that the Subcommittee on Flood Control
would be going out to Ohio the next week
to investigate the extensive damages
whieh had just occurred there.

The Senate later amended H.R. 6508
so as to change the bill into a general
relief bill—the Disaster Relief Act of
1969—with application throughout the
United States.

The House and Senate conferees met
in August in an attempt to resolve differ-
ences in the legislation. The House con-
ferees, although generally convinced that
the Senate provisions had a great deal of
merit, insisted at that time that addi-
tional hearings on a general bill should
be held. However, during the period of
our discussions, additional disasters oc-
curred which convinced the House con-
ferees that we could not wait for addi-
tional hearings. All the conferees were
convinced that legislation was needed
now—not at a later date. However, the
conferees agreed that H.R. 6508 should
have an expiration date of December 31,
1970, and that the affected inferested
committees of the Congress should hold
hearings and act as expeditiously as pos-
sible upon legislation designed to be of
permanent application with respect to
the Federal aid and assistance for areas
suffering major disasters.

The experience gained as a result of
the administration of the provisions of
this legislation will unquestionably be of
value in making the determination of the
type and content of permanent leg-
islation.

Mr, Speaker, I shall not report on all
of the details of the conference agree-
ment since the full text of the conference
report and the statement of the man-
agers on the part of the House appears
in House Report 91-495 and in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of September 17 be-
ginning on page 25838. However, I would
like to note several specific sections.

Section 2 authorizes the President to
allocate funds to States affected by a
major disaster for the permanent repair
and reconstruction of permanent street,
road, and highway facilities which are
not on a Federal-aid highway system and
which are destroyed or damaged as a re-
sult of a major disaster. Those funds are
to be allocated on the condition the State
pay at least 50 percent of the cost of the
repair or reconstruction.

Section 6 of the conference substitute
provides that in the administration of
the disaster loan program under section
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T7(b) (1) of the Small Business Act the
Small Business Administration, to the
extent the loss or damage is not compen-
sated for by insurance or otherwise,
would, at the borrower’s option, be re-
quired to cancel up to $1,800 of interest,
principal, or any combination thereof
and, in addition, would be authorized to
defer any or all interest or principal pay-
ments during the first 3 years of the ferm
of the loan without regard to the borrow-
er's ability to make these payments. In
addition, the SBA will be authorized by
paragraph (2) to grant loans to repair,
rehabilitate, or replace lost or damaged
property without regard to whether the
financial assistance is otherwise available
from private sources, except that (A) a
loan made under this authority would
bear interest at a rate equal to the aver-
age interest rate on all interest-bearing
obligations of the United States having
maturities of 20 years or more and form-
ing a part of the public debt computed at
the end of the fiscal year next preceding
the date of the loan and adjusted to the
nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum and
(B) any such loan would not be eligible
for cancellation or deferral as otherwise
authorized in paragraph (1) of this sec-
tion. In addition, the SBA s authorized
by paragraph (3) in the case of total de-
struction or substantial property damage
of a home or business concern to refi-
nance mortgages or liens outstanding
against the destroyed or damaged prop-
erty if the refinancing is for the repair,
rehabilitation, or replacement of that
property with any such refinancing loan
subject to the provisions of paragraphs
(1) and (2) of this section.

Section T authorizes in the administra-
tion of the emergency loan program un-
der subtitle C of the Consolidated Farm-
ers Home Administration Act of 1961 the
same benefits subject to the same condi-
tions and limitations as are provided in
section 6 in the case of SBA loans.

Section 10 of the conference substitute
authorizes the President to provide
dwelling accommodations for individuals
and families displaced by a major dis-
aster. These accommodations are to be
made available only to individuals or
families certified as having occupied as
owner or tenant a dwelling destroyed or
damaged to such an extent as to make it
uninhabitable as a result of a major dis-
aster. These accommodations are to be
provided on a temporary basis and the
President is authorized to provide these
accommodations by, first, using unoc-
cupied housing owned by the TUnited
States, second, arranging for the use of
unoccupied public housing, third, acquir-
ing existing dwellings through leasing,
or fourth, acquiring mobile homes or
other readily fabricated dwellings,
through leasing, and placing them on
sites furnished by the State or local gov-
ernment or by the owner-occupant upon
condition that no site charge be made.
Rentals for these accommodations are
to be established by the President under
such rules and regulations as he may
prescribe and these rentals are to take
into consideration the finanecial ability
of the occupant. In the case of financial
hardship rentals may be compromised,
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adjusted, or waived for not more than 12
months. However, no individual or fam-
ily is to be required to incur a monthly
housing expense—including any fixed
expense relating to the amortization of
debt owing on a house destroyed or dam-
aged in a major disaster—in excess of
25 percent of the individual's or family’s
monthly income.

Section 12 authorizes the President to
provide assistance to an individual unem-
ployed as a result of a major disaster.
This assistance is not to exceed the maxi-
mum amount and the maximum duration
of payments under the Stafe unemploy-
ment compensation program and that
any amount of assistance to an individual
under this section will be reduced by any
amount of unemployment compensation
or of private income protection insurance
available to him for that period of un-
employment.

Section 15 defines a major disaster as
one which has been determined by the
President pursuant to the act of Septem-
ber 30, 1952, as amended (42 USC 1855-
1855g), with respect to those disasters
which occurred after June 30, 1967, and
on or before December 31, 1970.

Mr. Speaker, the conferees on the part
of the House have met with the conferees
from the other body on several occasions,
and I think we have brought out an ex-
cellent bill—one that will meet the needs
of many, many of our people who have
been so badly hurt by these disasters.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the conferees
on this side of the aisle, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. WricHT), the gentle-
man from Oklahoma (Mr, EDMONDSON),
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
Jounson), as well as the conferees for
the minority side, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Cramer), the gentleman
from California (Mr. Crausen), and the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. DENNY).
This is a fine conference report. This is
good legislation, and I recommend its
adoption by the House.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include for the benefit of the Members a
listing of major disasters declared by the
President from July 1, 1967 to date.

Mr. COLMER. Will the gentleman
yield for some clarifying questions?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Certainly, I
will be glad to answer any questions pro-
posed by the distinguished gentleman
from Mississippi, the chairman of the
Rules Committee, who has been a
tower of strength and support in expe-
diting this legislation to fruition. The
gentleman from Mississippi has fur-
nished the conferees with invaluable
information and advice which we have
been able to utilize in assisting the
citizens of the areas devastated by
Hurricane Camille and the other natural
disasters which have befallen our great
country. At this time I would also express
my appreciation to the distinguished
majority whip, the genfleman from
Louisiana, HALE BoeGs. The gentleman
provided invaluable assistance not only
in the Camille disaster but also the Hur-
ricane Betsy disaster. Let me also com-
mend Congressman HEBERT and CAFFERY
of Louisiana for their outstanding as-
sistance. Congressman CAFFERY, & new
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member of the Committee on Public trip throughout the southeastern the damage caused by Hurricane Ca-
Works accompanied us on the entire States in our inspection and survey of mille.

MAJOR DISASTER AREAS DECLARED BY PRESIDENT FROM JULY 1, 1967 TO DATE

Date of

Date of
declaration

Allecation to
declaration

Allocation to
date date

State Type of disaster

State Type of disaster

Severe storms and flooding
Tornados, severe storms, and
flooding.
Severe storms and flooding
- Forest fires

Nov. 7, 1968__
Jan. 26, 1969

Apr. 18, 1969
Do...

§88888 88

July 18, 1967 .. _. - Hurricane Gladys
1 A AL Il o Ssvere storms and floo

488

8832888

__ Arkansas___
Minnesota
-~ North Dakota._

()
5

Aug. 17, 1967
Aug. 30, 1967 .
Sept. 28, 1967 _
Oct 30, 1967

Alaska
- ldaho_.

—en  PaR3

288858 &g

North Carolina___.__
Trust Territory of
the Pacific

R e e

Severe slurms and ﬂondmz
. Flooding.........
. Severe s!ulms and flooding.
d

- llinois.

May 3,1968_ .. ... = Tannessee

May 4,1968.......
DO s
May 29,1968 .. __.

g

Juhr[l’l 1969.
July 15, 1969_
Do

228

Do.... ceee lowa....
Do.__ - ... Oklahom
Jure 5,1968_.._... lllinois

L Tomndus and severe storms
.. Heavy rains and flooding
Tornados, severe storms, and
flooding. 15, California...
... Mississippi.
- Louisiana.._
. Pannsylvan
-~ Yirginia__._

g 5

S8

Do
June 10, 1968
June 15, 1968

o

_Hea vr rains, high winds, and
flooding.

July 5, 1968 ... Texas .o

July 30,1968 ...
Aug. 4, 1968 _
Aug. 15, 1968
Sept. 9, 1968_

flooding.
--- Indiana.

Sepb 131960 . HAWAIE oo mome oo moeee 00 m e mmm e

Severe storms, high winds, and

Heavy rains and flooding
-2 zdo

Aug. 26, 1969___.
ﬁugDSU 1969

8
§888 S8S88838 3888s8838888888

BS2% 2=8

: Severe storms (Canune) and flood-
ing.

Mr. COLMER. I thank the gentleman
from Alabama for his kind remarks. I
commend him for his truly outstanding
work on this report. My first question is
in regard to section 6.

In the reference applicable to Small
Business Administration, I am not clear
whether the 5-percent interest as called
for in subsection 2A would apply just to
those persons who have not tried to ob-
tain financial assistance from private
sources, or whether it would also apply
to individuals who were unable to obtain,
even though they try, financial assist-
ance from private sources. In other
words, when does the 3-percent interest
apply and when would the 5- or 5%-
percent interest apply?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The 3-percent
interest covered under section 6(1) ap-
plies to all those who cannot obtain
financial assistance from private sources.
The higher rate specified in section 6(2)
applies to those persons who would nor-
mally have other sources of credit avail-
able because of remaining assets.

Mr. COLMER. My second question per-
tains to section 14.

Under the provisions providing for
reimbursement of expenses actually in-
curred for removal of debris, would this
apply to the pecan tree which after hav-
ing been stripped of its limbs is dead,
but actually still may have a remaining
stump of some several feet and frag-
ments of limbs? Pecan growers will tell
you that in order to be able to use land
in the pecan orchard again, the whole
trunk plus a good portion of its roots
must be removed for the land to be re-
usable again.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The answer
to your question is “Yes."”

Mr. COLMER. Does this legislation aid
the oyster planters whose beds were
damaged by Hurricane Camille?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The Farmers

Home Administration is authorized under
existing laws (7 U.S.C. 1963 et sea.) to
make emergency loans to established
oyster planters in areas designated for
this purpose by the Secretary of Agri-
culture upon his finding that a natural
disaster has caused severe production
losses or destruction of oysterbeds mak-
ing it impossible for oyster planters to
obtain credit from other sources. Upon
the Secretary’s making the finding that
there has been severe production losses
or destruction of oysterbeds, then all the
provisions of section 7 of the conference
report would be applicable.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HARSHA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I would like to ask a couple
of questions of the gentleman. As he
knows, the State of Ohio underwent one
of these great disasters in the early part
of this year, and the committee very
graciously and kindly, at my request,
went out and visited the area. They did
make an examination, and if I am cor-
rect in my understanding, inasmuch as
the effective date has been moved back to
June 30, 1967, and there is no geograph-
ical limitation or restriction to this con-
ference report, Ohio, if it meets the other
requirements, would be eligible?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The disaster
to which the gentleman referred to was
declared a national disaster under the
1950 act by the President on July 15,
1969.

Mr. HARSHA. That is correct.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. That Ohio
disaster is covered in this bill.

Mr. HARSHA. The only prerequisite is
that the President must declare the area
a disaster?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. I thank the conferees
for considering the problems we had in

HALL. Mr.

Ohio.

Mr. will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding.

Do I understand that this goes back
to mid-1967, and for its retroactivity as
far as disasters are concerned this may
embrace over 50 separate disasters?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I believe it is
51 separate disasters.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.

Are these what we ordinarily charac-
terize as natural disasters which we re-
fer to here?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Yes, under
the act of 1950.

Mr. HALL. Would that include man-
made disasters from riots and insurrec-
tion, in the opinion of the gentleman?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. No, that
would not.

Mr, HALL. Insofar as the provisions of
the Senate amendment are concerned, as
far as section 3 is concerned, the limita-
tions are placed there for home owners
and business concerns under the Small
Business Act, of $30,000, and business
concerns up to $100,000 without regard
to whether or not the assistance could
be provided by private sources. In the
opinion of the distinguished gentleman
from Alabama, the chairman of the
committee and of the conference, does
this eliminate the need for participating
loans for enhancing the value of restored
and rehabilitated property?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. It might be.
It could be a participating loan, but it
provides the total amount canceled shall
not exceed $1,800, as provided for there.

Speaker,
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The language contained in the confer-
ence report is the same as that contained
in the act of 1965. There has not been any
departure.

Mr. HALL. In other words, for actual
restoration loans from natural disasters,
the loans would be within certain limita-
tions, 3 percent from SBA for restora-
tion, but if there was enhancement, it
would be at the 5-percent rate?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, does the con-
ference report in any way attempt to
fix interest rates?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. No, it does not
attempt to fix interest rates.

Mr. GROSS. Or recommend anything?
Does it deal with interest rates in any
regard?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
on that I will defer to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) .

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, in one sec-
tion of the bill reference is made to the
interest rates as they are applicable to
the amount of interest that would be
charged by the Government or agency
of the Government to an individual on
a loan. In that instance it declares any
loan made under the authority of this
paragraph shall bear interest at a rate
equal to the average interest rate on all
interest bearing obligations of the Unit-
ed States having maturities of 20 years
or more.

Mr. GROSS. But it does not, if the
gentleman will yield further, in any way
subsidize interest rates?

Mr. WRIGHT. No. I would say to the
gentleman from Iowa, it definitely does
not. The only conceivable provision
which might be so construed is a pro-
vision which permits forgiveness of loans
up to $1,800 on a small loan, and the
individual himself may choose whether
that forgiveness comes in the interest or
the principal or both.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. Ep-
WARDS) .

Mr, EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, the conference committee re-
port on the California Disaster Relief
Act ncw before us merits our support.
We have had many disasters strike this
country over the years, the most recent
of which is Hurricane Camille which
struck my district and the districts of
several of my colleagues along the gulf
coast. And each time we have a disaster
strike, the Congress finds it must try to
pass quickly some measures to provide
additional relief for the victims over and
above that already funded through exist-
ing program-. However, this conference
committee report would provide for per-
manent authorization under specific
guidelines and would also encourage dis-
aster planning on the part of the various
jurisdictions likely to be affected.

Mr.
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Back in the 1930s, damage claims from
disasters amounted to less than $100
million p.r year. Over the years, this
has increased to several hundred million
and this year it appears that—with the
Camille disaster claims over half a bil-
lion dollars—the total costs of natural
calamities will exceed $1 billion.

The reasons for these increasing costs
are many. Inflation and the high cost
of rebuilding homes are two reasons. But
in general, land has become dear and
people are moving into low-lying areas
or areas of high damage risk that were
previously avoided. More and more homes
are dotting our shorelines or our rivers
sides. And these people find it in-
creasingly difficult to obtain flood or wa-
ter damage insurance for their homes
and property from private insurance
companies.

We are initiating programs—such as
the flood insurance program backed by
HUD—which will help bring relief fo
these people and not undercut private
industry. But in the meantime—and I am
sure for a long time into the future—the
Federal Government will have to answer
the pleas of the disaster victims for the
additional aid necessary to help them re-
store normaley to their lives affer dis-
aster strikes.

But if that assistance is to be truly
worthwhile, it must come at the time the
disaster strikes—the time when help is
most needed.

The California Disaster Relief Act will
provide help—but almost 1 year after the
disaster occurred. A few weeks ago, I in-
troduced legislation along with several of
my colleazues from the Gulf Coast area,
for relief for Hurricane Camille victims,
but a month has already past since that
disaster and the people need help now.

This revised bill agreed to in the con-
ference committee will provide more im-
mediate relief for disaster victims., More
relief for the homeless families to help
them rebuild. More relief for the busi-
nessman to help him restore his enter-
prise. More relief to the communities to
help them return to normal living.

Mr. Speaker, when we suffer personal
injury, we do not wait 6 months or a year
and then go see a doctor. We seek help
immediately. So, too, should we provide
for immedate help for those who suffer
so much in time of crisis during hurri-
canes and other such disasters.

I urge adoption of the conference
report.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. POFF, Mr. Speaker, I want to
speak my appreciation, and that of those
I am privileged to represent, to the con-
ferees on the part of the House for the
role they played in making provision for
the plight of the vietims of Hurricane
Camille in Virginia.

Most of the tragic loss of life occurred
in Nelson County in our Sixth District. In
addition to Nelson, the counties of Am-
herst, Alleghany, Bedford, and Botetourt
and the cities of Covington, Clifton
Forge, and Lynchburg suffered extensive
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property losses, Many property owners,
including farmers, businessmen, or-
chardists, and homeowners, were left
penniless. Some have no physical assets,
no collateral, and little means of securing
a loan on terms and conditions they can
reasonably meet.

The House delegation from Virginia
joined in a letter of appeal to the con-
ferees to broaden this legislation to in-
clude flood victims in our Stawve. Our ap-
peal was heard. Our petition was an-
swered. The response was most generous.
Our gratitude is most genuine,

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time ss I may consume.

Very briefly, Mr. Speaker, the con-
ferees on both sides of the aisle and with
the other body worked out a conference
report which was unanimously adopted.

In my opinion, it is the most forward-~
looking disaster relief legislation to come
out of this Congress since 1950.

We have a serious problem with regard
to these continuing national disasters.
The problem has heen we have been
treating them disaster by disaster, and
we have been treating them 8 or 10 or 12
months after the disaster occurred, and
when badly needed relief comes too late.

Camille is a perfect example. We
visited Camille. I have never seen such
devastation in my life. Those people are
entitled to immediate relief. The only
manner in which they could get immedi-
ate relief was to add Camille fo the Cali-
fornia disaster legislation, in view of the
general legislation pending in the other
body and before the conference. We did
this. As a matter of fact, this, in my
opinion, is one of the most compassionate
pieces of legislation we have had on the
floor in some time.

This bill provides permanent relief in
many instances, so that if another situ-
ation happens immediate relief will be
available, and immediate response by the
Federal Government in the proper area,
with immediate cooperation with the
Federal Government. It immediately
triggers on the part of the President’s
proclamation, with that as the triggering
device, for the same type of relief we
have been making available on a piece-
meal basis.

What is more fair than that approach?
This is a compassionate conference re-
port before the House. I trust the Mem-
bers will support it unanimously.

A few weeks ago, Hurricane Camille
came thundering in off the Gulf of Mex-~
ico. It struck the coast a devastating
blow, causing extensive loss of life and
property damage in vast areas of Mis-
sissippi, Louisiana, and Alabama. Tor-
rential rains followed in its wake as far
north as Virginia where the rampaging
James River triggered extensive flooding
and further casualties.

Hurricane Camille, I regret to say, is
but one of many natural catastrophes
which struck the Nation in recent years.
Sinee July 1, 1967, alone, over 51 major
disasters have occurred. Thirty-two
States suffered heavy casunalties and
damage in the billions of dollars. Entire
communities were laid low, entire fam-
ilies were wiped out.
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While there is, as yet, nothing we can
do to prevent a hurricane or earthquake
from happening, a great deal can be done
to prepare for such emergencies when,
as, and if, they occur.

Disaster relief falls under three main
headings. The first involves the prepara-
tion of contingency plans, the stockpiling
and placement of materials and equip-
ment, and the training of people to han-
dle them. The second involves activating
these plans, programs, and procedures
during crisis periods in order to provide
emergency services for victims of a dis-
aster. This includes coordinating the ef-
forts of Federal, State, and local au-
thorities in rescue and relief operations.
The aim is to alleviate the immediate
impact of a natural disaster by making
food, shelter, health, transportation, and
other essential services available to its
victims.

Finally, there is the recovery stage,
during which devastated areas are re-
buili, rehabilitated, and made productive
again. Where public facilities have been
wrecked, utilities destroyed, the indus-
trial base disrupted, and housing wiped
out, the restoration phase can prove a
massive undertaking requiring billions
of dollars to fund and years to complete.

Until comparatively recently, the role
of the National Government in disaster
relief was relatively minor. We left the
burying of the dead and the picking up
and putting together of the pieces pretty
much to State and local authorities and
to the victims themselves. While Wash-
ington overintruded in many areas, dis-
aster relief, I regret to say, was not one
of them. But, over the past decade, a
change in thinking has occurred. Con-
gress has begun to extend the Federal
role and inecrease the Federal contribu-
tion in order that those whose homes
and livelihoods have been destroyed may
be helped to recover as quickly and ex-
peditiously as possible.

Our approach, until now, has been to
treat each disaster individually. While
the President was authorized to partici-
pate, through the Office of Emergency
Planning and other agencies, in immedi-
ate rescue and relief operations, getting
the devastated area going again and its
people back on their feet again was
handled retroactively on a crisis-by-
crisis basis. This approach has the ad-
vantage of ftailoring the relief to the
calamity. But it also has many short-
comings, chief among them are:

First, the timelag between the dis-
aster and congressional recognition and
relief;

Second, the lack of uniformity in the
type of relief extended;

Third, the failure of coordination be-
tween the agencies involved;

Fourth, the hit-and-miss nature of
such an approach which recognizes some
disasters and ignores others;

Fifth, last but not least, is the lack of
a carefully thought out and adminis-
tered Federal approach to meeting dis-
asters to insure that benefits are maxi-
mized and the impact and duration of
the calamity minimized.
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As Members of this body know, I rep-
resent a district in Florida which is hur-
ricane prone and conscious. Because of
my deep interest and concern, when
Camille struck a few weeks ago, I accom-
panied the Flood Control Subcommittee
of the Public Works Committee, of
which I am ranking minority member,
on an inspection trip of the Virginia and
the gulf coast disaster areas. I cannot
begin to describe the fury of the storm
or the devastation it left in its wake.
In Mississippi alone, the zone of destruc-
tion was 30 miles long and a half-mile
deep. Upon my return % Washington
what I had witnessed at first hand
moved me to send the following telegram
to the President.

Having just returned from a Public Works
Committee inspection trip of the Gulf Coast
and Virginia disaster areas, I was shocked
by the nature and extent of the devastation
caused by Hurricane Camille. The cost in
lives was appalling. Estimates of public and
private damage exceed $1 billion,

Local, State, and Federal authorities are
to be congratulated for the help and assist-
ance they rendered to victims of the storm.
But the task of rebullding has just begun.
Clearly, as we did following the Alaska
earthquake, Northwest flooding, Hurricane
Betsy, and the recent California disaster,
Congress will have to provide additional re-
habilitation relief to the stricken areas and
their suffering people.

In my judgment, Camille’s unprecedented
magnitude and devastation makes it an
appropriate time to consider a broad new leg-
islative approach for coping with national
disasters of this sort.

To that end, I respectfully request that
your Administration begin an immediate re-
view of existing programs in order that you
may recommend to Congress measures for
supplementing and expanding them at the
earllest possible date.

I know that President Nixon shares my
concern for vietims of Camille-type dis-
asters and will do all in his power to
comply with my request. For us in this
body, it is evident that the time has come
for a new look at disaster relief legisla-
tion. An arsenal of options and ap-
proaches for dealing with all types of
emergencies must now be considered. In
the future, the President must be perma-
nently clothed with authority which will
enable him to instantly mobilize the vast
resources at his command in order to
relieve any area afflicted by a natural
disaster and restore it as a functioning
social, economic, industrial, and political
unit as soon as possible.

The rationale for such an approach is
simple: When a disaster hurts any area
of the Nation, it hurts the entire Nation
and all must share in the task of over-
coming its effects.

It was with this idea in mind that
conferees of the House and Senate met
last week to work out an acceptable com-
promise on the California disaster relief
bill. While differences between the House
and Senate versions were substantial, a
compromise was eventually agreed to
permitting us to extend immediate relief
to victims of recent national disasters
like Camille and California, while laying
the legislative foundation for framing a
comprehensive permanent approach.

September 18, 1969

Under its provisions the President is
authorized to provide: temporary dwell-
ing accommodations for displaced indi-
viduals and families, matching funds for
permanent road repairs, SBA loans for
homes and businesses destroyed, farm
loans for crop damage, grants for debris
removal on both public and private prop-
erty, the equivalent of unemployment
insurance for all whose livelihood is
destroyed by a disaster, an enlarged food
stamp program for disaster victims, and
relief for timber growers and purchasers.

Looking to the future, the conference-
approved bill authorizes the President to
provide assistance to States for develop-
ing comprehensive plans and practicable
programs for assisting individuals suf-
fering losses as a result of major disasters.

The provisions of this bill, with a few
exceptions, will be effective from June 1,
1967, until December 31, 1970. It may,
of course, be extended in its present form
beyond that time.

But it is my hope that the interim
period will be used by the Congress for
an in-depth study of the entire disaster
relief field from flood insurance to debris
cleanup; from preventive measures to re-
habilitation and renewal. If it is, by the
time the present bill expires, further
permanent legislation outlining the Fed-
eral role can be ready for consideration
and, hopefully, approval by the Congress.

The time is past when what happens
in California, Minnesota, Texas, or Flor-
ida can be treated as an isolated event
of little or no concern to other sections
of the country. Just as we assist perma-
nently depressed areas to become eco-
nomically self-sufficient, we must assist
areas temporarily distressed and de-
pressed by a major disaster to become
self-sufficient again.

It is my fervent hope and belief that
Congress will rise to meet this legisla-
tive challenge and responsibility. I know
that I shall do all in my power to do so.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia,

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. The gen-
tleman is familiar, I know, with the dis-
aster we had over in northern Virginia
just prior to Hurricane Camille.

Mr. CRAMER. I am, I say to the gen-
tleman. I could not drive home that
night on Shirley Highway.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Actually,
there were two major floods in 1 week,
causing damages in excess of several mil-
lion dollars. I realize there is no specific
area location included here in the con-
ference report. My questions is: If the
President would declare this particular
area I am talking about at the present
time, the Arlandria area over in northern
Virginia, as a major disaster area, would
that area be eligible for benefits under
this conference report?

Mr. CRAMER. In answer to the gen-
tleman's question, “Yes.”

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas.

Mr. WINN. I appreciate the gentleman
from Florida yielding.

I want to congratulate the conferees
for the work they have done in the field
in line with national disasters. I should
like to agree with the gentleman from
Florida that we seem to have a policy
of taking these step by step following
the mnational disasters that hit this
country regularly.

Mr. CRAMER. And, I say to the
gentleman, often treating them dif-
ferently.

Mr. WINN. That is right, with varia-
tions. I am sure this will have to continue
somewhat along this line.

I should like to point out that perhaps
this being too late, or the fact that the
horse is out of the barn, is not always
to be the situation. Possibly we could
change some of these national disasters
by additional studies.

I should like to point out that many of
us have introduced bills along this line,
and particularly one dealing with tor-
nadoes, which affect this country and
cost this country millions and millions
of dollars, as well as the lives of our
citizens.

I would hope that in the future some
of the committees involved in this body
and in the other body would take the
time to look in advance, a little bit fur-
ther down the road, to see if we might do
something prior to the national disasters
that affect this Nation.

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentleman.
I will say that was one of the reasons why
the December 31, 1970, date was written
into the measure, because it is contem-
plated our committee will be considering
these various questions next year.

Mr. WINN. I thank the gentleman,

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr, Speak-
er, it is most difficult to adequately
express the gratitude I share with my fel-
low Virginians and with all members of
the Virginia delegation to our colleagues
on the Committee on Public Works who
were able, in conference, to include in the
Disaster Relief Act of 1969 relief for Vir-
ginians who have suffered great losses by
storms, floods, and high waters during
the past 2 months. While I am sure the
Congress would have, in time, seen fit to
provide relief for the victims of Hurri-
cane Camille, the relief is needed now, not
at some point in the future, and our dis-
tinguished colleagues have by their quick
and decisive action alleviated many addi-
tional weeks and months of suffering for
these unfortunate folks.

Mr. Speaker, I am also pleased that
the victims of flooding in my own north-
ern Virginia district, those long-suffer-
ing home and property owners along the
stream known as Fourmile Run border-
ing the city of Alexandria and Arlington
County, will also be eligible for relief un-
der provisions of this measure. These
good people were driven from their
homes and businesses by high water in
1963, suffered lesser floods in 1965 and
1966, then twice in 2 weeks this summer.
Many of them have all but given up hope
of ever rebuilding or reopening, having
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accumulated debts through small busi-
ness disaster loans on such frequent oc-
casions that it is financially impossible
for them to take on additional obliga-
tions.

We have received encouraging word
that the North Atlantic Division, Corps
of Engineers has now recommended fa-
vorably to the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors a flood-control proj-
ect the cost of which will be a Federal
contribution of $9,926,000 and a local
government contribution of $6,079,000, to
replace two highway and four railroad
bridges, provide an improved channel,
and levee and flood wall protection.
‘While we welcome this action, we have
been since 1963 trying to obtain this
Federal help, and it was only made avail-
able to us after the House Committee on
Public Works adopted a resolution in
October 1966 which, in effect, overruled
the Baltimore district engineer's recom-
mendation against Federal participation
because of the infrequency of floods
they anticipated. We still are a long way
from having this project built, Mr.
Speaker, as it must be approved by the
Board and then presented in an omnibus
public works bill in January unless we
are able to include it in another measure
earlier. But the end is at least in sight,
if our people can hold on just a little
longer.

Relief under provisions of HR. 6508
will enable these people to hold on a lit-
tle longer. They have suffered great loss
for many years because of bureaucratic
delay. I believe we have a moral obliga-
tion to help them. Their problem was
created, in large measure, by the tre-
mendous increase in runoff along the
streambed due to construction and pav-
ing of areas upstream as the Washing-
ton metropolitan area has grown into the
suburbs. Coincidentally, one of the two
highway bridges which must be expanded
to carry the increased flow of water is a
U.S. highway bridge, and the other a
National Park Service bridge.

Mr. Speaker, the people of Arlandria
cannot wait for completion of the flood
control project. Without funds to re-
coup their losses from the July and Au-
gust floods they cannot rebuild or
reopen. I know I speak for all of them
when I say thank you, from the bottom
of my heart, to our colleagues who acted
to relieve them in conference. And I
urge with all the conviction that I can
muster adoption of the conference re-
port on H.R. 6508.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr, DoN H.
CLAUSEN) .

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I will only take a brief moment to ex-
press my appreciation to all of the con-
ferees for the exceptional effort made
during what I think will be regarded as
one of the fastest and most responsive
pieces of action on the part of a legis-
lative body in responding to a major
disaster such as hurricane Camille. I be-
lieve what the gentleman from Florida
and what the gentleman from Alabama
said is certainly deserving of recognition
by the Congress. It is our hope that we
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will move forward into hearings and come
up with the kind of legislative action
that will give the necessary relief needed
by the people immediately.

Mr, Speaker, the conference report ac-
companying the Disaster Relief Act of
1969 reveals, I believe, the results of
many hours of hard work and statesman-
like effort upon the part of the conferees
from both bodies. As we all know, while
the California Disaster Relief Act was in
conference, Hurricane Camille descended
upon the gulf coast killing hundreds and
destroying millions of dollars worth of
property as it went. It became impera-
tive upon the conferees to act to provide
relief to the sufferers of the ravages of
Camille. In a very short time, we were
able to modify our original bill to pro-
vide for help to the citizens of those
States.

I wish to assure the people of Cali-
fornia, that the ravages of a subsequent
disaster did not result in the sufferers of
the results of the California storms and
floods being forgotten. All the essential
provisions of the California Disaster Re-
lief Act that this House acted upon favor-
ably in its original passages of H.R. 6508
have been included in the conference-
reported bill,

While specific reference to California
has been deleted, the language of the act
preserves to the people of California, as
well as to those of other States suffer-
ing major disasters, the benefits of the
original California Disaster Relief Act.

Indeed in certain cases the benefits of
that act have been increased. For ex-
ample, when the President finds it in
the public interest, he is authorized to
make grants to any State or political sub-
division for the purpose of removing de-
bris disposed on privately owned land or
waters as a result of such a disaster. The
State in its turn is authorized to make
payments to any person for the reim-
bursement of expenses actually incurred
by him in removal of debris. This is a
new provision of the law and the people
of California may well find that it is of
benefit to them.

Federal assistance to those who have
become unemployed as a result of the
disaster is made available under section
12 of the conference-reported bill.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the people
of California will find that the conferees
have taken good care of their needs while
at the same time providing much needed
assistance for their fellow Americans in
the Gulf States who suffered the holo-
caust of Camille.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr., EDMONDSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

I merely want to take this moment to
express a word of personal pride in the
members of the Committee on Public
Works who have sacrificed so generously
of their own time in order to go into
these disaster areas and go over the
ground and see at close range what the
problems are. I know the chairman of
our conferees and the ranking minority
member have both given many hours to




26016

it. The staff has actually hazarded life
and limb in going into some of these
areas where conditions have been very
drastic and dangerous. I think the en-
tire House owes a debt of gratitude to
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
Jones) and the gentleman from Florida
(Mr, Cramer) and the staff and other
members of the Committee on Public
Works for the job that has been done in
these disaster areas.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
thank the gentleman for his kind re-
marks,

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, as a Member of Congress from
California and a member of the Public
Works Committee, I wish to express my
support for HLR. 6508 as recommended
by the House conferees.

It was my privilege to travel with the
Subcommittee on Flood Control during
its survey of the damage caused by the
severe storms in California during the
month of January. I had the opportunity
to participate in 4 days of hearings, at
which time a great deal of testimony
from the executive agencies and from the
State of California concerning the ex-
tent of damage was received. We ob-
served, both on the ground and from the
air, damage in many areas and the loss
experienced to both public and private
property.

I was also pleased to join with a num-
ber of my California colleagues in spon-
soring the California Disaster Act.

During debate on HR. 6508 on July
9, I had the opportunity to advise my
colleagues in this body of the extent of
the damages to California and why I con-
sidered the bill as reported by the Com-
mittee on Public Works to be desirable.
I shall not repeat at this time the de-
tailed information which I offered. How-
ever, I rise at this time to offer my sup-
port for the rc-ommendations of the
conferees. The bill as recommended
would have national application in lieu
of the original bill, which was limited to
California. In addition, several provi-
sions which were recommended by the
Senate have been added—provisions
which I believe strengthen the ability of
the Federal Government to respond at
the time of greatest need to those areas
devastated by a major disaster.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to stress the
need for relief and assistance to the citi-
zens of California who were victimized
by the 1969 storms as well as to the citi-
zens of other areas who have suffered so
greatly by events which could not be
foreseen or controlled. This legislation is
vitally needed. I urge that my colleagues
support the conferencs report.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, as the principal author of H.R.
6508, I rise to express my wholehearted
support for the recommendations of the
conference report which was filed in the
House of Representatives on Septem-
ber 17.

As you will recall, HR. 6508 was In-
troduced initially in the wake of the ex-
tremely heavy storms which hit Cali-
fornia last January and February caus-
ing an estimated $425 million worth of

" CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

damage and causing the death of more
than 100 people. The House Public Works
Committee recommended enactment of
H.R. 6508 perfected as a result of what
we on the committee learned during field
hearings held even as the heavy rains
continued and also in hearings subse-
quently held in Washington.

The bill initially was intended as spe-
cific disaster assistance for the State of
California. Its provisions were tailored to
this storm. When the bill reached the
Senate, the House-approved language
was stricken entirely and new, general
disaster relief proposals "vere substituted.
We in California have no hesitation
about giving full support to the omnibus
approach to disaster relief; however, the
provisions of the Senate bill would have
come too late for California. Accordingly,
the Senate-passed version was not ac-
ceptable to those of us who were trying
to provide relief for California.

A preliminary meeting of the House
and Senate conferees was held shortly
before the August recess. During the re-
cess, as we all know, this Nation suffered
another great natural disaster. Hurri-
cane Camille raged across the Gulf Coast
States and then spent its last energies in
a deluge which caused great loss of life,
human suffering, and property damage
in the James River area of West Virginia
and Virginia.

Immediately after the August recess,
conferees received testimony regarding
the Hurricane Camille disaster and set
to work to draft a piece of legislation
which would accomplish not only the
purposes of my original bill, H.R. 6508,
but also would provide a basis for long-
range disaster relief and at the same
time, offer immediate assistance to the
people of Mississippi and its gulf coast
neighbors and the people of West Vir-
ginia and Virginia areas devastated by
Hurricane Camille.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the legislation
which we have before us foday accom-
plishes this purpose. It provides assist-
ance for the rebuilding of the highways,
roads, and streets which are so impor-
tant for the economic survival of so many
of our communities. When transporta-
tion lines are cut, the economy strangles.

For individuals, the proposal offers a
measure of help in rebuilding through
improved small business and farmers
home emergency disaster loan pro-
grams. For the future, provisions are
made for long-range disaster relief
planning and improved procedures are
established for housing and feeding dis-
aster victims.

Because the Second Congressional
District of California, which I repre-
sent, is composed of an area largely de-
pendent upon national forest timber for
its economic stability, and because of the
tremendous damage caused to forests of
the Southern States by Hurricane Ca-
mille which blew down 1 billion board
feet of timber, I would like at this point
to emphasize the provisions of this pro-
posal which relate to timber.

I know from past sad experience what
happens to timber dependent commumni-
ties when their forests are destroyed by
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winds, storms, or fires. I also know that
by quick action, some of this loss can be
salvaged through clearing the forests,
selling the down timber, and milling of
the lumber before the effects of rot, dis-
ease, and insects destroy the commercial
value of the wood. It is for this reason
that we have included in the disaster
recommendations before you today, some
provisions of great importance to the U.S.
Forest Service and the other timber areas
of the Nation. At this point, I would like
to summarize these provisions.

A provision with the most immediate
urgency is the authority given to the
Forest Service to reduce the period re-
guired to advertise a timber sale from
the normal 30 days to only 1 week in the
case of emergencies. This provision alone
can expedite greatly the clearing of down
timber and increase greatly the chances
of salvaging the wood. In Camille devas-
tated areas, the Forest Service has
nearly 100 million board feet of salvaga-
ble timber down on the ground.

The T-day sale has worked in specific
disasters in the past, including the Pa-
cific Northwest disaster, when high winds
and heavy storms hit northern Califor-
nia, Oregon, and Washington at Christ-
mastime, 1964, We feel that these pro-
visions should be extended to other
disaster areas.

Another major problem involving For-
est Service timber sales centers on road
construction required as part of these
sales. Under timber sale contracts en-
tered into since 1965, provisions have
been made for reconstruction, at Federal
expense, of those roads constructed by
timber purchasers as part of their con-
tractual obligations, but not yet accepted
into the forest road system. Timber con-
tracts were changed to provide this as a
result of our experience in the 1964 Pa-
cific coast storms. There are outstanding,
however, some contracts which predate
the revisions. We have provided that in
these instances the timber purchase will
be treated in the same manner as those
with the more up-to-date contracts.

One final provision relating to timber
salvage concerns the private timber, and
in the wake of Camille, probably 80 per-
cent of the timber down is privately
owned. As I indicated earlier, down tim-
ber must be removed rapidly in order to
restore the lands to productivity and
permit rebuilding of devastated econo-
mies. Additionally, down timber often
clogs streams and flood plains, prevent-
ing proper drainage. The legislation be-
fore us today would permit the Federal
Government to assume a portion of the
cost of removing this timber. This cost
would not exceed the cost of actually
clearing the timber from the land, less
whatever the salvage value of the timber.
The program would be administered by
States or local political subdivisions. The
conference report clearly establishes the
guidelines under which this program
would be administered in the public
interest.

Mr, Speaker, I am proud to have been
one of the conferees which drafted this
final version of my bill, H.R. 6508, which
I am certain will prove most beneficial
not only to those who have suffered so
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greatly in recent weeks, but also those
who may in the future feel the lash of
nature’s wrath.

May I commend the chairman of the
House conferees, our good friend, Rep-
resentative Boe Jongs, for an outstand-
ing job in bringing to the House of Rep-
resentatives a fine bill. May I also com-
mend the chairman of the Public Works
Committee, Representative GEORGE FAL-
Lon, for his leadership in this effort, and
may I thank my colleagues on the com-
mittee and in the conference for their
assistance in this important matter.

And, finally, I urge my colleagues here
today to approve the conference report
for I believe that this is a good bill, a bill
that will help our fellow Americans when
they need it most.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference report which is before the House
at the present time is on a bill which the
Subcommittee on Flood Control of the
Committee on Public Works has worked
on for many months.

The conferees on the part of the House
have met with the conferees from the
other body on several occasions and have
arrived at a sound measure which would
permit the Federal Government to act
in a rapid and meaningful manner when
a disaster occurs.

I believe we have learned through
sound engineering that all but the most
unusual floods can be prevented and
damages minimized. However, short-
sighted fiscal policies which delay con-
struction of badly needed projects em-
phasize the need for Federal relief after
the occurrence of disasters. In California
alone, completed or useful projects of the
Corps of Engineers constructed at a total
cost of $872 million prevented far greater
damages which would have otherwise oc-
curred without these works. The most
reliable estimates of the damage pre-
vented during this one period is about
$1.6 billion.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the
conferees for their fine work in bringing
forth this legislation. I especially wish
to congratulate the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. Jones) for his usual excellent
job. Over the years, the gentleman has
traveled the length of this Nation at a
moment’s notice to see what he, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Flood
Control, could do to aid our citizens
stricken by disasters.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the conferees
on the minority side, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Cramer), the gentleman
from California (Mr. CLAUSEN), and the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. DEN-
NEY), as well as the gentlemen of our
side of the aisle, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WaicHT), the gentieman
from Oklahoma (Mr. EpmoNpsoN), and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
JOHNSON) .

This is an excellent conference report.
This is needed legislation, and I recom-
mend its adoption by the House.

Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, it is ap-
propriate that we be considering means
of broadening programs of disaster as-
sistance in view of the extent of disaster
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damage and suffering this year. Many
communities will be grateful to the con-
ferees, I am sure, for the recognition they
have shown in extending the geographic
coverage of the bill—particularly those
struck by Hurricane Camille.

Portions of the congressional district
which I represent, the Seventh District
of Virginia, were hard hit as a result of
this storm. I refer specifically to the
counties of Albemarle, Rockbridge, Fluv-
anna, Augusta and to some extent Bath,
as well as the cities of Buena Vista and
Wayneshoro; the towns of Glasgow,
Scottsville, Bremo Bluff, and Columbia;
such communities as Howardsville in
Albemarle County, which was almost
obliterated, and other settlements in the
flood area which felt the full devastation
of this storm.

The areas on which this storm visited
extremely heavy rains received damage
that was extensive, and the effects of
it will be prolonged. I would describe the
types of losses in three categories:

PERSONAL

This involved in a number of instances
the loss of life and homelessness. Real
and personal property losses, including
homes, household goods and livestock,
was a loss that was felt by literally thou-
sands of people. In many instances, the
loss of property cannot be recouped in
a short period of time because of drained
family and business resources. Damage
to household furnishings such as refrig-
erators and stoves usually requires re-
placement, not repair.

COMMERCIAL DAMAGE

In this category would be included sub-
stantial areas of damage that relate to
the economic health and viability of these
communities. In a number of instances,
complete stocks of merchandise of small
businesses were totally destroyed over a
very wide range. In fact, almost the en-
tire downtown commercial section of the
city of Buena Vista was inundated. Only
a few of these business establishments
escaped the effects of the flood. Far-
reaching implications under this cate-
gory of damage lie in those inflicted on
industries and again, in Buena Vista,
some five major industries of that com-
munity were flooded. This has a severe
impact on the livelihood of literally hun-
dreds of workers. The damage is some-
times not apparent, but arises from water
having covered electric motors, genera-
tors and other equipment which, in some
instances, has become useless without
either replacement or extensive repair.

PUBLIC DAMAGE

This is damage prinecipally to major
capital improvements of a public or
quasi-public service nature. It includes
destruction of paved streets and munic-
ipal improvements; ripped up water and
sewer lines and damage to pumping sta-
tions and sewage treatment plants. It
also includes major highway damage to
bridges and roads, as well as extensive
rail damage to trestles, roadbeds and
rolling stock and rail facilities. This dam-
age also has long-range implications and
cannot be corrected readily.
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I should like to commend the Federal
agencies for the dispatch with which they
moved, notably the Small Business Ad-
ministration and the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration and the emergency agencies
associated with Federal, State, and local
government. Not only did they make sub-
stantial contributions during the disaster,
but the speed and skill with which they
moved in the trying hours and days im-
mediately after the storm had passed
helped save lives and property and insure
to some extent economic recovery and re-
establishment of family units.

There is much that remains to be done,
and much of it cannot be done by govern-
ment at any level. Complete restoration
to the condition before the disaster can-
not be attained, but, to the extent that
government can, I think it should move
to meet this need.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, in its
finest tradition, the Congress has re-
sponded to the need for helping the
victims of Hurricane Camille.

When that great tragedy hit Mississip-
pi, West Virginia, and Virginia in mid-
August, there were immediate outpour-
ings of sympathy and assistance from
every section of our great Nation.

President Nixon, Vice President Ac-
weEw, and other administration officials
expressed concern and instantly placed
into motion disaster relief authorized un-
der the law.

The leadership of the House, and the
other body, offered cooperation in adopt-
ing additional legislation to aid a stricken
people. You, Mr. Speaker, were especially
interested in prompt action.

As usual, the chairman of the Flood
Control Subcommittee of the Committee
on Public Works, Hon. RoserT E. JONES
of Alabama, quickly reacted to the dis-
aster of Camille, He and members of his
subcommittee were in the area shortly
after the hurricane. They spent several
days on the scene observing and evalu-
ating the great loss of human life, prop-
erty and natural resources.

The firsthand knowledge acquired by
the Jones committee prompted it to
stimulate affirmative legislative action.
The culmination of these events is
reached with the conference report be-
fore the House now.

Mr., Speaker, I wish to express the
gratitude of the people I am honored
to represent to every Member of Con-
gress supporting H.R. 6508.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
record here my deep and sincere appre-
ciation to Speaker McCormack and to
the Congress, for the expeditious man-
ner in which this matter has been han-
dled. I particularly want to express my
sincere appreciation to Chairman JoNEs,
my good friend and chairman of the
Subcommittee on Flood Control of the
House Public Works Committee, as well
as the members of his committee, for
leaving their homes during the congres-
sional vacation and visiting the disaster
area in Mississippi. There they had a
firsthand opportunity to view the ex-
tremity of the disaster caused by Hur-
ricane Camille.
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Likewise, Mr. Speaker, I should like to
voice not only my appreciation but the
appreciation of the people of my con-
gressional district, which bore the brunt
of the fury of this destructive storm, to
the President of the United States, Mr.
Nixon, and the Vice President, Mr.
AcneEw, for visiting the storm stricken
area and pledging their support for the
relief of our people. President Nixon's
address to the people of Mississippi at
Gulfport was enthusiastically received
and his challenge to them to rebuild their
devastated area was warmly received.

Mr. Speaker, I believe legislative his-
tory was made in the matter of assist-
ance to our people in the expeditious
manner in which relief was obtained. As
has already been explained, it was
thought wise in the interest of time to
provide in the so-called California relief
bill extra provisions to take care of Ca-
mille, as well as making the California
disaster provisions also applicable to it,

If the regular normal and orderly pro-
cedure had been followed, the urgent as-
sistance needed would possibly not have
been received for many months. This is
illustrated by the fact that the House
passed the California disaster bill some
4 months ago. Subsequently the Sen-
ate passed the bill and it has been in
conference since then.

I think this was a wise procedure and
I was pleased to cooperate with both
Senators Eastianp and STENNIS, who
both devoted much effort and time to the
consummation of the legislation. Al-
though, there is a question in my mind
whether the relief and assistance pro-
vided is sufficient to take care of this
tragedy insofar as the Federal Govern-
ment can participate. If it proves to be
inadequate, then we will just have to
proceed with further and additional leg-
islation. Of course, Mr. Speaker, as in
all other legislative matters, the admin-
istration is going to be the key to the
success of the legislation.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, a few
weeks ago, Hurricane Camille came
thundering in off the Gulf of Mexico. It
struck the coast a devastating blow,
causing extensive loss of life and prop-
erty damage in vast areas of Mississippi,
Louisiana, and Alabama. Torrential
rains followed in its wake as far north
as Virginia where the rampaging James
River triggered extensive flooding and
further casualties.

Hurricane Camille, I regret to say, is
but one of many natural catastrophes
which struck the Nation in recent years.
Since July 1967 alone, over 51 major dis-
asters have occurred; 32 States suffered
heavy casualties and damage in the bil-
lions of dollars. Entire communities were
laid low, entire families were wiped out.

While there is, as yet, nothing we can
do to prevent a hurricane or earthquake
from happening, a great deal can be done
to prepare for such emergencies when,
as, and if, they occur.

Disaster relief falls under three main
headings. The first involves the prepara~
tion of contingency plans, the stockpiling
and placement of materials and equip-
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ment and the training of people to han-
dle them. The second involves activating
these plans, programs, and procedures
during crisis periods in order to provide
emergency services for victims of a dis-
aster. This includes coordinating the ef-
forts of Federal, State, and local author-
ities in rescue and relief operations. The
aim is to alleviate the immediate impact
of a natural disaster by making food,
shelter, health, transportation, and other
essential services available to its victims.

Finally, there is the recovery stage,
during which devastated areas are re-
built, rehabilitated and made productive
again. Where public facilities have been
wrecked, utilities destroyed, the indus-
trial base disrupted, and housing wiped
out, the restoration phase can prove a
massive undertaking requiring billions of
dollars to fund and years to complete.

Until comparatively recently, the role
of the National Government in disaster
relief was relatively minor. We left the
burying of the dead and the picking up
and putting together of the pieces pretty
much to State and local authorities and
to the victims themselves. While Wash-
ington has obviously overintruded in
many areas, in disaster relief, I regret to
say, there is underaction and inaction.
But, over the past decade, a change in
thinking has occurred. Congress has be-
gun to extend the Federal role and in-
crease the Federal contribution in order
that those whose homes and livelihoods
have been destroyed may be helped to re-
cover as quickly and expeditiously as
possible.

Our approach, until now, has been to
treat each disaster individually. While
the President was authorized to partici-
pate, through the Office of Emergency
Planning and other agencies, in immedi-
ate rescue and relief operations, getting
the devastated area going again and its
people back on their feet again was han-
dled retroactively and on a crisis-by-
crisis basis. This approach has the ad-
vantage of tailoring the relief to the
calamity. But it also has many shortcom-
ings, chief among them are:

First, the time lag between the dis-
aster and congressional recognition and
relief;

Second, the lack of uniformity in the
type of relief extended;

Third, the failure of coordination be-
tween the agencies involved;

Fourth, the hit and miss nature of
such an approach which recognizes some
disasters and ignores others; and

Fifth, last but not least, is the lack of
a carefully thought out and administered
Federal approach to meeting disasters to
insure that benefits are maximized and
the impact and duration of the calamity
minimized.

As Members of this body know, I rep-
resent a district in Florida which among
others in Florida is also hurricane
prone and conscious. Because of my deep
interest and concern, when Camille
struck a few weeks ago, I accompanied
the Flood Confrol Subcommittee of the
Public Works Committee, of which I am
ranking minority member, on an inspec-
tion trip of the Virginia and the gulf
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coast disaster areas. I cannot begin to
describe the fury of the storm or the
devastation it left in its wake. In Missis-
sippi alone, the zone of destruction was
30 miles long and a half-mile deep. Upon
my return to Washington what I had wit-
nessed at first hand moved me to send
the following telegram to the President:

Having just returned from a Public Works
Committee inspection trip of the Gulf Coast
and Virginla disaster areas, I was shocked by
the nature and extent of the devastation
caused by Hurricane Camille, The cost In
lives was appalling. Estimates of public antl
private damage exceed &1 billion,

Local, Btate, and Federal authorities are
to be congratulated for the help and assist-
ance they rendered to victims of the storm.
But the task of rebullding has just begun.
Clearly, as we did following the Alaska
earthquake, Northwest flooding, Hurricane
Betsy, and the recent California disaster,
Congress will have to provide additional re-
habilitation relief to the stricken areas and
their suffering people.

In my judgment, Camille's unprecedented
magnitude and devastation makes it an ap-
propriate time to consider broad new legisla-
tive approaches for coping with national dis-
asters of this sort.

To that end, I respectfully request that
your Administration begin an immediate re-
view of existing programs in order that you
may recommend to Congress measures for
supplementing and expanding them at the
earliest possible date.

I know that President Nixon shares
my concern for victims of Camille-type
disasters and will do all in his power to
comply with my request. For us in this
body, it is evident that the time has
come for a new look at disaster relief

legislation. An arsenal of options and
approaches for dealing with all types of
emergencies must now be considered. In
the future, the President must be per-
manently clothed with authority which
will enable him to instantly mobilize the
vast resources at his command in order
to relieve any area aficted by a natural
disaster and restore it as a functioning
social, economie, industrial, and politi-
cal unit as soon as possible.

The rationale for such an approach is
simple: When a disaster hurts any area
of the Nation, it hurts the entire Nation
and all must share in the task of over-
coming its effects.

It was with this idea in mind that con-
ferees of the House and Senate of which
I was working with in the House met
last week to work out an acceptable
compromise on a disaster relief bill, in
the House, limited to California. While
differences between the House and Sen-
ate versions were substantial, a com-
promise was eventually agreed to per-
mitting us to extend immediate relief to
victims of recent national disasters like
Camille as well as California, while lay-
ing the legislative foundation for fram-
ing a comprehensive permanent ap-
proach.

Under its provisions the President is
authorized to provide —

Temporary dwelling accommodations
for displaced individuals and families;

Matching funds for permanent road
repairs;

SBA loans for homes and businesses
destroyed;
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Farm loans for crop damage;

Grants for debris removal on both pub-
lic and private property;

The equivalent of unemployment in-
surance for all whose livelihood is de-
stroyed by a disaster;

An enlarged food stamp program for
disaster victims; and

Relief for timber growers and pur-
chasers.

Looking to the future, the conference-
approved bill authorizes the President
to provide assistance to States for devel-
oping comprehensive plans and prac-
ticable programs for assisting individuals
suffering losses as a result of major
disasters.

The provisions of this bill, with a few
exceptions, will provide an authorization
from June 1, 1967, until December 31,
1970. Reauthorization, of course, will be
extended in its present form beyond that
time and hopefully, in 1970, in an even
more effective form after we learn from
experiences in the interim.

But it is my hope that the interim
period will be used by the Congress for
an in-depth study of the entire disaster
relief field from flood insurance to de-
bris cleanup; from preventive measures
to rehabilitation and renewal. If it is, by
the time the present bill expires, per-
manent legislation outlining the Federal
role can be ready for consideration and,
hopefully, approval by the Congress.

The time is past when what happens in
California, Minnesota, Texas, or Florida
can be treated as an isolated event of lit-
tle or no concern to other sections of the
country. Just as we assist permanently
depressed areas to become economically
self sufficient, we must assist areas tem-
porarily distressed and depressed by a
major disaster to become self sufficient
again under permanent and predeter-
mined programs and formulas.

It is my fervent hope and belief that
Congress will rise to meet this legislative
challenge and responsibility. I know that
I shall do all in my power to do so.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
it might be appropriate if I were to ask
unanimous consent that all Members be
permitted 5 days to extend their remarks
at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
[ move the previous question on the con-
ference report.

The previous question was ordered.
The conference report was agreed to.
taA motion to reconsider was laid on the

ble.

LEGISLATION TO BRING EMPLOY-
EES OF SELECTIVE SERVICE SYS-
TEM UNDER CLASSIFIED CIVIL
SERVICE

(Mr. FRIEDEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr, Speaker, I am today
introducing a bill which would bring
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employees of the Selective Service Sys-
tem under the classified civil service.

Many of the Selective Service em-
ployees are located in cities or counties
having Federal employees of other agen-
cies who uniformly come under the pro-
visions of the Classification Act. Al-
though Selective Service employees are
Federal employees they have been denied
many of the rights and benefits of Fed-
eral employees. They are in an anoma-
lous situation. The step to bring them
under the provisions of the Classification
Act is long overdue. The large propor-
tion of Selective Service employees are
underpaid and legislation is necessary
not only in justice to the employees con-
cerned but to supply a missing link in
the chain of Federal personnel admin-
istration. Prior to 1923 every Federal de-
partment and agency largely went its
own way in pay and other conditions of
employment. The Classification Act
brought both order and equity out of
this chaos. The employees of the Selec-
tive Service System are in a similar cha-
otic situation today as were the other
Federal employees prior to the enact-
ment of the Classification Act.

The pioneering work being done by
the National Federation of Federal Em-
ployees to improve the pay and working
conditions of the Selective Service em-
ployees has come to my attention and
as a result of their efforts some steps
have been taken by Selective Service of-
ficials to update the pay structure of the
employees. However, the need is for ac-
tion by the Congress to make these em-
ployees classified civil service employees.

There is real necessity to bring em-
ployees of the Selective Service System
under the Classification Act as soon as
possible. Although the Selective Service
System has become a part of our way of
life we cannot foretell the future. Selec-
tive Service employees should have the
same opportunities as other Federal em-
ployees have in connection with trans-
fers, promotions, and other personnel
actions under the classified civil service
system. Mr. Speaker, I believe that the
bill I am introducing is very much in the
public and national interest as well as
that of the employees directly concerned
and therefore should receive prompt and
favorable action by the Congress.

PLANS OF SDS TO LAUNCH MASSIVE
DEMONSTRATIONS IN CHICAGO,
OCTOBER 8 TO 11, 1969

(Mr. ICHORD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ICHORD, Mr. Speaker, I wish to
call to the attention of my colleagues and
all our fellow citizens the plans of the
Students for a Democratic Society—
SDS—to launch massive demonstrations
in Chicago in October in the apparent
hope of provoking even greater civil dis-
order and violence than we witnessed at
the time of the Democratic National
Convention,

A brochure produced by the SDS na-
tional office under the heading, “Bring
the War Home,” has been given mass
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distribution throughout the Nation. The
brochure announced an SDS “National
Action” against “war and imperialism”
would take place in Chicago from Oc-
tober 8 to 11, 1969.

In the way of background, at the June
1969 SDS National Convention a resolu-
tion was passed calling for a massive
antiwar demonstration in Chicago in the
fall. This action “seeking to involve the
most people possible in militant struggle”
would be timed to coincide with the trial
in that city of eight individuals—Con-
spiracy 8—charged with conspiracy to
foment riot at the time of the 1968 Dem-
ocratic National Convention, “Demands”
to be publicized by the Chicago October
demonstrations were:

First. Immediate withdrawal of all
U.S. occupation forces in Vietnam.

Second. Support for black liberation.

Third. Free Huey Newton—Black
Panther Party official jailed after being
convicted of manslaughter in the death
of a police officer—and all political pris-
oners.

Fourth. No more surtax.

Fifth. Independence for Puerto Rico.

Sixth, Solidarity with the Conspir-
acy 8.

Seventh. Support for GI's rights and
GI rebellions.

According to the above-mentioned
SDS brochure, the forthcoming Chicago
demonstrations are also intended to “ex-
press total support” for the National Lib-
eration Front of South Vietnam and the
Provisional Revolutionary Government
of South Vietnam—both agencies of the
Vietnamese Communists.

The brochure invited readers to join
SDS and “tens of thousands of people”
who would be demonstrating in Chicago.
Recalling that 10,000 persons turned out
for demonstrations at the time of the
Democratic National Convention and
“tore up pig city for 5 days,” the brochure
emphasized that “this fall, people are
coming back to Chicago—more powerful,
better organized, and more together than
we were last August.” SDS viewed itself
as engaged in the same struggle Viet-
namese Communists are engaged in
against “the same enemy"” and “in that
sense the Chicago demonstrations rep-
resented an SDS effort to ‘establish an-
other front against imperialism right
here in America—to bring the war
home'.” This alleged war of liberation
from imperialism is “a war in which we
must fight,” and not simply “resist,” the
brochure declared. The battlegrounds in
the United States would be found “in
black communities throughout the coun-
try. On college campuses. And in the
high schools, in the shops and on the
streets.”

According to SDS official publication,
New Left Notes, SDS plans call for 4 days
of activity beginning with a rally on Oc-
tober 8 in the memory of Che Guevara
and Nguyen Van Troi who, in their words,
was a “Vietnamese hero murdered by the
United States on October 15, 1964, for
attempting to kill—U.S. Defense Secre-
tary—McNamara.” Two days, October 9
and 10, are set aside for an attack on the
schools and the courts, and the final day,
October 11, for a massive march. The
actions planned around the schools calls
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for SDS members to descend on certain
Chicago high schools, break in and race
around the halls yelling “jailbreak.” This
is intended to inspire the high school
students to rise up and join the SDS
members in the streets. In the action
planned around the courts, SDS members
plan to stop the trial of the eight indi-
viduals indicted in last year's Chicago
demonstrations.

The tactic which SDS proposes for
Chicago in October has been frankly
labeled by that organization as the “tac-
tic of mass confrontation.” SDS leaders
have declared that “one of the most im-
portant reasons” for the action is the
need to build a revolutionary youth
movement. The leaders feel that this can
only be done through an aggressive pres-
entation of SDS politics since revolu-
tionaries are “created in struggle and not
through protest or persuasion.” It is the
opinion of SDS leaders that the 1968
Chicago demonstrations did more dam-
age to this Nation’s ruling class, helped
build a revolutionary movement in this
country and aided the Vietnamese Com-
munists in a more concrete and signif-
icant way than any mass peaceful gath-
ering this country has ever seen.

Latest reports are that 15 SDS mem-
bers were working full time in Chicago
toward “building up the troops” for the
October demonstration. SDS members
throughout the country have been urged
to bring literature and “actions” relating
to the Chicago demonstrations into the
high schools and colleges, to beaches,
parks, and drive-ins, and into factories
and spots frequented by GI's. Youths
have been encouraged to travel to Chi-
cago in groups rather than as individuals,

There is a great deal of internal bick-
ering within the SDS as to the character
of the October demonstrations, and there
is some indication that the SDS will not
receive the full support of other revolu-
tionary groups.

I am sure everyone recalls the tactic
of violence and disruption erupted in a
manner to shock the Nation and the
world at the Democratic National Con-
vention held in Chicago in August 1968.
Violence has become one of the most se-
rious domestic problems confronting the
United States. As chairman of the House
Committee on Internal Security which
has been holding hearings on the in-
volvement of SDS in revolutionary vio-
lence, I am exceedingly concerned that
the concept of violence has become an
integral part of the philosophy of SDS.

In my opinion, the authorities in the
great city of Chicago should promptly
and firmly announce to those intending
to participate in the SDS sponsored Oc-
tober demonstrations, that lawlessness,
disruption of schools and courts, and in-
citement to rioting and violence will not
be tolerated. It should be made clear
to the SDS, its members, adherents, and
followers that intimidation and disrup-
tion as well as attempted or actual de-
struction, assaults, rioting, burning,
plundering or other crimes in the city
of Chicago will be promptly met wtih
arrest and such force as may be neces-
sary to prevent or to quell such acts.
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All American citizens have the right
to peacefully petition Government offi-
cials for the redress of grievances. Such
petitions when properly presented should
be heard and considered. But no orga-
nization should be permitted to em-
ploy intimidation, unlawful coercion, or
violence to impose its will or to achieve
its aims. If permitted, the rights of oth-
er citizens are violated. If permitted, the
government has defaulted in its obliga-
tion to insure domestic tranquility, and
our society will suffer irreparable harm.

WORDS WITHOUT DEEDS

(Mr, HICKS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, Washington
Post financial editor, Hobart Rowen
writes:

Achieving the worst of both worlds—
higher unemployment and continued in-
flation—is a difficult trick, last accomplished
by President Eisenhower. It would be un-
fortunate if President Nixon . . . lets it
happen again.

Nevertheless, a growing number of na-
tional publications have expressed fears
that if the Nixon administration con-
tinues to pursue a tough monetary policy
without intrevening in the present wage-
price spiral, it will finally succeed in
provoking a general recession without
ending inflation.

From its first days in office the Nixon
administration has been saying that it
regards the control of inflation as the
No. 1 economic problem of the country.
Yet, the rate of increase in the cost of
living for the first 8 months of the new
administration is nearly double that of
last year. Although the facts, as adduced
by his own staff, seem to contradict the
President, he continues to maintain that
the current monetary squeeze is prefer-
able to either selective credit controls or
wage-price guidelines.

For all practical purposes, the only
visible impact of the money squeeze has
been on homebuilding, where construc-
tion starts have dropped 30 percent since
the beginning of the year. Recently pub-
lished studies by two highly regarded
economic consulting firms, the Lionel
Edie Co. and the Boston-Rinfret Co., in-
dicate that not only is the rest of the
economy generally unaffected, but that
there is a very good reason to believe
that the business investment boom—
which tight money is intended to short
circuit—will accelerate sharply in coming
months, Pierre Rinfret, a close economic
adviser to President Nixon during the
1968 campaign, concludes that the ad-
ministration’s monetary policy has been
“notoriously unsuccessful in slowing
down the economy.”

So far as housing goes, however, the
word Is ‘“recession” with forecasts that
things are bound to get worse before they
get better. In August, I attended an ex-
ecutive board meeting of the Home
Builders Association of Greater Tacoma,
‘Wash., where I was informed that many
homebuilders in the Sixth Congressional
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District are finding it near impossible to
obtain future financing and thus cutting
back on actual construction. Perhaps
even more important is that many local
contractors are being forced to lay off
large numbers of employees.

I find these comments to be very im-
portant because they illustrate a serious
situation which exists in countless com-
munities across our Nation. Michael
Sumichrast, economist for the National
Association of Home Builders, predicts
that the annual rate of housing starts
will drop below 1 million by the end of
the year. It had been nearly 1.9 million
at the beginning of 1969 and with Con-
gress calling for a housing goal of 2.6
million new units a year for the next 10
years.

Just this past week, Federal Reserve
Board Governor J. Dewey Daane revealed
the first results of a long-term official
study on the impact of monetary policy—
and they confirm the fact that housing
gets hit first and hardest by tight money.
Consequently, as far as the housing in-
dustry is concerned, the Nixon admin-
istration is already following a policy of
“selective credit controls,” except that
they alone have been selected by the
administration for control.

This past July 30, in the midst of
towering inflation, United States Steel
hiked its price 4.8 percent. Nothing but
silence from the White House. The
ground employees of Pan American
World Airways just landed a 3-year,
3715 -percent wage increase. No comment
from the White House.

In the past, the White House has taken
a keen interest in such matters. We recall
that President Kennedy's tough response
to United States Steel’s $6-a-ton, across-
the-board increase was responsible for
the big steel firm rescinding the boost.
And President Johnson's tough policy of
“jawboning’” labor and industry won
wide praise for helping keep the lid on
the wage-price inflationary spiral. But,
apparently the Nixon administration
believes it is wrong to intervene when a
corporation boosts prices excessively or
when a union counters with a similar
wage demand. As one economist put it,
“President Nixon's silence seems a tacit
signal to corporations and unions, the lid
is off.”

Certainly, within our free-enterprise
system few people want to see Govern-
ment-imposed wage and price controls.
However, many knowledgeable observers
believe that unless the administration
soon changes tactics in its presently un-
successful battle against inflation, con-
trols may become unavoidable. The
January 1969 annual report of the out-
going Council of Economic Advisers en-
dorsed the need for wage-price guide-
posts, arrived at in consultation with
management and labor, and for an exec-
utive department agency to focus publie
opinion upon wage-price behavior which
threatens our economic stability.

The President must act now to estab-
lish such wage-price guidelines in order
to give the economy a hand-hold on
further inflation. This action could well
provide the economy with the necessary
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antidote to inflation, while reducing the
possibility of future Government con-
trols.

THE PRESIDENT SHOULD REQUIRE
THE FEDERAL RESERVE TO
SUPPORT THE GOVERNMENT
BOND MARKET

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, where is
the Federal Reserve System? That is the
question that everyone is asking in the
wake of news reports that the Treasury
Department will be paying 8-percent in-
terest on nearly $9 billion worth of bor-
rowings.

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious that the Fed-
eral Reserve has run out on the Ameri-
can people and is not supporting the
Government bond market. It has aban-
doned its responsibility in a disgraceful
manner,

The 8-percent interest rate is the
highest on Government borrowings since
1859, This is money out of the pockets
of every taxpayer. It is an unnecessary
gouging of the people. It could be pre-
vented if the Federal Reserve would move
to support the Government bond mar-
ket and drive the interest rates down.
The President has a responsibility in this
area and should personally and official-
1y act now.

Mr. Speaker, the President of the
United States and his Secretary of the
Treasury should demand today that the
Federal Reserve fulfill its monetary role.
The President should go to the mat with
the Federal Reserve before the day is
out,

We are now reaping the results of
months of delay and drift and apathy
on monetary policy. It is the height of
irresponsibility for the President, the
Federal Reserve, the Treasury Depart-
ment, and the Congress to allow Govern-
ment securities—backed by the Nation's
full faith and credit—to be sold at 8-per-
cent interest rates.

The President cannot dodge the issue.
It is the President’s duty under the U.S.
Constitution to enforce the laws passed
by Congress—not the Federal Reserve.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the Recorp a
copy of a news story from the Wall Street
Journal detailing the plans of the Treas-
ury Department to market securities at
8 percent:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 18, 1969]
TreEASURY OFFERS INTEREST UP TO 8 PERCENT
on NoTes N $8.9 BILLION REFINANCING—

OFFICIALS ALSO Say More CasHE May Be

NeEDpED To COVER SPENDING SURGE, Tax Lac

WasHINGTON.—The Treasury offered In-
terest rates ranging up to 8% on three new
issues of notes in exchange for $8.9 billion of
securities maturing in the next few months,

Officials also said the Treasury soon may
have to borrow more new cash than antici-
pated because of a smaller than projected
gain In corporate taxes and an unexpected
surge in Federal spending.

The 8% interest rate on the new notes is
the highest on a comparable Treasury security
since 1859, when rates ranged up to 12% on
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some issues, the Treasury Under Secretary for
Monetary Affairs, Paul A, Volcker, sald. The
7.75% coupon on 18-month notes issued
Aug. 16 previously had ranked as the highest
since that pre-Civil War peak.

The Treasury offered a choice of these new
issues, all to be dated Oct. 1:

A 1914 -month note carrying an 8% coupon
at par, to mature May 15, 1971.

A three-year-17)5-month note carrying a
T34 % coupon at par, to mature May 15, 1973.

A six-year-10l4-month note carrying a
T4 % coupon at a discount price of 99.50 to
yield 7.59% maturing Aug. 15, 1976,

NO CASH SUBSCRIPTIONS

No cash subsciptions will be accepted, the
Treasury emphasized, as the new notes will
be issued only in exchange for any of these
older securlties:

$6.4 billion of 4% bonds issued in 1957 and
maturing Oct. 1.

$159 million of 1% % notes dating from
1951, also maturing Oct. 1.

$2.48 billion of 214 % bonds issued in 1943
and coming due Dec. 15.

Subscription books will be open at the
Treasury and all Federal Reserve Banks and
branches on Monday through Wednesday next
week, the department said, with subscrip-
tions mailed before midnight Sept. 24 being
considered timely. Oct. 1 was set as payment
and dellvery date.

Of the total maturing issues, $7.6 billion
are in private hands and $1.28 billion are
held by Federal Reserve Banks and other
Governmnet investment accounts. Private
investors, the Treasury said, hold all of the
1% % notes, $5.48 billion of the 4% bonds and
£1.97 billlon of the 214 % bonds,

INTEREST DATE

Interest on the new 8% notes will be pay-
able on May 15 and Nov. 15, 1970, and on
May 15, 1971. Interest on the 73;9% mnotes
will be payable on each May 15 and Nov. 15
until maturity, and interest on the 7% %
notes will be payable on Feb. 156 and Aug. 15
until maturity. Various adjustments will be
made for par value and issue price differen-
tials.

While the new notes will be avallable—as
usual—in denominations as small as $1,000,
Mr. Volcker expressed doubt that they would
lure large amounts of deposits from savings
and loan associations, which generally are re-
stricted to paying 43%; % on passbook ac-
counts. The fees involved In purchasing small
blocks of eligible maturing issues would eut
into the yleld, he sald, observing also the
relatively long maturities on the three new
issues.

It is at least a possibility, Mr. Volcker said,
that the Treasury will end up with net bor-
rowing “somewhat” more than the $8 billion
previously estimated during this second half
of calendar 1969. There is “more than usual
uncertainty,” he said, because the Treasury's
cash balance has been undergoing unusual
“gyrations” lately. Early in the month, he
said, farm price-support payments proved
“much larger'" than planned, and a number
of other budget outlays were also bigger than
expected.

While expressing hope that these were only
temporary bulges that will be offset by re-
duced outlays later, Mr. Volcker sald it ap-
pears that net new issues of marketable se-
curities will have to be between $2.8 billion
and $3.8 billion before year-end. Logic indl-
cates, he sald, that much or even all of the
financing should be in short-term “tax-an-
ticipation bills,” which may be use in lieu
of cash to make income-tax payments during
the first half of 1970.

Tight conditions may well cause “attrition”
of more than the normal 10% in the current
refunding, Mr. Volcker sald, so that the
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Treasury would have to do extra borrowing
to cover those maturing securities that hold-
ers turn in for cash instead of for new secu-
ritles., So the gross new market financing
before year-end, he said, will likely be at
least $5 billlon. Against the previously esti-
mated $8 billion net finanecing, Mr. Volcker
said, the Treasury has already accomplished
$5.2 billlon.

The department will “certalnly” turn to
the market for new cash in the second part
of October, he sald, but how much will be
sought then and how much in November or
“even later” remains to be determined.

Wall Street dealers in Treasury securities
appeared unanimous in describing the ex-
change terms as “surprisingly generous."
Nevertheless, they also agrecd, available in-
vestment funds are at such a low ebb cur-
rently that a larger-than-usual “attrition™
on the offering is indicated.

“Plenty of investors are so strapped for
cash that they probably couldn’t swap for
securities even at a 156% yleld,” one special-
ist remarked. In the past, Treasury officials
have called a refinancing operation success-
ful when 10% or less of the maturing issues
were exchanged for cash.

Market professionals guessed there might
be a very heavy demand for the longest ma-
turity of the three new 714 % notes, which
they said had been priced particularly attrac-
tive by the Treasury in an attempt to
“stretch” the average life of the Govern-
ment's debt. The actual yleld of 7.59% on
these notes was far more liberal than antici-
pated; beforehand, the industry had widely
predicted a fresh seven-year note to return
“more than 7.40% though certainly less than
750%."

This elation over the 7.58% yield was, how-
ever, heavily tempered by a suspicion among
at least some dealers that the lofty return
possibly carried significant implications in
regard to the Government's anti-inflation
credit policies. Federal monetary authorities
may well have designed the lucrative terms
to ensure that additional funds will be
drained from the private sector, several
specialists reasoned.

“The 7.59% yleld likely will attract a lot of
money away from the varlous savings institu-
tions, and thereby cause a further slump in
the housing Industry and other mortgage
areas,” one specialist asserted. “Both the
Treasury and the Federal Reserve System are
well aware of this, and it may be their way of
saying they plan to keep up tight-credit pres-
sure until the inflationary psychology is
whipped,” he added.

Another dealer observed: “Some people
have interpreted recent banking statistics to
mean the Federal Reserve was beginning to
switch toward an easier-money stance, but
the terms on these new notes certainly seem
to dispel that conclusion. If anything, one
might guess the Federal Reserve is deter-
mined to slow business activity regardless
of who gets hurt.”

Separately, the Treasury made its routine
monthly offer of $1 billion one-year bills and
$500 million nine-month bills to replace a
like amount maturing Sept. 30, setting 1:30
pm. EDT next Tuesday as deadline for
tenders.

The likelihood of a slowdown in the rise in
corporate profits, the Budget Bureau said
separately yesterday, is a key cause of its re-
ducing an earlier estimate of Treasury tax
collections. While reiterating President Nix-
on's intention to keep Federal spending
within a $192.9 billion limit, the bureau said
it appears that revenues will be $198.8 billion
in the fiscal year ending June 30, or $400 mil-
lion less than projected last May 20. On this
basis, the budget surplus woud be $5.9 bil-
lion, rather than the $6.3 billion targeted
previously.
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TWO BASES FOR ESTIMATES

On the “national income" basis, which ex-
cludes changes in inventory values, the
bureau estimated that pretax corporate pro=
fits In calendar year 1969 will be a record
$94.5 billion, or $6.6 billlon more than the
high of $87.9 billion reached in 1968. But
in May, the bureau had estimated a $7.9
billion profits climb to $97 billion, from a
1968 total that then was believed to be $88.1
billion. Last year, profits by this measure in-
creased by a more rapid $8.7 billion. On the
more commonly cited Commerce Department
basis, the corporate profits total in 1968 was
$91.1 billion before taxes and $49.8 billion
after taxes.

The Administration is estimating gross na-
tional product for 1969 at a record $932 bil-
lion, the bureau said, an increase of $66.3
billion from last year's $865.7 billion. GNP
measures both Government and private out-
put of goods and services, The figures for this
year and last both were revised upward by
about $5 billion, so there hasn't been any
appreciable change in the Administration’s
assessment of the pace of overall economic
actlvity since its May review.

Personal income, however, is slated to rise
by $57.1 billion to $745 billion this year, the
bureau report showed, a more marked ad-
vance than the $53.2 billion previously pro-
jected.

Estimates of tax receipts for the fiscal year
also were pared, the Budget Bureau's “sum-
mer review" said, because of “recent experi-
ence with collections"” and delay in Congres-
sional enactment of the perennially unsuc-
cessful request for new “user charges.”

About $4 billlon of the estimated revenue
total, the bureau noted, hinges on Congress
extending the 10% income-tax surcharge at a
6% rate starting Jan. 1, extending excise
taxes and repealing the 7% tax credit for
business investment in equipment.

Spending plans of individual departments
still are highly tenative, the bureau stressed,
because Congress has yet to complete work
on any of the regular appropriations bills
for the fiscal year that’s already almost one-
fourth over. Butf, mainly because interest
costs on the national debt keep rising, the
bureau noted the Treasury, itself, is expected
to spend $18.44 billion, or $885 million more
than estimated In mid-April.

TRIBUTE TO DREW PEARSON

(Mr. EDWARDS of California asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, the voice of my friend Drew
Pearson, has been stilled by death. It was
a voice which was sometimes harsh with
Members of this House and the institu-
tion of Congress. In fact four Members
of Congress went to jail because of that
voice. It may seem strange for a Con-
gressman to praise such a voice and to
mourn its silence, but I, for one, believe
truth is more important than comfort,
and exposure of that which is wrong-
doing. Drew Pearson was not silent, and
as gentle as he was in private life, he was
equally as determined in his publie role
to expose those who had failed in their
public duty.

The title of his voice was “muckraker,”
and Drew Pearson gloried in that title
and role. And for 40 years, he played it
well to the good of the Nation. His job
was not to comfort the comfortable, but
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“to afflict the comfortable and comfort
the afflicted.” There is no need to defend
such a role, nor to defend Drew Pear-
son. His works and words speak for them-
selves, and where they may have been
faulty, that too speaks for itself. And the
public Pearson followed the Quaker dic-
tates of the private Pearson in never be-
ing afraid to admit mistakes, or fauilt.
There is, however a necessity to remind
ourselves and the journalistic profession
of the need for men to play the Pearson
role, uncomfortable and difficult as that
may be. Jack Anderson, Drew’s talented
associate, will ably continue his column
with, I hope, equal or even greater suc-
cess. Yet, there is a need for more.

Drew Pearson made clear the need for
the press to continue and enlarge its
historie role of exposing public wrong
doing, no matter who or what is involved.
On occasions both the press and the
electronic media seem to have forgotten
why a free press is guaranteed in the
Constitution and instead they have con-
centrated on profits. Drew Pearson
through his columns and his radio and
TV shows demonstrated the vital need
of a free press as a check on the powers
of government and the powers of the
privileged.

The role Drew Pearson played was a
harsh one, one which stung men and in-
stitutions to the quick. However, he was a
far different man in private than he was
in public and I would like to pay tribute
to the warm and gracious man, who was
hidden behind the public mask. I knew
him as a friend and as a gracious human
being, as well as the public man who
would criticize if he felt it necessary.

Both the public and the private Drew
Pearson will be missed. For many years
he served as the conscience of America,
and it is a tribute to him that a new breed
of reporters has grown up to follow in
his tradition. We will not have another
Drew Pearson, but his works both public
and private will live on as a lasting
monument to the complex and vital man
he was.

Memorial services for Drew Pearson
were held at the National Cathedral in
Washington, D.C., on September 4. In
the Quaker tradition friends of Drew
spoke informally and movingly of him,
his family and his works, as follows:

Jack Anderson; Mayor Walter Wash-
ington of Washington, D.C.; the Honor-
able Wayne L. Morse; and Tylor Abell.

Comments by Jack Anderson follow:

There are no words that, in two minutes,
can capture the past 22 years, no words that
can describe my deep feelings for Drew
Pearson, To me, he was a glant, a man of
courage and conviction, yet never without
compassion. He who believes is strong; he
who doubts is weak. Drew had the strong
convictions that made him a master of those
who were weak and wavering. I searched the
scriptures for the right words to say here this
morning. I finally selected these words from
Edwin Markham:

God Glve Us Men! A Time Like This Demands

Strong Minds, Great Hearts, True Faith and
Ready Hands;

Men Whom the Spoils of Office Cannot Buy;

Men Who Possess Opinions and a Will;

Men Who Have Honor; Men Who Will Not
Lie;
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Men Who can Stand Before a Demagogue

And Damn His Treacherous Flatteries With-
out Winking;

Tall Men, Sun-Crowned, Who Live Above the
Fog

In Public Duty and in Private Thinking.

Such a man was Drew Pearson.

Comments by Mayor Walter Washing-
ton:

I direct your attention to the 23rd Psalm—

The Lord is my shepherd; I shall not want,
He maketh me to lie down in green pastures:
He leadeth me beside the still waters. He re-
storeth my soul. He leadeth me in the paths
of righteousness for his name’s sake. Yea,
though I walk through the valley of the
shadow of death, I will fear no evil; For thou
art with me; thy rod and thy stafl they com-
fort me.

It was my great privilege to have labored
in the vineyard with this great humanitar-
ian. In his lifetime, Drew Pearson led many
young people out of the shadows and into
the sunlight, out of fear toward courage,
away from evil into happy useful lives. As the
moving spirit of the Big Brothers movement
he had a miraculous gift for communicating
the force of his own dreams to others to the
end that countless little brothers were helped
by bigger brothers to surmount the obstacles
in their path toward adulthood.

His deep belief in his fellowmen gave
strength to all who worked with him to al-
leviate social ills and to improve the quality
of life of the downtrodden. He believed and
helped others to believe in freedom, equality,
Jjustice and opportunity for all.

The citizens of the Nation's Capital—the
capital of the free world as he described it—
now humbly pray that he be granted peace
everlasting and that the blessings of the Lord
rest upon his family.

Comments by the Honorable Wayne
L. Morse:

Frienps: We gather at this memorial serv-
ice, ag free men and women, to express our
reverent appreciation for the life of Drew
Pearson. It was a life which, in keeping with
his Quaker background, was dedicated to the
service of mankind according to the dictates
of his conscience. He was more than a Jour-
nalist; he was a humanitarian; he was &
citizen-statesman.

Born to Quaker parents in Evanston, Illi-
nois, on December 13, 1897, Andrew Russell
Pearson lived most of his boyhood in Swarth-
more, Pennsylvania, where his father was
Professor of Speech. After his graduation, in
1919, from Swarthmore College, having been
an editor of the college newspaper and wear-
ing a Phi Beta Kappa key, Drew FPearson
walked forth into the world with his con-
science as his guide. He volunteered for two
years of service in Serbia to supervise the
American Friends Service Committee post-
war relief program in Balkan villages.

Often, over the years of my friendship with
him, I heard Drew discuss the influence of
his work for the American Friends Service
Committee upon some of his later views on
foreign policy. It brought him into a close
and affectionate understanding of the Slavic
people. They expressed some of their appreci-
ation of his dedication to helping others help
themselves in recovering from the ravages of
war by naming a Serbian town, Pearsono-
viteh, in his honor,

It was the Americans Friends Service Com-
mittee that was the forerunner of the Peace
Corps of which Drew was a staunch sup-
porter. In fact, some of the advisors who
helped to set up the Peace Corps were se-
lected from the American Friends Service
Committee with which Drew continued to
maintain a close association, in support of all
its work.
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To fully appreciate this great American’s
public service we should never forget that he
was a Humanist. Influenced early in his life
by spiritual teachings that, although there is
much about immortality that we do not
know, there is a very real immortality of in-
fluence resulting from practicing spiritual
values in person-to-person relationships.

Drew Pearson applied his spiritual beliefs.
He was one of the organizers and a long-time
president of the Washington D.C. chapter of
Big Brothers, devoted to combating juvenile
delinquency. The Big Brother concept of One-
Man-One-Boy relationship, as a means of
graduating potential delinguent boys into
responsible citizenship, is one of Drew's
legacies to our youth.

Drew Pearson liked young people. He had
faith in them. He helped them in many, many
ways about which the general public knew
very little. Sometimes we were privileged to
look into the mirror reflecting his love and
understanding of children when one of his
columns took the form of a letter to his
grandchildren. Those letters also portrayed
the gentle, human qualities of this great
man.

For a number of years, he made an annual
practice of taking troupes of professional en-
wvertainers, including the popular Harlem
Globetrotters, to visit American overseas
bases at Christmas time.

In 1952, he organized a committee called
“Americans Agalnst Bombs of Bigotry"” to
combat the bombing of schools and places
of worship that had resulted from racial and
religious intolerance. Drew Pearson was
largely responsible for raising the money to
rebuild the Clinton, Tennessee, schoolhouse.
In 1953, he organized the “Americans Con-
sclence Fund” to assist victims of racial
bigotry. These are among the legacies of his
humanitarianism.

In public affairs and politics, Drew Pear-
son’s brilliance, courage, and devotion to our
system of constitutional self-government in-
spired millions of Americans throughout his
great career. His acts of courage were count-
less.

When the Eu Klux Klan was in the hey-
day of its post-war revival, Drew waged a
powerful radio campaign against it, climaxed
by his famous broadcast from the State
Capitol in Atlanta, Georgia. It was in that
speech, on July 21, 1946, that he answered
the dare from the Klan to come to Georgia.

His innumerable clashes with dishonest
and corrupt officials at all levels of govern-
ment demonstrated a courage rooted in sin-
cerity, conscience, and conviction. The
record of his service to his generation and
all to follow is a significant part of this
period of American history.

He recognized the truth of Jefferson’s com-
ment that 8 Democracy can be no stronger
than the enlightenment of its people, He
deplored the growing trend toward govern-
ment by secrecy and executive supremacy
in our nation. His muckraking of the con-
cealment of facts from the American people
by departments of the executive branch—
frequently including the White House it-
self—produced some of his most penetrating
columns. The concealment by members of
Congress of their conflict-of-interest, finan-
cial manipulations made him a crusader for
years In support of effective and meaningful
public-disclosure legislation which would
give the people the facts about the sources
and amounts of income not only of all mem-
bers of Congress, but members of the Ju-
diclary and Executive branches in the high-
er-pay brackets.

It is frequently said that Drew Pearson
helped keep many public officials honest.
He did, Most public officials are honest, and
Drew often said so in his columns. Un-
fortunately, there is a small minority that
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ylelds to temptaiion now and then. Another
group might become wayward if it were not
for the possibility that, should they leave
the stralght and narrow, they might read
about it in the column of Pearson and
Anderson.

His contributions to.the foreign affairs
of our nation put us forever in his debt. In
1947, Drew Pearson helped symbolize the
need for free nations to join in feeding a
weakened Europe, by staging the Friendship
Train. The Christian Sclence Monitor called
it “one of the greatest projects ever born
of American journalism”,

He donated thousands of dollars of his own
money, endless time and energy, to get the
train rolling across the United States. Seven
hundred carloads of food and other supplies,
worth 40 million dollars, were collected by
patriotic Americans and sent to France and
Italy to promote the cause of friendship.

Democratic leaders of France and Italy
stated that this meaningful, symbolic ges-
ture in support of friendship helped in their
contest with Communism. You will remem-
ber that, in 1949, they sent the “Merci Train"
of 40-and-8 cars, and an Italian car of gifts,
chiefly of valuable paintings, to our coun-
try. Drew Pearson was selected by them to
take charge of the distribution of the gifts to
cultural centers in the United States.

In 1851, he helped launch the Freedom
Balloon campaign, operated by the Crusade
for Freedom, which reached behind the Iron
Curtain with air-borne messages of liberty
and encouragement. He also organized the
Democracy Letters to Italy in the election of
1948 which was credited with helping defeat
Communism in Italy in that election. In 1953,
he proposed the “Food for East Germany”
program which was supported by the Eisen-
hower Administration.

These activities of Drew Pearson in for-
eign policy, I mention to emphasize that we
pay tribute at this memorial service to a
great American who was dedicated to the
cause of peace. Many of his columns,
speeches, and radio programs warned of the
danger that war only produces more war
when nations, for whatever reasons, engage
in unilateral, military interventions, and
when they escalate armament races—partic-
ularly nuclear weapons of world destruction.

He argued that our defense guard must
not be let down, but that multilateral nego~
tiations under the aegis of International
tribunals offer mankind a greater hope for
world peace than resorting to the law of
military might. Firm in this belief, Drew
Pearson served his counfry as a Journalistic
Statesman, traveling throughout the world,
talking to high government officials, urging
the escalation of diplomatic intercourse in
the interest of peace-making rather than
military containment productive of war-
making,

He was welcome in many Latin-American
countries and greatly helped to improve re-
lations between the United States and Latin
American countries, He was an effective sup-
porter of economie, educational, health, and
cultural aid to Latin-America and a critic,
rightly so, of military aid in large amounts.
Military juntas and dictatorships of one
brand or another received the lancing cuts
of his sharp criticism. He particularly de-
plored the growing influence of the American
military in Latin-America in co-operation
with military juntas and dictatorships.

In 1969, he attended the Atlantic Con-
ference in London as a delegate and was a
member of the President's Food for Peace
Committee in 1961.

One of his greatest services to our country,
in his capacity as a private citizen, was his
trip to Moscow in 1961. He spent two days
with Chairman Ehrushchev at his summer
home on the Black Sea discussing United
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States-Soviet problems., He wrote a series of
columns on his talks with the Russian lead-
ers, which received worldwide attention.

At this memorial service we pay tribute to
the legacy of national and world statesman-
ship that he has bequeathed to us. We thank
him for his courage and dedication to the dic-
tates of his conscience. We honor him for
putting into practice the principle that in a
Democracy there is no substitute for the full,
public disclosure of the public’s business. In
keeping faith with that principle, his con-
science directed him to follow the facts as he
honestly believed them to be. Whenever he
found that he had been misinformed or had
committed an error in judgment he again
followed the dictates of his conscience and
sought to ameliorate the wrong caused by his
mistake.

Drew Pearson's escape from typewriter, edi-
tors, politicians, conferences, interviewers,
and telephones was his farm in Maryland
overlooking the Potomac River. There he
could become completely absorbed in his
farm hobby. He called it that, but it was, in
fact, a substantial operation. Nevertheless, it
provided him with the diversion, relaxation,
and exercise he said he needed, and the op-
portunity to indulge his appreciation of fine
animals and his love of nature.

He was a remarkably good farm manager.
He was a good judge of cattle and horses, and
a very keen David Harum trader. I frequently
thought there was nothing he enjoyed more
than to negotiate a profitable David Harum
trade on livestock, machinery, or hay, par-
ticularly if I was on the short end of the
trade. Some of my most enriching conversa-
tions with him were when we tramped over
each other's farms and shared views on what-
ever came to mind.

He never took himself too seriously, and his
roguish sense of humor was a source of
delight to all who knew him well. A most
prized possession of any who received one
was a gift-enclosure card attached to a pack-
age of his own brand of frozen pheasant, the
card showing Drew sighting a fiying pheasant,
with all the feathers falling off and only
the carcass frozen in mid-alr with the cap-
tion, "You got the bird™.

One of the great sources of strength that
helped sustain him over the years has been
his beloved and loyal family. His lovely wife,
Luvle, has been his intellectual counterpart,
courageously standing beside him as he has
faced difficulties, sharing with him their mu-
tual successes. Their children and grand-
children have filled their home with much
happiness and gratification. Drew's two sis-
ters also have shared a close relationship
with him and his family. To all of his loved
ones, we, gathered here, extend our deep
sympathy and share in their sense of loss.

He seemed so indestructible, as though he
would go on forever slashing away at wrong-
doing, It is difficult to imagine the American
scene without him. We shall always re-
member him as one of the great citizen-
statesmen of our generation whose brilliant
record of accomplishments has strengthened
us all as well as the history of our nation.

Comments by Tyler Abell:

“In the beginning God created the heaven
and the earth.

“And the earth was without form and void;
and darkness was upon the face of the deep.
And the Spirit of God moved upon the face
of the waters.

“And God said, Let there be light: and
there was light.

“And God saw the light, that it was good:
and God divided the light from the darkness.”

I was with Drew at the end, but the end
was the beginning. Drew lived—and lives—in
the future. He never thought about how bad
things were or how sad a situation was; he
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pushed his thoughts to what should be done
and how the world could be better.

His body guit him when its time was up.
He didn't die because his heart quit; his body
simply couldn't slow his spirit down any
longer.

The ashes of his body will be left where
things grow, on his beloved farm, where there
is a spring every year, the cows calve and
the beans are ripe for picking in September.

He spent his last days on the farm he
loved, and his spirit was so strong even his
doctors didn't realize how weak his body was.
He didn't complain about being sick; he
talked about getting well. He talked about
helping people, He talked about mistakes
being made in government. He didn't want
to know why he was sick; he wanted to know
how to get well . . . how to make the world
well.

We didn’'t know it was the last morning
for his eyes to enjoy the beautiful view of
the Potomac from the terrace of his home,
but it couldn’t have been a more beautiful
morning, The sun was warm; the sky was
clear; the river was full; the trees and grass
as green as we had ever seen,

He sat on the terrace and read the news-
paper. Intermittently we talked of a column
he planned to write. He hoped, he said, that
in a day or two he could start taking some
of the burden off Jack.

After a time, he decided that before it got
too hot, he would like to have a drive around
the farm—as he had done the previous day.

He walked to the car, and I drove him first
to the dalry barn, where the silo was being
filled—from which the cows would feed
while they gave milk through the winter.

Then we went to the bean fleld where we
had stopped the day before and where a few
pickers were already In the flelds. Melvin,
who had driven with us, got out to explain
that the beans wouldn't be ready until next
week,

Drew sald he thought he'd betier go back.
He didn't complain; he just sald he needed
to le down. A few minutes later he was back
in bed, and only then did I realize that his
body was having far more trouble than his
spirit would admit.

The breathing was heavy; we gave him
oxygen and made him comfortable. Mother
called the doctor, but Drew was asleep when
the ambulance came,

Just when his spirit left his body behind,
no one will ever know exactly, but leave, it
did. The body which had served so well for
80 many years could no longer keep up.

The spirit of Drew Pearson continues free
in the land, as it has for so long, a free spirit
seeking freedom for all.

Mr. Speaker, I also include here edi-
torials and other material from leading
newspapers concerning Drew Pearson:

WarcHDOG OF VIRTUE
(By Alden Whitman)

Few of the 50 million daily readers of
“"Washington Merry-Go-Round” were non-
commital about its prineipal author, Drew
Pearson. Some considered him a talented
practitioner of one of the loftiest forms of
Jjournalism—scourging the venal and corrupt
in public life. Others abominated him as a
skilled exponent of one of the basest forms
of journalism—assassinating the character
of selfless public servants through falsehood
and distortion.

Either way, Mr. Pearson was one of the
country’s most influential political column-
ists for more than 35 years. “Nobody comes
even close to competing with the Pearson
product, which is a unigque blend of car-
nival pitch, news, synthetic philosophy and
rumor,” Robert G. Sherrill, another Washing-
ton writer, sald earlier this year.
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One reason for Mr. Pearson's stature, even
among his colleagues, was that he had excel-
lent sources of information in the Govern-
ment. Another reason was that he was fear-
less although he was also opinionated and
self-assured. A third reason was that he
compiled an impresgive record of exposing
wrongdoing (although he was often faulted
for his inaccuracies).

Disclosures in Mr, Pearson’s column led, in
1967, to Senate censure of Thomas J. Dodd,
Democrat of Connecticut, for conduet “con-
trary to accepted morals” that tended to
bring the Senate into disrepute. Mr. Dodd,
a Senate committee found, had diverted to
his own use at least $116,083 from testimonial
dinners and campaign contributions. Other
disclosures concerned Representative Adam
Clayton Powell, Democrat of Manhattan, who
was ousted from the House of Representatives
for financial misdeeds.

WIDE RANGE OF DIGGING

In addition, according to William L.
Rivers's “The Opinion-makers.” Mr. Pearson's
persistent muckrakings “have sent four mem-
bers of Congress to jail, defeated countless
others and caused the dismissal of scores of
Government officials.” “His digging,” the book
continued, “covers a wide range—from evi-
dence that Congressman Andrew May of Een-
tucky took a bribe to evidence that a State
Department official leaked documents to the
Senate.” To whatever malefactor or misfeas-
ance he addressed himself, the columnist ex-
hibited a zeal quite at variance with his
mildness of manner and softness of speech.

Mr. Pearson had a lot of fun as a watchdog
of virtue, but he was also a serlous reformer.
"My chief motive,” he told The Nation last
July, “is to try to make the Government a
little cleaner, a little more efficient, and I
would say also, in forelgn affairs, to try to
work for peace.” His approach to politics,
though, was personal,

“I've always tried to emphasize the per-
sonal side of Washington,” he said. “I think
it's helped make my broader points about
clean government more effective, and it
doesn’'t put people to sleep as fast as some
of my thumb-sucking colleagues do.”

Mr. Pearson made some notable enemies.
One of them was Senator Robert F. Kennedy,
who was annoyed when the “Merry-Go-
Round” charged that he, as Attorney Gen-
eral, had authcrized electronic surveillance
of the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.'s
telephones. J, Edgar Hoover, director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, was another
target who did not relish Mr. Pearson’s at-
tentions.

Indeed, the columnist took on all comers.
SBenator George A. Smathers, Democrat of
Florida, was not far from the mark several
years ago when he sald that he joined “two
Presidents [Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry
8. Truman], 27 Senators and 83 Congressmen
in describing Drew Pearson as an unmitigated
liar.”

ENEMIES ON CAPITOL HILL

For his part, the columnist once sald
proudly, "I suppose I've got more enemies per
square inch on Capitol Hill than any place
else in the world."”

Actually, Mr. Roosevelt called him "a
chronic liar" after Mr. Pearson had said S=e-
retary of State Cordell Hull hoped World War
IT would bleed the Soviet Union white, Mr.
Truman's epithet was “S.0.B.” for his criti-
cism of Maj. Gen. Harry S. Vaughan, a White
House military alde, In addition, Mr, Truman
declined to invite him to the White House
perhaps less for what he sald about General
Vaughan than for a column the President
thought critical of his wife.

The most eloquent diatribes against Mr.
Pearson probably came from Senator Een-
neth McKellar of Tennessee and Eleanor
(Cissy) Patterson, publisher of The Wash-
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ington Times-Herald and once Mr, Pearson’s
mother-in-law,

The Democratic Senator, after Mr. Pearson
had accused him of attacking another Sen-
ator with a pocketknife, excoriated the
columnist for an hour as “an ignorant liar, a
pusillanimous liar, a peewee lar" and “a
revolving, constitutional, unmitigated, in-
famous liar.”

Mrs. Patterson, in the fury that followed
Mr. Pearson's decision to switch his column
to The Washington Post, denounced him in
a full-page editorial as, among other things,
“one of the weirdest specimens of humanity
eince Nemo, the Turtle Boy" and “the Quaker
Oat [an allusion to his religion] who became
a sour mash in Washington.”

ASSAULTED BY LOBBYIST

Not onmnly invective but violence was
aroused by Mr, Pearson. Once he was as-
saulted by a lobbyist for Generalissimo Fran-
cisco Franco, the Spanish dictator. Another
time Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, the Wis-
consin Republican, “sidled up to me [in
Washington’s Sulgrave Club], pinned my
arms to my sides and proceeded to use his
knee in the accepted manner of the water-
front."

Beyond such attacks, the columnist was
sued “maybe 50 times,"” mostly without suc-
cess (the losers included Senator Dodd), and
he, in turn, sued (and lost) a number of
times. One of the largest suits against the
columnist, for $1.76 million, was filed by
General of the Army Douglas MacArthur, who
was accused of lobbying for his own promo-
tion. The 1934 suit was dropped.

In at least two instances the columnist
went out of his way to affect an election
outcome. Once was in the late 1930’s when
“I did my best to defeat [Senator Millard]
Tydings [in Maryland].” Mr. Tydings, ac-
cording to Mr. Pearson, had attacked his
father, who had been appointed Governor
of the Virgin Islands by President Herbert
Hoover. President Roosevelt so approved Mr.
Pearson’s activities, the columnist sald, that
he cleared Maryland appolntments with Mr.
Pearson rather than the Senator.

Another instance was in 1948, when Mr,
Pearson hired a New Mexico radio network to
attack and help defeat Maj. Gen. Patrick J.
Hurley, who was running for the Senate.
Years before, General Hurley, then Secretary
of War, had publicly cursed the columnist
for disclosing that he rehearsed ballroom en-
trances before a mirror.

PROUD OF REFORMS

Although Mr, Pearson sald that he didn't
“enjoy collecting scalps,” he was proud to
have made the enemies he did. He was also
proud of the reforms he believed he had a
hand in, such as the establishment of basic
ethical standards for members of Congress.
And he was especially proud of the Friend-
ship Train, which he organized and espoused.
The train collected stores of American food
for France, Italy, Germany, Austria and
Greece after World War IT.

Mr. Pearson was a good deal less pugna-
cious In person than In print. Dressed in
sports shirts and tweedy jackets, he did not
resemble & moralizing, fire-eating journalist.
A British woman, meeting him at a Wash-
ington party, turned to a friend and asked,
“What sort of a city of this where a scandal
columnist locks like a country squire?”

His background had, In fact, a quality of
gentility. Andrew Russell Pearson was born
Dec. 13, 1897, in Evanston, IIl,, the son of
Paul Martin Pearson, a college speech
teacher, and Edna Wolfe Pearson. He went
to Phillips Exeter Academy in New Hamp-
shire and then to Swarthmore College, gradu-
ating in 1919,

Bent on a diplomatic career, he went to
Europe, where he sidetracked his ambition to
become director of rellef in the Balkans for
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the British Red Cross. Returning to this
country in 1921, he taught industrial geogra-
phy for a year at the University of Pennsyl-
vania.

Then he signed as a seaman on the Presi-
dent Madison out of Seattle and headed for
the Orient. After knocking about the Far
East, he went to Australia and New Zealand
for six months, lecturing in both countries,
He traveled on to Britain by way of India and
filed dispatches to Australian newspapers.

JOINED BALTIMORE SUN

For the next 10 years (with a year out in
1924 to teach geography at Columbia Uni-
versity), Mr. Pearson was a peripatetic news-
paperman, He was in Europe and the Far
East, mostly as a freelancer until he joined
the staff of The Baltimore Sun in 1929 and
later headed its Washington bureau. By this
time he had married Countess Felicia
Gigycka, daughter of Cissy Patterson.

Mr, Pearson and his wife, who had one
daughter, Ellen, were subsequently divorced,
and in 1936 he married Luvie Moore. She had
a son, Tyler Abell, by a previous marriage.

In the capital, Mr, Pearson became sac-
quainted with Robert S. Allen, chief of the
Washington bureau of The Christian Sclence
Monitor. The two fell to discussing how they
could use all the inside material they had
gathered on the Hoover Administration,
which their papers declined to publish, Mr.
Pearson was convinced that “even the so-
called liberal papers are increasingly con-
trolled by their cash registers and that one
of the few outlets to free journalism is
through the medium of books."

The result was the publication in 1931 of
“Washington Merry-Go-Round,” full of in-
formation “the capital loves to whisper but
hates to see in print.” The authorship of
the book was anonymous, as it was of “More
Merry-Go-Round” in 1932, But this did not
affect the books’' sales, which totaled the

then astounding figure of 200,000 copies.

COLUMN BORN 1IN 1932

Eventually, though, the authorship mys-
tery was penetrated, and Mr. Pearson and
Mr. Allen lost their jobs. Out of that cir-
cumstance, their column was born in Decem-
ber, 1932, Distributed then by United Fea-
tures, it started out with about a dozen
papers and rose to 350 by 1941 and to about
600 in 1969.

For a while Mr. Pearson and Mr. Allen
worked 19 hours a day, turning out seven
columns a week. They also collaborated, in
the middle thirties, on a comic strip called
“Hap Hazard,” which featured a Washing-
ton correspondent, and “News for Amerl-
cans,” a radio program. In addition they
wrote two more books, “Nine Old Men” and
“Nine Old Men at the Crossroads,” both
muckraking accounts of the United States
Supreme Court and the very aged Justices
who then sat on it.

Mr. Allen withdrew from the partnership
in 1942 to go on active duty with the Army.
Mr. Pearson carried on alone, using a small
staff to gather and check material. About
10 years ago he was joined by Jack Anderson,
who shared the column’s byline. Mr. Pear-
son, however, was his own best reporter,
making the rounds of Government officers
and taking an active part in the capitals
soclal life, He sometimes addressed a column
to one of his grandsons, Drew Arnold.

In recent years the two men worked out
a rough division of labor whereby both cov-
ered the White House and Congress, Mr.
Pearson the State Department and the em-
bassies and Mr. Anderson the Pentagon.
Mr. Pearson always insisted that the col-
umn’s sources “aren’'t much different” from
those available to other reporters.

“It's mostly knowing a lot of people and
what to look for,” he said. “Between the
two of us, Jack and I know three-fourths
of the Senate, half the House and everyone
in the Cabinet.”
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TIPS CAME LIKE “LIGHTNING"

Moreover, tips and news often came to the
columnist without solicitation. “When you
are known to be a critic of a certain public
figure,” Mr. Pearson explained, “news about
him comes toward you like lightning toward
a lightning rod."” This, in essence, was how
the column acquired its information about
Senator Dodd and gained the cooperation of
members of his staff, including James P,
Boyd, Jr.,, who supplied the column with
coples of compromising documents.

For many years Mr. Pearson conducted a
weekly radio show. In its early versions in
the 1950's he featured what he called “my
predictions of things to come.” An independ-
ent check over a six-month period indicated
that 60 per cent of these forecasts were cor-
rect, but it was pointed out that some of
the predictions were obvious or inevitable.

In 1951, Senator McCarthy, in his feud
with the columnist, accused him of being a
Communist tool and called for a nationwide
boyecott of Adam Hats, Mr. Pearson's radio
sponsor. Shortly afterwards the company
dropped its sponsorship. His weekly radio
program in recent years, carried by about
100 stations, went easy on the predictions
and did not seem to get him into other trou-
ble.

Mr. Pearson wrote his radio program and
most of his column in a cluttered study of
his Georgetown home, a stately, yellow brick
house. His journalism earned him most of
his $200,000 yearly gross.

He also sold muck and manure. The ma-
nure derived from a herd of 200 cattle on
his Maryland farm and from the Chicago
stockyards. Its brand name was “Drew Pear-
son's Best Manure” and it was advertised as
“better than in the column.”

WINCHELL AN OLD FRIEND

The columnist was exceedingly loyal to old
friends, among whom were Walter Winchell,
the Broadway columnist, and Joseph Borkin,
a Washington lawyer whose clients included
the Murchison interests of Texas and Rob-
ert R. Young, once head of the New York
Central Rallroad. Both were Pearson tip-
sters.

Although Mr. Pearson often disclosed stor-
ies damaging to individual members of Con-
gress, he believed that “the great majority
of Senators and Representatives are honor-
able men, but too often they let themselves
be victimized by a system that puts almost
irresistible pressure on men in high places
who will do almost anything they can get
away with to stay there.”

This somewhat dubious accolade was one
of the themes of “"The Case Against Con-
gress,” which Mr. Pearson wrote with Mr.
Anderson in 1968.

In the same year he was listed as the au-
thor of a novel, “The Senator.” Investigation
disclosed, however, that Mr, Pearson relied
very heavily on Gerald Green, author of “The
Last Angry Man,” for editorial assistance,
Ken McCormick, senior editor at Doubleday,
the book’s publisher, sald the book ‘“‘was
completely written by Green."” Mr. Green
called it “truly a collaborative effort.” Mr.
Pearson sald Mr. Green “helped me."” What-
ever the arrangement, the novel did not reap
critical praise.

Reflecting on his career a couple of years
ago, Mr. Pearson felt that the good he had
accomplished far outweighed the harm. He
looked on the attacks as “part of the busi-
ness,” and added:

“I'd rather be liked than not but I can un-
derstand why some people don’t like me.”

CrusapING CoLumMNIsT DREw Prearson Dies

AT T1
(By Robert C, Jensen)

Drew Pearson, a crusading columnist who
was proud of the title, “muckraker,” died of
& heart attack yesterday. He was T1,

Mr. Pearson was stricken at his farm in
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Montgomery County and taken by ambu-
lance to Georgetown University Hospital., He
died at 12:05 p.m. shortly after his arrival in
the emergency room.

Mr. Pearson had been hospitalized for sev-
eral weeks with a virus allment. He had re-
turned to his country home on Friday.

Jack Anderson, who has been co-author
of the column in recent years, said he talked
with Mr. Pearson on Saturday and found him
anxious to return to work.

“He talked about helping me put out the
columns, and intended to do some over the
weekend,” Anderson said.

Drew Pearson's Washington Merry-Go-
Round column was a major force in Wash-
ington journalism from the time of its be-
ginning in 1931. It sparked the journalistic
trend toward deeper interpretive and inves-
tigative reporting of national affairs.

The Pearson column was the most widely
read political column in the United States.
It was published in more than 600 newspa-
pers—nearly twice as many as its closest
competitor, the David Lawrence column,

Part of the secret of Mr. Pearson's suc-
cess was his idea of what a reporter should
do. “It is your job as a newspaperman to
spur the lazy, watch the weak, expose the
corrupt,” he sald. “Yes, the nose, too, is im-
portant. For no matter how much stench
you may be exposed to, never lose your sense
of smell.”

It was this sense of smell and his high
sense of indignation about wrong-doing
that made his columns some of the best
reading in Washington.

It also led to criticism and many libel suits,
President Franklin D. Roosevelt once called
Mr. Pearson a liar. And President Truman
called him an 5.0.b.

Former President Lyndon Johnson and
Mrs. Johnson sent condolences in a telegram
from Austin, Tex. yesterday afternoon to
Mrs. Pearson.

“Our hearts go out to you in this sad
hour,” their telegram said, “Drew crusaded
long and well for causes he belleved to be
right and always in the interests of the
American people,

“The nation will feel the silence now that
his passionate voice is stifled.

“We respected him as a journalist and en-
joyed him as a friend. We will miss him as
both,"

David Lawrence, who gave Mr. Pearson his
first Washington job in the 10820s, also ex-
pressed his sorrow.

“I thought he was a very courageous per=
son and one of the most energetic of news
investigators we've ever had,” he said.

Columnist William S. White said Mr. Pear-
son was “the originator of a type of crusading
column that has had many imitators.”

Former Sen. George Smathers of Florida
took exception to a Pearson article several
years ago and said he was joining “two Presi-
dents, 27 senators, and 83 congressmen in
describing Drew Pearson as an unmitigated
liar.”

Other senators went farther than mere
criticism on the Senate floor. Some of them
sued. And one resorted to physical violence.

The late Sen. Joseph R. McCarthy of Wis-
consin encountered Mr. Pearson in the men’s
room of the Sulgrave Club in 1950 when
McCarthy was riding high as the nation’s
most publicized foe of communism,

ACCOUNTS DIFFER

The accounts differ as to what happened.
MeCarthy said: “Pearson said to me, ‘Mec-
Carthy, if you talk about personal things
regarding me on the Senate floor, I'll get you.'
So I slapped him on the face. I slapped him
hard."

Mr. Pearson sald the “senator kicked me
twice in the groin.”

An authorized biography of then Vice Pres-
ident Richard M. Nixon by Ralph Toledano
sald that Mr. Nixon pulled the two men apart,
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He quoted Mr. Nixon as saying that if he
hadn't “pulled McCarthy away, he might
have killed Pearson.”

Former Sen. Arthur Watkins of Utah ap-
proached McCarthy on the Senate floor the
next day and said, “Joe, the newspapers differ
a5 to where you hit him, but I hope both
accounts are correct.” Less than four years
later, Watkins headed a special Senate com-
mittee that recommended the censure of
McCarthy.

LOST LIBEL SUIT

Mr, Pearson lost only one libel suit in
court, but he avoided others by printing re-
tractions. His only libel loss came as a result
of an article about Norman Littell, a former
assistant attorney general who won a $40,000
judgment.

Mr. Pearson’s most recent journalistic coup
was the exposure of the fund-raising activi-
ties of Sen. Thomas Dodd of Connecticut. The
revelations led to a Senate censure of Dodd.

Until Mr. Pearson broke the story, the
Dodd case was one that few newspapers would
dare to touch. A panel of journalists advising
the Pulitzer Prize Advisory Board in 1967
recommended that the award for national
reporting go to Mr. Pearson and Jack Ander-
son. But the Board rejected the recommenda-
tion.

“The brass hats in the industry have no
love for me," Mr. Pearson said in explaining
why he was not surprised by the Board's
action.

The columnist was a different man than
the private Pearson, who doted on grandchil-
dren and cats.

He was a quiet, almost retiring man who
favored esports shirts and tweedy jackets.
One English woman was introduced to him
at a Washington cocktall party and later
asked her companion, “What kind of city
is this where a scandal columnist looks
like a country squire?"

The country squire tag was accurate. His
chief hobby was his 800 acres of farm-
land overlooking the Potomac River and
the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. There he
operated & dairy farm and raised his own
hay, silage and commercial crops.

And drawing on his fame as an expose
columnist, he put out a rich soil product
called "Drew Pearson's Muck,” which was
billed as being “packaged by the best
muckraker in the U.8.” The muck was
taken from the bottom of an old canal on
his farm,

SOLD MANURE

Mr. Pearson also marketed manure from
his farm under the name “Drew Pearson's
Best Manure,” with such advising slo-
gans as “better than in the column" and
“‘all cow, no bull."

The hard-hitting reporter image also
belled his devotion as a Quaker to hu-
manitarian causes. The most famous of
these was in 1947 when he promoted the
Friendship Train that collected 700 car-
loads of food from the American people for
the people of war-torn France and Italy.

Mr. Pearson claimed credit for exposing
over the years four congressmen who
wound up in jail—Republicans J. Parnell
Thomas of New Jersey, Walter Brehm of
Ohio and Ernest Bramblett of California,
and Democrat Andrew May of Eentucky—
for various forms of corruption.

The Pearson column also played a key
role in uncovering the 1958 vicuna coat
scandal of the Eisenhower administration,
involving chfef presidential aide Sherman
Adams and his benefactor, industrialist
Bernard Goldfine.

BORN IN ILLINOIS

Andrew Russell Pearson was born in
Evanston, Ill,, but he spent most of his
boyhood at Swarthmore, Pa., where his
father was professor of speech at the
Quaker college there.
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Mr. Pearson was a Phi Beta Kappa grad-
uate of Swarthmore. After his graduation
in 1919 he went overseas with the Amer-
ican Friends Service Committee for two
years to supervise the postwar relief pro-
gram in Balkan villages.

He later worked his way around the world
as a merchant seaman, lecturer and corre-
spondent for American and Australlan news-
papers.

In 1925 he married the Countess Felicia
Gizycka, the daughter of Eleanor (Clssy)
Patterson, the publisher of the Washington
Times Herald.

The marriage ended In divorce, but Mr.
Pearson's relations with his flamboyant
former mother-in-law remained cordial un-
til 1942,

By that time, Mr. Pearson was writing his
Merry-Go-Round column with Robert S.
Allen and it appeared in the Times Herald.
Mr. Pearson was a staunch interventionist
during the pre-World War II days while Mrs.
Patterson was an outspoken Isolationist.
Finally in 1942, Mr. Pearson and Robert
Allen withdrew their column from the Times
Herald and sold it to The Washington Post.

This sparked the fury of Cissy Patterson
against her onetime son-in-law. Her attacks
on him were the talk of Washington. She
called him a man who was about as welcome
in Washington “as a leper in a diet kitchen.”

The period was one of the most painful in
Mr. Pearson’s life. At the time of Mrs. Pat-
terson's death many years later, he wrote,
“A great lady died.”

In 1936, Mr. Pearson married Luvie Moore,
who had been the movie critlic for the Times
Herald. He is survived by his wife; a daughter,
Mrs. Ellen Cameron Pearson Arnold, and four
grandchildren. Also surviving is a stepson,
Tyler Abell, former U.S. chief of protocol,
who was with Mr, Pearson when he was
stricken yesterday.

Friends may call at Joseph Gawler's Sons,
Inc., funeral home, Wisconsin Avenue and
Harrison Street NW, from 2 to 9 p.m. today
and from 9 am. to 8 p.m. Wednesday.

Memorial services will be held at Washing-
ton Cathedral, Wisconsin and Massachusetts
Avenues NW., at 11 a.m. Thursday.

A family spokesman sald Mr. Pearson's
remains would be cremated and the ashes
scattered over his farm.

‘The family asks that In leu of flowers,
contributions he sent to Big Brothers, Inc.
Mr. Pearson was an organizer and longtime
president of the organization devoted to
helping needy boys and fighting juvenile
delinguency.

[ From the Christian Science Monitor,
Sept. 5, 1969]

PearsoN “Kerr oN ExprosiNG THEM"
(By Richard L. Strout)

WasHINGTON.—If Drew Pearson had made
Jjust one exposure of a corrupt congressman,
he would probably have got a Pulitzer Prize,
But he kept on exposing them and the less
hopeful side of American life. That perhaps
militated against him.

Furthermore, he was not accurate in all
his detalls, perhaps recalling the journalistic
admonition of the late Sir Wilmott Lewis,
of the Times (London), “that many a good
story has been ruined by oververification.”

I was sitting In the chair In 1931 where
I am sitting now when I asked Robert S.
Allen, then on the Washington bureau of
this newspaper, if he had heard of a sensa-
tional new anonymous book lifting the ld
off Washington. it was called, I thought “The
Washington Merry-Go-Reund.”

WIDE DISTRIBUTION

Bob Allen made no comment but rushed
out and I heard his feet pounding down the
hall. It was very peculiar. Round the corner
was the office of the Baltimore Sun, where
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a tall, distingulshed Drew Pearson worked.
The book made a sensation and brought
scores of imitators. Some months later it de-
veloped that Bob and Drew were the authors.

For a while the daily “Merry-Go-Round*’
column was written by the two men but
later Bob went to war, and afterward he
started a syndicated column of his own.
Drew's column became the most widely dis-
tributed in America, going in 19668 to 625
newspapers with some 456 million circulation.

Lacking a national press in the sense of
Great Britain, the syndicated columnists
to an extent perform that service. For com-
parison, the Walter Lippman column, “To-
day and Tomorrow,” went to about 100
newspapers. But its appeal was intellectual,
not popular, and it reached the most in-
fluential men in America.

Drew Pearson hurled himself in where
others feared to tread, and, by audacity, hard
work, and a system of rewards and punish-
ments, he became a major force. He was,
indeed, institutionalized. Every corner-cut-
ting politician quaked lest some disgruntled
secretary, some irate constituent, some
blackmailing enemy telephone his tale to
Mr. Pearson.

Sen. Thomas J. Dodd (D) of Connecticut
sued the column off and on for varying
sums, at one time $5 million, in his con-
flict-of-interest exposure, A senatorial eth-
les committee was gingerly set up to review
the evidence that disgruntled secretaries
methodically photostated from office corre-
spondence.

Many have weighed the consequences of
this journalistic secavenging operation, but
the verdict almost always comes down heavi-
ly on the plus side. “Pearson is one of my
best Inspectors general,” the late Gen. George
C. Marshall once observed.

This reporter had more than a casual in-
terest in Drew, for one reason, because I was
sometimes mistaken for him. The late Sen.
Charles W. Tobey of Maine beckoned me
down once from the Senate press gallery and
then dismissed me airily on closer scerutiny
with the observation that he thought I was
Drew Pearson.

It was not very flattering. This happened,
in fact, frequently. At a jam-packed Sen-
ate hearing whipped up by one of the Pear-
son exposures the police barred other re-
porters from the standing-room-only room
but silently swung the door open for me.
As I found a place It was a little uncom-
fortable to hear a whisper go through the
straining sight-seeing crowd, “It’s Pearson."

“Goop GUYS" AND “BAD GUYS™

Drew himself, in manner and appearance,
was just the opposite of what his column
seemed to indicate. He was urbane, genial,
courteous, and a Quaker, who tended to
classify men as good or bad and was morally
outraged against the “bad guys.” He stood
up ferociously against the late Sen. Joseph
R. McCarthy when many editors cravenly
looked the other way.

Physteally he was tall, quiet, white mous-
tached. “What kind of a capital is this"
asked an English visitor in amazement,
“where a scandal columnist looks like a
country squire?”

Not long ago at an embassy stag dinner I
was impressed agaln by Drew's unassuming
but superb self-confidence and genial ease,
At the appropriate minute at dinner he
tinkled his glass and proposed a suave toast
to the ambassador, our host, with a felicity
that put ordinary diplomats to shame.

It was easy to scoff at the “Merry-Go-
Round,” but everybody in Washington read
it. Sometimes his famous “disclosures” were
followed a little later by the report of “addi-
tional facts,” which rejected the original.
Some of the dramatic quotes ascribed to
celebrities were In situations where neither
he nor his assistants could have been present.
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He estimated that he had been sued for libel
“ahout two dozen times” and lost in court
only once. Occasionally he forestalled suits
by printing retractions.

Sald the executive who printed the col-
umn: “If Drew suddenly became a sweet,
gentle man every paper he has would cancel
him in a month.” Some called it cruel or
crass; but often the things he printed were
those that needed to be said and that no-
body else chose to write.

MEANWHILE IN THE COMICS

A curlosity was that the Washington Post,
which published him locally, had years ago,
under earlier management, banished the
column to the section of comics and ap-
peared to feel a snobbish uncertainty about
his status.

Editorially, the Washington Daily News, In
its comment on Drew's passing, noted this:

“It is interesting that journallsm never
awarded him its most coveted honor, the
Pulitzer Prize, and that often, while indi-
vidual editors were going thru the routine
motions of setting out the day's dull wash
on Page 1, back in their comlec pages some-
where the Pearson column, unnoticed up
front, would be on to something that would,
the following day, be shaking the nation.”

[From the New York Times, Sept. 2, 1069]
DrEw PEARSON

Drew Pearson was a descendant of the tra-
dition made feared and famous by such ear-
lier practitioners as Lincoln Steffens and
Upton Sinclair. For 36 years, until his death
at 71, his column adapted the untiring and
often merciless skill of investigative political
reporting, known popularly as muckraking,
to the modern idiom of the insider's gossip.
To many in the seats of power his “Wash-
ington Merry-Ge-Round” was anything but
merry, and they understandably responded to
frequently embarrassing disclosures of he-
hind-the-scenes dealings with charges of
sensationalism, lying and worse.

But beneath the pugnacity, sometimes
marred by signs of vindictiveness and irre-
sponsibility, there was always the fearless
dedication to the belief that the Independent
and resourceful reporter is the indispensable
guardian of good government. Of some of his
many enemies, such as the late Senator Jo-
seph R, McCarthy and Generalissimo Fran-
cisco Pranco, Mr. Pearson could be justly
proud. In also arousing the anger of such
men as Franklin D. Roosevelt, Harry Truman
and Robert F. Kennedy, he showed that his
targets were determined neither by ideology
nor by concern over the wrath of popular
and influential figures. For all his lapses in
accuracy, Drew Pearson served an important
cause in exposing wviolations of ethical and
legal standards at a time when the power of
government and the privilege of high posi-
tion often favor special interests over the
common good.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
SBept. 3, 1969]
DrEw PEARSON

In the practice of his profession, Drew
Pearson had the conscience of a Quaker and
the touch of a stevedore. He was robust, free-
swinging, sometimes very wild, But he was
also strong in a muscular, purposeful, princi-
pled way, with the courage to be his own man
always, and never mind what people said or
thought of him. Rough and tough in publie,
in private he had the air of a gentleman
farmer, which he was, and the manner of a
gentleman, which he also was. Shy, self-ef-
facing, detached, he was a moralist who was
proud to be a muckraker in the dictionary
sense—one who searches out and exposes
publicly real or apparent misconduct of
prominent individuals, Somewhere in these
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unlikely combinations lies the key to his ex-
traordinary career as the most successful, in
many ways the most effective, and certainly
the most controversial journalist of his time.

He was controversial because his technique
was scatter-shot, so that while he was often
brilliantly or brutally on target, he sometimes
hit the wrong target or missed altogether;
it ‘almost seemed as if this was consclous
strategy, this readiness to risk being wrong
now and again as the necessary price for be-
ing, more often, right. It was uniquely his
own style and while his profession never had
the grace or the guts to give him the big
awards, tribute was paid in other ways; when
Mr. Pearson printed the stories that others
were $00 fastidlious to be the first to print, the
others suddenly had no compunction about
printing them, It was also a style that ex-
posed him to any number of lawsuits and
any number of epithets and no end of criti-
cism that he was careless with the facts; but
it had the singular merit that when it paid
off, it paid off big. And 1t also paid off, more
often than not, on the side of good, which
was something he saw in simple, moral terms;
he was for honesty rnd against corruption,
for the disadvantaged against the self-inter-
est of the power elite, for peace and against
WAL,

It is not necessary to chronicle here all his
triumphs any more than it is necessary to
catalogue the occasions where his fierce con-
victions and unique techniques may have
combined to put him in the wrong, The sim-
ple truth is that he was more effective in his
way than any man in his profession over the
nearly 40 years that he was practicing it, and
that at the time of his death at the age of T1,
when other men might have begun to ease off
& bit, he was still on top, with nearly twice
the readership of his closest competitor, So
his success was immense, and so was his im-
pact on his profession and on the Capital.
Most of the time he had the right targets and
the right causes, and he brought to his cru-
sades a powerful, innovative and relentless
force.

AN APPRECIATION: MUCEKRAKER WITH A
Quaxer CONSCIENCE

(By Chalmers M. Roberts)

Drew Pearson was a muckraker with a
Quaker Consclence. In print he sounded
fierce; in life he was gentle, even courtly. For
38 years he did more than any man to keep
the national capital honest.

It was In 1931 amidst the Great Depression
and the hapless Hoover administration that
Mr. Pearson teamed with fellow reporter Rob-
ert 8. Allen to write the book from which
his subsequent columns took their name:
The Washington Merry-Go-Round. The part-
nership lasted until Allen went off to World
War II.

The palr of brash young men shook up the
town., It then was the age of journalistic
glants, or so it seemed to youngsters then
breaking in: Mark Sullivan, David Lawrence,
Raymond Clapper. Arthur Erock, Paul Mal-
lon writing from Washington and Walter
Lippmann, Dorothy Thompson, Heywood
Broun and Westbrook Pegler writing from
New York.

Pearson survived them all, in life or in
print, save only Lawrence who is still at it. In
the intervening years he manhandled Presi-
dents and members of Congress, bureaucrats
high and low. Some were forever disgraced by
the Pearson expose; others cried “foul” and
on occasion Mr. Pearson apologized.

He could be sloppy with his facts and at
times he was, But he had more guts than
many a worried editor who ran to his lawyers
and then cut the Pearson column or who
gave in to political pressures to censor it.

Drew Pearson glorified in his feuds. To him
“liar" from Franklin D. Roosevelt and “s.0.b.”
from Harry Truman were akin to en-
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comiums. He relished denunciations from
the protected floor of Senate and House.

Leo Rosten in a 1837 study of “The Wash-
Ington Correspondents” traced the “Merry-
Go-Round” success to a public appetite for
the “inside” news that had been whetted by
the stream of successful Broadway gossip
columns, The Pearson and Allen book, wrote
Rosten, “marked the beginning of a new era
in news styles from the capital.”

The very brashness of the column’s ap-
proach offended the Establishment of the
time, both political and press, Indeed, the
sense of offense never wore off and to such
can be attributed the failure to award Mr.
Pearson the Pulitzer Prize for his expose of
Sen. Thomas Dodd. It still is the dominant
ethic that even as ‘“gentlemen don’t read
other people’s mail” they also don't make use
of purloined documents.

Mr. Pearson did in the Dodd case and may-
be in others, too. He was the reciplent of end-
less tips from the disgruntled as well as from
the righteously indignant. There were
plenty of high level “leaks” as well. What-
ever the source, Mr, Pearson could smell a
story if there was even a whiff in the air.
And nobody could be more dogged in pur-
suit.

Puncturing the balloons of the great and
the famous was only the muckraking part
of the Pearson story. The Quaker conscience
simply would not let a Joseph McCarthy get
away with it. The story of the American
press in the McCarthy period is not one to
be particularly proud of but Mr, Pearson
never flagged in his pursuit of the senator.

The Quaker conscience also led Mr. Pearson
into all sorts of ventures in hopes of improv-
ing the state of the world. There were
“Friendship Trains” and “Freedom Balloons™
and interviews with Nikita Khrushchev, He
had a soft spot in his heart for Yugoslavia,
where he had gone as a young man. He was,
in short, dabbling in East-West detente long
before it became fashionable and the epithet
of “Communist” was hurled at him for his
pains.

Drew Pearson early became a Washington
institution. He loved it but he was never
stuck up with it. And he had a glorious
sense of humor which must have kept him
going through some dark hours, He joked
about the manure on his farm because he
knew that a lot of people felt that was his
verbal stock in trade.

Long ago after his column was transferred
from Cissy Patterson's old Times Herald to
The Washington Post it came to rest on one
of the comic pages. Last December The Post
declded to move the column to the page op-
posite the editorial page where so many oth-
ers appear.

It was not a happy decision because the
Pearson column was too long to fit the avail-
able space. It went back to the comic page
after Mr. Pearson wrote this letter to The
Post:

“I know that a columnist is not supposed
to have anything to say about the location
of his column in the paper. But having been
relegated to Siberia some 25 years ago, I've
come to like Siberia. If I had a vote I would
vote against leaving my old position of semi-
exile.”

In a profession in which both practi-
tioners and reputations come and go, very
few men, in or out of any such “exile,” have
had the kind of effect Drew Pearson had on so
many millions of readers for so long.

A REMARKABLE NORTH CAROLINA
FAMILY

(Mr. LENNON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. LENNON. Mr. Speaker, I have
recently read an account of a remarkable
family among my constituency which
merits recognition. The qualities of char-
acter, initiative, and dedication exempli-
fied therein are those that have con-
tributed to our country’s greatness. I be-
lieve our colleagues will find the follow-
ing article one of heartwarming interest:

[From the Greensboro (N.C.) Daily News,
Sept. 3, 1969]

Pastor ProUD oF THREE REMARKABLE SONS
(By Gene Warren)

PemBrokE—The eyes of this father, a
Lumbee Indian from Pembroke, glow with
pride as he speaks of his remarkable three
sons. And it is fitting.

One son is a captain in the Navy, working
at the Pentagon in Washington. Another son
is a colonel in the Air Force, being stationed
at the U.S. Embassy in England, The third
son is the dean of a community college, but
is so proficient as an engineer he played a
vital part In America's recent landing of
astronauts on the moon,

The father the Rev. Archie A, Lockee, 69,
scoffs at fancy talk concerning his three sons.

“All of my boys plowed behind a mule.
Every one of them milked cows and fed hogs.
We're not rich. We didn’t have anything that
we didn’'t work out with our own hands," he
said, reflecting on what breeds success,

The elder Lockee worked for Pate's Supply
Co. at Pembroke, a store that sells everything,
“all my life, I was a butcher part of the
time,” Lockee said, “but I also have a 30-
acre farm.”

For the last eight years Lockee has served
as pastor of Burnt Swamp Baptist Church,
gix miles east of Pembroke.

On the farm he was talking about, Lockee
and his wife, the former Lula Bell Carter, 58,
of Pembroke, raised their three sons—Cap-
tain G. Ertel Lockee, 47; Col, Archie S.
Lockee, 45; and Dean Otto A. Lockee, 43.

They also have three daughters: Mrs.
Georgla Carroll Carter, 48, a graduate of
Pembroke State University;, Mrs. Joyce Wil-
ltams, 39, and Mrs. Claudette Taylor, 35.

For the last two Veterans’ Day celebra-
tions at Pembroke, the Lockee brothers have
been the guest speakers. Capt. Lockee, a vet~
eran of nine Pacific battles during World
War II, was leader of the first Naval raids on
Japan. He is in the office of the Chief of
Naval Operations in Washington,

Col, Lockee saw action in the South Pacific
during World War II and was in the Korean
War. His plane was shot down twice in Eo-
rea, but he balled out and landed in friendly
territory. He completed the Navy's War
School in the spring and was assigned to
the American Embassy in England. His job:
to coordinate the U.S, and British combined
air forces there.

Otto Lockee is dean of the Central Pled-
mont Community College's extension divi-
gion at Charlotte. He is also one of three men
in the nation equipped to keep the space
program’s lunar modules from tilting. He re-
ceived his training in this specialty while
employed by Douglas Aircraft Corp. prior
to accepting a position with the college.
He trained at Cape Kennedy.

When the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration was preparing for its moon
ghot last month, one of its engineers became
sick, The NASA quickly summoned Lockee
who helped design and construct the hy-
draulic system that controls balance while
at the Cape from 1963-65. He was busy for
six to eight hours before liftoff.

Asked what spurred his sona to such
heights, Lockee quoted the words of his old-
est son, Ertel: “He always said if It's in you,
you can do it—Iif you want to.”

Then Lockee proceeded to tell how his sons
did is:
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“Ertel, the captain, went three years to
Pembroke High School—then finished at
Camden, S.C. high school where my father
lived. After high school, he graduated from
the University of South Carollna, taking a
part in its ROTC program. Immedlately
afterwards he went into the Navy as an en-
sign. This was at the beginning of World War
II. He decided to make the service a career,

“Archie, the colonel, also attended Pem-
broke High School. But his last year in high
school, he went to school in Columbla, S.C.
He lived in a tenement there with Ertel who
was still going to the University of South
Carolina. To make ends meet, they took a
morning newspaper route and waited on
tables. Both also taught Sunday School
classes in Columbia and were ushers at the
church there. Archie went to the University
there for three years before Uncle Bam got
him. He completed his education in service.”

The youngest son, Otto, was the only one
to graduate from Pembroke High School.
“Otto went directly into the Navy after high
school,” sald Lockee. “He was a gunner in
the Naval Air Force, After his discharge, he
lived with my daughter and her husband in
Fort Worth, Tex., where he attended Texas
Christian University. He majored there in
physical education and coached for a while,
Then he went to work for Douglas Aircraft
in Charlotte which led to his space work.”

The Lockees live in a small, white-frame
house on a farm near Pembroke. A dirt road
leads to the home located in the midst of
some pecan trees.

“I never owned a tractor in my life,” said
Lockee. “The money for tractors has gone to
the school house to help my kids."

All six of the Lockee children were home
last Christmas. “It was the first time we've
all been together since 1951, said their
father. “During the same time, Dec. 29 my
wife and I celebrated our b60th wedding
anniversary.”

What philosophy toward life has Lockee
tried to instill in his children?

“When the children were coming up, we
always talked of doing fine things and being
gentlemen,” he said. “We have tried to raise
up our children in prayer. I give their mother
credit for much of this. Archie, the colonel,
can deliver one of the finest sermons you've
ever heard. He does better than many a doc-
tor of divinity. Whenever he's home, every-
one wants him to teach the Sunday School
lesson.”

Then the proud father smiled: “You know,
we really had hoped one of them would have
been a medical doctor or a minister. None
of them did—but all three are ordained
deacons."

This latter honor seemed to mean more to
him than all the other renown the trio
has gained.

L —————

JOHN H. CROOKER, JR., AN OUT-
STANDING CIVIL AERONAUTICS
BOARD CHAIRMAN

(Mr. CASEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, John H.
Crooker, Jr., has been my warm personal
friend for 30 years. I have admired him
as an outstanding lawyer, businessman,
and great contributor to the civic and
cultural growth of our State of Texas and
of our Nation.

Mr, Speaker, John H. Crooker, Jr., was
appointed chairman of the Civil Aero-
nautics Board just 18 months ago. Before
this month is out he will leave that post.
His resignation as chairman and mem-
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ber, effective in the next few days, has
been accepted by President Nixon with
an expression of gratitude for Mr.
Crooker’s service to the American people.

I must second that expression and I
would add just a few of my reasons
why.

This man, in his periods of public serv-
ice, has won the esteem of many, includ-
ing my own, on a number of counts, not
the least of which is the edifying way
in which he works.

The leadership and unflagging indus-
try that Chairman Crooker has brought
to this office in this brief period have
written an enviable record of accom-
plishment in the regulatory agency
which he has headed. Moreover, on a
number of occasions, the views and ideas
he has voiced have revealed thinking
that goes beyond the horizons of the in-
dustry with which his agency is directly
concerned. This has been particularly
true as it relates to his approach to one
of the most serious transportation crises
of our time—the growing problem of air-
port and airways congestion.

In that connection, he has directed
the attention of major cities toward
the problems of transportation between
city centers and existing airports. Cities
seeking improved air service must now
acquaint the CAB with their plans to
provide speedier means of transportation
between those centers and airports.
Through all his actions at the Board
has run what must be to Mr. Crooker the
common denominator of all public serv-
ice—the broad public interest.

John Crooker’s achievements during
his tenure as CAB chairman are all the
more impressive when we consider that
at the time of his appointment he was
something less than a veteran in the
great air transportation industry. It is
typical of this man, however, that he
promptly immersed himself in his new
respensibilities. The ease and speed with
which his familiarity with, and leader-
ship in, the industry grew compel the ob-
servation that experience can be ac-
quired but know-how is a gift.

Among other things, the retiring
chairman’s ability to distill complex
matters to their vital essentials has
served him well.

Mr. Crooker’'s performance and tenure
as chairman have also revealed another
guiding principle—the conviction that
tasks begun should be seen through
to their proper completion.

Mr. Crooker came to the Board near
the end of fiscal 1968, During the full
fiscal year 1969, the CAB decided more
cases than in any previous fiscal year.
In the full year in which he served, the
Board addressed itself to 223 full formal
economic cases, 23 percent more than the
previous fiscal year.

A formal case usually involves a num-
ber of docketed applications; and the
CAB docket statistics bear the record
out. During fiscal 1969, the Board com-
pleted 1,496 dockets, also a record, the
next closest year being fiscal 1961
with 1,353 docket completions, And, at
fiscal year's end, the number of dockets
on hand was reduced by 358 from the
previous year, the first time in 3 years




September 18, 1969

that a reduction in backlog had been
effected,

Impressive as that performance is on
its face, the fact is that it was accom-
plished without extra cost to the tax-
payers. It was done with little or no in-
crease in personnel strength and while
the Board was absorbing some $185,000
in pay raises. I would like to add at this
point the observation that however grat-
ifying such an accomplishment may be
to taxpayer and legislator alike, it will be
difficult to continue long in that vein,
what with the industry growing as it is,
without the Board’s regulatory effective-
ness being affected.

The CAB accomplished other econ-
omies in fiscal 1969. It reduced the phys-
jcal size of many of its offices and thus
redeemed more than 4,600 square feet of
space for use as additional hearing rooms,
automatic data proeessing and time shar-
ing needs, thereby avoiding the cost of
renting additional space. Rearrangement
of offices and less sophisticated telephone
equipment contributed to the annual cost
avoidance of about $30,000.

Meanwhile, estimated subsidy accruals
decreased from $55.2 million for fiscal
1968 to $48.5 million for fiscal 1969, a
reduction of $6.7 million. Moreover,
Board actions in subsidy cases during
fiscal 1969 were estimated to effect a cu-
mulative subsidy reduction through fiscal
1971 of about $17.6 million.

During fiscal 1969 also, the reclassifica-
tion of stations for service mail purposes
is expected to produce yearly savings to
the Post Office Department of about
$300,000. Early in the fiscal year a final
order was issued in the States-Alaska
Mail Rates case, an action that is ex-
pected to reduce payment for these serv-
ices by about $900,000.

The Board also recently established
new minimum rates for domestic military
charters performed for the Defense De-
partment. The new rates should save the
Government an estimated $2.7 million in
fiscal 1970.

The CAB has established new subparts
to its rules of practice, to expedite proce-
dures for removal of nonstop and long-
haul restrictions in cases where a carrier
is able to participate significantly in a
market despite these restrictions.

These are only some of the major ac-
complishments under Mr. Crooker’s
chairmanship, only a few of the achieve-
ments on which his fine record rests.

To the many tributes of appreciation
he must have already received for this
latest period of his public service, I would
like to add my own, together with my
best wishes to him and his wonderful
family in their future endeavors.

THE RECORD OF ACTION ON REG-
ULAR APPROPRIATION BILLS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1970

(Mr, BOW asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, it has come to
my attention that a Member of the other
body indicated yesterday that the House
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is chiefly responsible for the fact that 11
of the 13 appropriation bills for fiscal
1970 have not been acted on by the Con-
Bress.

I should like to read from that release.

It was said the Congress will not pass
“any great amount of meaningful legis-
lation” this year because 11 of the 13
appropriation bills have not been com-
pleted.

He further said:

The House is chiefly responsible. These
bills have not been coming over from the
House,

Mr. Speaker, I was, to say the least,
somewhat surprised to see it on the news
ticker yesteday. I think the record should
be set straight, and it is for that reason
I have asked the Chair to indulge me
briefly.

The truth is that the House has acted
on and approved six of the 13 regular ap-
propriation bills for fiscal 1970. They are:

First. The Treasury-Post Office and
Executive Office bill which was passed by
the House last May 27;

Second. The Agriculture bill, approved
the same day;

Third. Independent Offices and Hous-
ing and Urban Development bill ap-
proved June 24;

Fourth. The Interior and related agen-
cies bill approved July 22;

Fifth. The one for State, Justice, Com-
merce, Judiciary and related agencies
approved July 24; and

Sixth. The Labor-Health, Education,
and Welfare bill passed on July 31.

Only two of these bills have been con-
sidered and approved by the Senate, and
they are the ones for Treasury-Post Of-
fice and for Agriculture. The Treasury-
Post Office bill is in conference and a
meeting of the conferees is scheduled for
two this afternoon. The bill for the Agri-
culture Department has not been sent to
conference, but I assume it is ready for
conference whenever a suitable time of
Ililo?tmg can be worked out with the other

y.

Our own housekeeping bill, legislative
appropriations, was reported by the
House Appropriations Committee a week
ago today, and will be taken up here on
the floor as soon as the schedule will
permit.

What action the other body has taken
with respect to the four bills—Independ-
ent Offices, Interior, State, Justice, and
Labor-HEW—is not known to me, but
they have been languishing over there
for some time.

I think also that it is of substantial
significance that the other body has been
debating the Military Procurement Au-
thorization bill since July 7 and conclu-
sion of that debate does mot appear in
sight at this time. When action is fin-
ished over there I am sure we shall be
ready to dispose of the procurement bill
with dispatch.

The Military Construction Authoriza-
tion bill was passed by the House on Au-
gust 5, but I have had no word yet that
the other body is ready to debate it.

The District of Columbia revenue bill
has been awaiting action by the other
body since it was passed by the House
August 11,
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Authorization for foreign aid spend-
ing during fiscal 1970 has not been acted
upon by either the House or Senate, but
there is no reason why the other body
could not take that bill to its floor at
anytime.

Until these authorization bills are en-
acted into law, the House Appropriations
Committee, and the House itself, cannot
act on appropriations requested for the
agencies and functions involved. We can-
not, that is, unless we simply report these
appropriation bills and then ask the
Rules Committee for waivers of points
of order against the appropriations not
yvet authorized by law.

The House and its Appropriations
Committee are ready to act and could do
so without delay if the other body could
move the appropriation and authoriza-
tion bills that have been pending over
there lo these past days, weeks and—
yes—even months of this session.

TROOP WITHDRAWALS FROM
VIETNAM

(Mr. ADATR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday,
the President issued a statement an-
nouncing more troop withdrawals from
South Vietnam, explaining the steps his
administration has taken toward peace
and outlining present American policy.

I believe that statement is so important
it should be reprinted in its entirety in
the ConcressioNAL REecorp. The Presi-
dent’s statement follows:

STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT NIXON

After careful consideration with my senior
civilian and military advisors and in full
consultation with the Government of Viet-
nam, I have declded to reduce the authorized
troop ceiling in Vietnam to 484,000 by De-
cember 15. This compares with the celling of
549,600 which existed when this Administra-
tion took office. Under the newly authorized
troop ceiling, a minimum of 60,000 troops will
have been withdrawn from Vietnam by De-
cember 151

Bince coming into office, my Administra-
tion has made major efforts to bring an end
to the war:

We have renounced an imposed military
solution.

We have proposed free elections organized
by Joint Commissions under international
supervision.

We have offered the withdrawal of U.S. and
allied forces over a 12-month period.

We have declared that we would retain no
military bases.

We have offered to negotlate supervised
cease-fires under international supervision to
facilitate the process of mutual withdrawal,

We have made clear that we would settle
for the de facto removal of North Vietnamese
forces so long as there are guarantees against
their return.

We and the Government of South Vietnam
have announced that we are prepared to

i Actually, the total reduction in author-
ized celling strength amounts to 65,500. But
within the authorized ceiling, all unlts are
shown at 100% strength. In actual practice,
most units are slightly below full strength,
so that actual strength normally is less than
the authorized ceiling by one or two percent.
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accept any political outcome which Is arrived
at through free elections.

We are prepared to discuss the 10-point
program of the other side together with plans
put forward by the other parties.

In short, the only item which is not nego-
tiable is the right of the people of South
Vietnam to determine their own future free
of outside interference.

I reiterate all these proposals today.

The withdrawal of 60,000 troops is a sig-
nificant step.

The time for meaningful negotiations has
therefore arrived.

I realize that it is dificult to communicate
across the gulf of five years of war. But the
time has come to end this war. Let history
record that at this eritical moment, both
sides turned their faces toward peace rather
than toward conflict and war,

CONGRESSMAN JOHN BRADEMAS
LAUDS STATE ARTS COUNCILS

(Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, my distinguished colleague,
JoHN Brapemas, of Indiana, yesterday
delivered the keynote address at the
Federal-State Conference on the Arts
here in Washington.

In his remarks, Congressman BRADE-
MAs made a strong statement urging
adequate Federal support of the arts. As
one who has been actively engaged in
supporting Federal contributions to the
National Foundation of the Arts and
the Humanities, I wish to associate my-
self with his remarks.

At this point, I insert the full text of
Congressman BrapeEmas' splendid speech
in the RECORD:

ADDRESS OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN BRADEMAS

I am much honored by the invitation to
open this 1969 Federal-State Conference on
the Arts.

More than most peoples of the world, we
Americans are given to self-analysis and the
taking of our national pulse. Yet we are to-
day caught up in more somber searching of
our souls and questioning of our purposes
than is even our customary disposition.

I cite but a few instances, beginning with
Vietnam.

Although we must hope that President
Nixon’s announcement yesterday of further
troop withdrawals will bring progress in
the search for peace, we can be sure that
the debate over the war and its further con-
duct will continue,

Vietnam in turn has spawned a re-examin-
ation of America’s role in the world and of
our commitments abroad.

Senators and Congressmen are for the first
time in years carefully scrutinizing our mili-
tary expenditures and asking whether they
are not out of proportion with these commit-
ments,

College students, blacks, religious leaders
and others are ralsing profound questions
about America's direction and insisting that
the nation make real the ideals we profess.

A TURNING INWARD

All of us here could recite other develop-
ments which, taken together, have caused
our people and their elected Representatives
in Congress to turn inward . . . to re-evaluate
the conditions and quality of life in our own
society.

* This is, however, no return to isolationism,
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Rather, in the phrase that has now become a
cliche but is true nonetheless, we are en-
gaged In the process of reordering our
priorities.

A case in point: only a few weeks ago, in
a move unprecedented in my time in Con-
gress, the House of Representatives over-
whelmingly rejected the recommendations of
both its Appropriations Committee and the
Administration by voting, on the ficor of the
House, to add to an appropriations bill over
$1 billion for, of all things, education!

A majority of both Democrats and Repub-
licans in the House were in effect insisting
that, severe as the fiscal crunch may be, edu-
cation must not be the place to scrimp.

I hope very much that this turning in-
ward, this new sensitivity to the conditions
and quality of our national life, will em-
brace both an enhanced awareness of the im-
portance of the arts in America and the need
to give them greater public support. More
specifically, and speaking as a legislator and
Chairman of the House Subcommittee with
jurisdiction over the National Arts and Hu-
manities Foundation, I hope that we shall
soon see more Federal support for the pro-
grams administered by the National Endow-
ment for the Arts.

Let me here make clear my deep disagree-
ment with those who contend that the arts
are a frill and a luxury and that we cannot
afford to support them until the Vietnam
war is over.

On the contrary, I strongly agree with the
view of W. McNeil Lowry of the Ford Founda-
tion in his recent report on the economic
crisis in the arts. Remarking on the meager
funding of Arts and Humanities programs,
Mr. Lowry observed:

“Pressures of war and other crises have
been freely cited in explanation of this action,
but there is no reason to believe that any
significant Federal program in the arts can
be effectively argued whether in Congress or
in the public if its justification must be that
all other great national questions are in
equilibrium. Other governments—demo-
cratie, socialist, or oligarchic—have proceeded
without such a justification . , .

“The arts [should] not always depend upon
a contest over priorities , . . There will not
exist an effective public policy for the arts
until they are treated as important in their
own right.”

This is the point—that the arts, like edu-
cation, must come to be regarded as “im-
portant in their own right.”

And with such an understanding there
will become possible “an effective public
policy for the arts.”

PRESIDENT NIXON'S APPOINTMENT OF NANCY
HANKS A GOOD OMEN

In this respect, I believe that President
Nixon's appointment this month of Miss
Nancy Hanks to be Chairman of the National
Council for the Arts is a good omen, for both
the appointment and the President’s com-
ments in announcing it reflect awareness
at the highest levels of government of the
indispensable place of the arts in the spec-
trum of our public concerns,

As Executive Secretary of the Special
Studies Project of the Rockefeller Brothers
Foundation and later as President of the As-
sociated Councils of the Arts, Nancy Hanks
has won the respect of legislators and artists
alike with her intelligence and imagination.
And may I interject that in this town she
will need plenty of both!

In her new responsibility, Nancy will be
replacing one of the most respected and
gifted champions of the arts in our country—
Roger L. Stevens.

Now here beginneth the reading of the
First Lesson—by President Nixon, in appoint-
ing Miss Hanks. He sald: “One of the im-
portant goals in my administration is the
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further advance in the cultural development
of our nation . . .

“The Federal government has a vital role
as catalyst, innovator, and supporter of pub-
lic and private efforts for cultural develop-
ment . . . I shall hope to give leadership to
this effort and urge the Congress to do the
same.”

The Second Lesson—if I may pursue my
eccleslastical metaphor—will be read by the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and
let us hope that, in recommending money
for the Arts Endowment, he matches the
President’s faith with works—i.e. dollars.

OUTSTANDING RECORD OF NATIONAL ARTS
ENDOWMENT

For I believe that the record of the Na-
tional Arts Endowment, though brief in
years, amply justifies substantially increasing
our public investment in the arts.

Let us not forget that it was just five
years ago this month that President Johnson
signed the National Arts and Cultural Devel-
opment Act of 1964, establishing the Na-
tional Council on the Arts. September, 1969
marks as well the fourth anniversary of the
slgning into law of the bill creating the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities, which provided for the establish-
ment of the National Endowment for the
Arts, the funding arm of the Council.

In my view, you and your colleagues across
the land who have administered programs
in part made possible through the Arts En-
dowment can take pride in the remarkable
achievements so far, remarkable in variety,
quality and number of people reached.

As a direct result of the National Arts En-
dowment, the American Film Institute now
exists.

The American National Theatre and Acad-
emy building in New York City, donated to
the Endowment, is a resource for performing
groups all over the country.

The first major national artists housing
center in the U.S. will, as a result of Endow-
ment initiative, open this year on New York's
Lower West Side.

The National Arts Endowment has also
supplied funds to regional theatres so that
dramas of quality ean flourish many miles
off Broadway. The Tyrone Guthrie Theatre
in Minneapolis, the American Conservatory
Theatre in San Francisco, and the Arena
Stage here in Washington have all received
needed sustenance from the Endowment.
INDIVIDUAL GRANTS PROGEAM DESERVES SUPPORT

The Laboratory Theatre project in Provi-
dence, Los Angeles, and New Orleans and the
Artists in Residency programs, beneficiaries
all of Federal Arts funds, have brought direct
experience of the drama to thousands of
school and university students.

Individual artists as well as Institutions
have received support from the Arts En-
dowment. Although less than 5% of the En-
dowment budget is expended on individual
grant programs, I believe this investment to
be eminently wise.

Twenty-one writers received $7,000 each in
fiscal 1968 to enable them to complete works
in progress or conduct research essential to
their work.

Individual grants of 2,000 each were made
to assist twenty-nine gifted but unrecognized
writers.

And individual awards of $5,000 each were
given to twenty-nine painters and sculptors
in recognition of past accomplishments and
to encourage further efforts in the visual
arts.

I trust the individual grants program will
continue—and I strongly support it

All these and many more activities testify
to the success of the Endowment in its first
few years. Its programs have helped extend
the arts throughout the land—from inner
city ghettoes to small rural communities—
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in the theatre, dance, opera, painting, music,
films and writing,

GROWTH OF STATE ARTS COUNCILS
PHENOMENAL

Particularly significant, I think, is that
the Endowment's efforts have stimulated im-
portant new sources of support for the arts,

In this respect, clearly one of the most
gratifying results of the law creating the
National Endowment has been the growth of
the State Arts Councils, which you represent,

As you know, the Arts Councils were au-
thorized under Section 5(H) of the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
Act of 1065.

Let me here note what I can only describe
as the phenomenal progress of the State
Arts Council movement since that time.

In Fiscal 1966—when the appropriations
bill contained no funds under section 5 (H)—
only 22 States provided funds of any kind for
their Arts Councils.

In Fiscal Year 1967, when 5(H) funds
went to each State, the number of Councils
rose to 365. In both 1968 and 1969, 42 coun-
clls received appropriations from state budg-
ets, and this fiscal year (1970), 44.

Far more impressive, however, than the
number of states providing funds for Arts
Councils work, are the total amounts for
each succeeding year since 1966.

That first year the total was only slightly
more than $3 million. In fiscal year 1967,
when the first funds were made available
to the states under section 5(H), the figure
jumped to nearly $5 million.

This year nearly seven and one half mil-
lion dollars in state funds will be earmarked
for the Arts Councils.

This means, essentially, that the $2 mil-
lion contained in the appropriations bill
passed by the House this summer will be
matched three and one-half times over in
state revenues alone!

If we add to this amount the matching
program funds or services from local com-
munities and organizations, we can see that
the Federal government is receiving an ap-
proximate return of 450 percent on its direct
investment in the arts through State Arts
Councils.

I know no other Federal seed money pro-
grams with so effective a record in gener-
ating support from outside sources.

HEARINGS IN CONGRESS ON ARTS PROGRAMS

I have so far been engaging in remem-
brances of things past. Where, you may ask,
are we going now?

As you know, the bill authorizing the Na-
tional Foundation for the Arts and Human-
itles expires next June. The Select Subcom-
mittee on Education, which I have the honor
to Chair, will hold hearings sometime during
the next few months on legislation to con-
tinue the life of the Endowment and to fix
the level of authorized funding.

And may I here say how anxious my Sub-
committee and I are to hear from you, the
leaders of the State Arts Councils across the
country, to have your views and your sugges-
tions for improving the programs of the
Endowment. As they say on the country
music shows, Keep them cards and letters
comin’ in!

I suggest to you that money rather than
existence must now be the primary concern
of supporters of the Arts Endowment. For
most Congressmen of both parties have come
to accept as both appropriate and desirable
a role for the Federal government in the arts.

Indeed, a spokesman from so conservative a
community as Indianapolis in my own state,
Izler Solomon, Music Director of the Indian-
apolis Symphony, wrote only last Sunday
in the New York Times that “The solution
[in this case, to financing music] will have to
be found in joint funding by schools, park
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departments, foundations, industry, cities,
states and, most important, Federal aid.”

“, . . Certainly nobody belongs on a sym=
phony ‘hoard”, sald Mr. Solomon in & pro-
nouncement which ten years ago would have
been heresy in the Hoosier heartland, “who
thinks ‘Federal ald' are dirty words.”

So the question now is not whether the
Arts Endowment should be, but rather what
it should be doing and how much money it
should have to do its job.

Up to now the Endowment has spent—I
prefer the verb, “invested”—some $22.9 mil-
lion. Last year's budget was about $8.5 mil-
lion.

I know that Nancy Hanks is already hard
at work preparing her recommendations for
the new Arts Endowment budget.

And as I have already said, the most im-
portant matching program she will have to
deal with this year is matching President
Nixon's statement on the arts with his budget
request for them!

Certainly the case is compelling for sub-
stantially more funds for the arts. Meagerly
financed as they are, the programs of the
Endowment have elicited nationwide praise.

SOME PROVISIONS OF HOUSE TAX REFORM EBILL
THREATEN ARTS

Moreover as the Baumol-Bowen study and
other surveys have warned, the economic
plight of the performing arts in America has
now become alarming.

Nor has the prospect of changes in Federal
tax laws brightened the outlook. Although
I am a militant advocate of plugging loop-
holes and bringing equity to our Federal tax
structure, I am distressed that the tax re-
form bill passed recently by the House would
impose an across-the-board 7.59% levy on the
investment income of foundations. The arts
rely heavily on foundations in many ways,
and to punish all foundations for the sins
of a few seems t0 me unwise public policy.

I hope as well that the Senate Finance
Committee will not allow to stand that fea-
ture of the House bill which provides that a
donation of a work of art must, for tax deduc-
tion purposes, be valued either at the cost
the donor originally paid or, if valued at its
appreciated figure, be subject to capital gains
tax. This unrealistic formula will obviously
enormously inhibit donations of art to the
many museums which depend heavily on
private gifts.

Aside from such financial problems as
these, which afflict the arts generally, there
are certain other questions about future Fed-
eral arts policy worth reviewing.

For example, some have suggested that all
Federal funds for the arts should henceforth
go only to State Arts Councils rather than
for developing national programs in the arts.

NEED FOR CONTINUING NATIONAL PROGRAMS
IN THE ARTS

I believe, however, and I understand most
of you do too—that there is a continuing and
powerful need for programs in the arts that
go beyond the borders of a single state.

Let me cite an example or two of the im-
portance of continuing a national arts pro-
gram,

In 1966, when the American Ballet Theatre,
for years among the most imaginative com-
panies in the world, was in financial trouble,
the National Endowment for the Arts was
able to make it an emergency grant of $100,-
000 which was matched with private funds.
This seed money represented a recognition
that the company was a national resource
and made it possible for the Ballet Theatre
to secure further commitments from foun-
dations and other private resources.

Or I could remind you how the Endow-
ment helped the San Francisco Opera in the
creation of the Western Opera Theatre, a
small, flexible ensemble company which can
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perform in communities whose facilities will
not permit appearance of opera on a large
scale. In three years, it has increased its
performance rate from 35 to 150 per season,
reaching communities in which opera had
never before been performed.

MUST STRENGTHEN STATE ARTS COUNCILS

My view, therefore, is that the wisest pol-
ey for us to pursue is that of greater finan-
cial support both for the general programs
of the National Endowment under Section
5(C) of the Act and for increased funding
for the State Arts Councils under 5(H).

We need both, and we need to build upon
the splendid patterns of cooperation which
have been developed between the National
Endowment and the states. The state and
national programs complement and reinforce
each other.

Let me make clear, however, that I believe
the State Arts Councils are capable of han-
dling substantially increased funds and that
I specifically endorse raising from £50,000 to
$100,000, the authorization for each State
Couneil.

AREAS THAT NEED REINFORCEMENT
Beyond strengthening the hand of the
State Councils, there are, I think, certain
existing areas that require reinforcement.
In testimony before the House Education
and Labor Committee, Roger L. Stevens

touched on several of them:
The poetry in the schools program, which
to wisit high

enables established poets
schools;

The burgeoning needs of symphony orches-
tras and operas—a problem so pressing that
it may well require special attention;

Arts programs in the inner city—an activ-
ity yearning for expansion beyond such En-
dowment-backed efforts as a school for the
arts in Harlem, another at Hull House in
Chicago, and the Watts Workshop in Los
Angeles,

The National Endowment also needs
money for research into the strengths and
weaknesses of formal art education in our
elementary schools, often a child’s first en-
counter with the arts, And how good is the
teaching of the arts in our colleges and
universities?

Nor should the implications for arts pro-
grams for older Americans be neglected; the
time of retirement can for many be a time
of enrichment through the arts,

We should experiment, too, with utilizing
radio, television and films to bring to as
many Americans as possible, especially those
who live in inaccessible areas, an opportunity
to experience plays, music and exhibitions of
art.

All of you here could, I am sure, add to
this list your own suggestions, I have sought
only to limn the horizon of possibilities for
the arts of America and to suggest the con-
tribution which the Federal government can
make to their support.

The kinds of questions I have here dis-
cussed with you are the kinds of proposals
for Federal support of the arts that, I believe,
should be given careful consideration by
Congress and the Administration, and these
and questions like them will be raised in our
Subcommittee hearings.

SUPPORT FOR ARTS IN CONGRESS LARGELY
DEPENDS ON YOU

Let me say, however, in closing that our
capacity in Congress to provide support for
the arts depends ultimately on the support
that people like you can generate and stimu-
late across the country.

You have vigorous allies on Capitol Hill—
men and women like Congressmen Frank
Thompson, Jr. of New Jersey, William Moor-
head of Pennsylvania, Julia Hansen of
Washington, Ogden Reid of New York, Ben
Reifel of South Dakota, and Wiley Mayne
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of Iowa, and in the Senate, such articulate
champions as Senators Mansfield, Fulbright,
Pell, Javits and Percy.

Support of the arts is clearly a bipartisan
enterprise!

But your friends in Congress can be no
more effective in advocating your cause than
you enable us to be.

You must, therefore, in your own states
and communities, communicate your con-
cern about the need for adequate Federal
support for the arts to your own Senators
and Representatives.

I have said that we live in a time of na-
tional introspection and self-examination. In
such a time we need all the more, if we are
to make our country what it ought to be, a
land where individual men and women can
live lives of joy and beauty as well as of
hope and freedom, generously to support
those activities that make such lives possible.

And among such activities surely are the
arts of America and the qualities of mind
and spirit and imagination of which they are
the incarnations,

FEDERAL FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE
ACT OF 1969

(Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I am introducing today a bill which I feel
will do much to eliminate the problems
arising over allegations of “conflict of
interest” for elected and appointed offi-
cials in the Federal Government. Let me
say that I have long endorsed full public
disclosure of all income and assets for
Members of Congress. I now submit, for
consideration, legislation which will pro-
vide for public disclosure of the financial
situation of all policymaking officials in
the executive, legislative, and judicial
branches.

During the last few years, a genuine
and very serious “crisis of confidence”
has been developing. Allegations—some
true, some not—but allegations involving
conflict of interest on the part of Mem-
bers of both Houses, officials in the exec-
utive branch, and members of the judi-
ciary—have been made. We cannot ig-
nore the gloomy impression that lingers
from such widely publicized personal
misdealings. It goes without saying that
the vast majority of those in all three
branches of the Government are free of
outside economic influences; the over-
whelming majority cannot be “bought
out” under any circumstances whatso-
ever. There is very, very seldom one
public official who is ever in the market
to “sell a vote” or “fix a decision” for a
price; and we would abruptly, to say the
least, slam the door in the face of any
would-be political broker who might
wish to “buy into” our office and our
position.

Since this is the case, since 99 percent
of the Federal officials are beyond re-
proach, let us tell the American people
the truth. Let us make provision for full
and candid disclosure of all our financial
arrangements.

Some public officials have indicated
that a frank and complete public ac-
counting of their financial condition
would somehow be demeaning, and would
plummet them into the ranks of “second-
class citizens.” This assertion would
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seem to have its genesis in the proposi-
tion that the degree of economic “pri-
vacy” which an individual is able to re-
tain has a direct relation to that person’s
“social status” or “public position.” It
would seem to imply that a statement
of the balance of indebtedness on a house
or a listing of the name of a donor would
be degrading. I wholly reject such spe-
cious reasoning and would suggest that
quite the opposite is indeed the case.

It seems to me that there are few per-
sonal positions to be taken, more lofty
from the standpoint of human ethics,
than the willingness of public officials to
establish for themselves the highest
standard of personal conduct, to com-
mit themselves totally to the concept
that they must be above suspicion. More-
over, the act of full and honest financial
disclosure is doubly noble: First, because
we do it for the public good; and, sec-
ond, because we do it voluntarily, We
are freely willing to talk about our debts,
our gifts, our personal holdings, our per-
sonal expenses—we are willing, in fact,
to reveal far more from our personal
lives than most ordinary citizens—pre-
cisely because we have the obligation to
do far more than those whom we serve
to insure public confidence in the exist-
ing offices of all three branches of the
federal system. We freely open our pri-
vate accounts to public examination be-
cause we wish to secure the greatest pos-
sible benefit—maximum faith in the
democratic system of government. If full
and honest, candid self-imposed disclo-
sure creates a ‘‘second-class” status, then
I have my doubts about what goes on
at the “first-class” level. After all, any
nobility of status without virtuous con-
duct and the willingness to attest to the
purity of that conduct in every way pos-
sible, is really not very noble at all.

I believe that the time is long overdue
for Democrats and Republicans alike in
this Congress to make known their pri-
vate financial conditions, and to make
similar provision for the other two
branches also, lest the erosion of public
confidence impair the most essential ef-
fectiveness of our demoeratic process,
especially in these troubled times.

We must not permit our own people to
have any nagging doubt that their Gov-
ernment condones greed and exploita-
tion, and to wonder whether their politi-
cal system does indeed allow the exist-
ence of public officials who are “double
agents” for special interests apart from
the common good. How can we ask in
either party for greater public attention,
larger voter turnout, and a more in-
formed citizenry when the image be-
comes so unjustifiably blurred? Too
often the honest, conscientious citizen
reacts to the majority of equally honest
and conscientious officials in both parties
with an attitude that says, “A plague on
both your houses.”

In my view, we must have the strictest
reporting legislation possible; I believe
that the Federal Financial Disclosure
Act of 1969 will achieve that urgent ob-
jective. This legislation was first drafted
by my colleague, the Honorable PHILIP
Ruppe, of Michigan, Mr. Ruprpe and his
advisers have done a commendable job
of attempting fo think out and to define
all possible areas of income for public
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servants, with emphasis upon potential
conflict of interest.

The bill ealls for full financial disclo-
sure by Members of the House, Senators,
Justices, judges of the U.S. court system,
the President, the Vice President, mem-
bers of the Cabinet, and policymaking
officials of the executive branch to be de-
termined by the Chairman of the Civil
Service Commission.

It is also worth noting that the dis-
closure provisions of this act will apply
to all officers and employees of both the
Senate and the House whose salaries are
at least $18,000 per annum.

Many Members of the House have ex-
pressed their interest in Mr, RupPE’s pro-
posed disclosure act, and I wish today to
add my name to the roster of ardent sup-
porters of this urgently required legisla-
tion. If we would keep faith with the
electorate, we must all offer our personal
financial accounting for their ecritical
scrutiny.

DISTINGUISHED LAW ENFORCE-
MENT SERVICE ACT

(Mr. GOLDWATER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and fo revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, I
introduce today for appropriate refer-
ence the Distinguished Law Enforcement
Service Act.

This bill, if enacted, will create a serles
of awards to recognize outstanding serv-
ice in the field of State and local law
enforcement. These citations will be pre-
sented annually by the President of the
United States to 12 outstanding law-
enforcement officers on behalf of the
Congress.

Each day the American public is bom-
barded with news in our newspapers and
on our radios and televisions of increas-
ing waves of crime sweeping across our
Nation—in big cities, suburbs, and rural
communities alike.

FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover reports
that in 1968 there were 4.5 milliom serious
crimes in the United States, a 17-percent
increase over 1967, a 122-percent in-
crease over 1960. According to the FBI's
Uniform Crime Reports, in 1968 robbery
increased 30 percent, forcible rape 15
percent, murder 13 percent, and aggra-
vated assault 11 percent over 1967.

Between this violence and lawnessness
and the remainder of society stands the
law-enforcement officer. Usually alone,
too often insulted, maligned, attacked,
underpaid and overworked, these dedi-
cated men and women safeguard us
against the doers of evil with very little
support and assistance from the average
citizen.

The law-enforcement profession
should be a highly respected and sought
after goal in this country. Far too often
it is not. Rather than call these civil serv-
ants “friend,” the fashionable youth of
today liken them to barnyard animals.

Rather than aspire to join their ranks
and emulate their deeds, students do all
within their power to undermine police
effectiveness.

Rather than assist them in carrying
out their duties, most citizens withdraw
into indifference and noninvolvement.
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The 1968 FBI figures illustrate the
danger law-enforcement personnel face
daily. Sixty-four officers were killed as a
result of criminal action; almost 16 of
every 100 police officers were assaulted
in the line of duty.

These men and women need and de-
serve our constant support and assist-
ance. This Nation must have more ca-
pable and dedicated citizens willing to
enter the law-enforcement professions if
we are to turn back the tide of in-
creased lawlessness.

Current statistics indicate our need
for more law-enforcement personnel.
Only one out of five serious crimes was
solved in 1968, a decrease in solution
rate of 7 percent from the 1967 figures,
a 32-percent decrease from 1960.

With a 17-percent rise in serious crime,
there are only 2.1 police employees per
1,000 population in 1968 in the United
States. This was a slight increase from
the 1967 rate of 2 per 1,000 inhabitants.

We are not getting the manpower we
need. Present officers are leaving the law-
enforcement ranks for safer, better pay-
ing, more prestigious employment else-
where. Urban police officers are accept-
ing jobs in suburban and rural areas
where the risks are less and citizen sup-
port greater. Young people are begin-
ning careers in other professions because
of the unsatisfactory image law enforce-
ment currently enjoys in this Nation.

This frend must be stopped. Our
youth must be encouraged to respect both

the law and its enforcement officer. Our -

police must be given an honored place
in our society, complete with sufficient
moral and finaneial support and approval
from the communities they serve.

Toward this end I am sponsoring the
Distinguished Law Enforcement Serv-
ice Act and ask all my colleagues to join
in support of this awards system. Hope-
fully, when the Congress and the Presi-
dent join in praising and honoring out-
standing service in the law-enforcement
field, it will be a significant start down
the road toward restoring this profes-
sion to its rightfully respected place in
this country.

My bill would create the President's
Award for Distinguished Law Enforce-
ment Service which would be divided into
three categories: First, for extraordinary
valor in the line of law-enforcement
duty; second, for outstanding character
and service in the line of law-enforce-
ment duty; and third, for exceptional
contribution in the field of law enforce-
ment or correctional research or admin-
istration. Four awards in each category
could be awarded annually.

The selection of recipients and the
administration of the awards would be
vested in the Department of Justice. The
Attorney General would review recom-
mendations from State, county, and lo-
cal government officials and assist the
President in the selection of persons to
receive the awards.

This award will, of course, be only a
tangible symbol of this new course I am
suggesting. It will be but a first step to-
ward altering this Nation's poor attitude
toward law enforcement—Ilack of re-
spect. But, hopefully, it will assist in
initiating a renewed respect and sup-
port for this vital profession. The law
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must be respected if we are not to be
inundated by a crime wave beyond con-
trol. Mr. Hoover calls our crime situa-
tion “a disgrace to our way of life.” The
President’'s Award for Distinguished
Law Enforcement may be a small but
important way we can begin to erase this
disgrace and revive law, order, and jus-
tice as the talisman of this decade.
I urge enactment of this bill.

SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
REFORM

(Mr. RIVERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RIVERS, Mr. Speaker, on May 13
of this year, the President of the United
States sent a message to the Congress
relative to his proposals concerning re-
form of the Selective Service System.

President Nixon's message reflected his
conviction that—

The disruptive impact of the military draft
on individual lives should be minimized as

much as possible, consistent with the na-
tional security.

The President went on to say:

For this reason I am today asking the Con-
gress for authority to implement important
draft reforms.

The President then outlined in some
detail the six major changes he wished
to make in the Selective Service System
“if Congress grants this authority.”

Shortly after the Congress had re-
ceived President Nixon's message, the

Director of the Selective Service System
submitted a draft legislative proposal
which “would carry out the President’s
recommendations.”

In accordance with the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the President’s
legislative recommendations on the draft
have been forwarded to the Committee
on Armed Services for such action as it
may recommend to the House,

Although I have publicly stated that I
would conduct committee hearings on
the President’s recommendations as soon
as committee business would permit, I
and other members of the Committee on
Armed Services have been the subject of
some criticism for our alleged failure to
permit the President to initiate his pro-
posed changes in the draft policy,

In view of these circumstances, I be-
lieve it is incumbent upon me to place
this entire matter in proper perspective
so that the Members of this body and the
public in general will know the facts.

At the outset, let me say that I was
favorably impressed by the President’s
message to the Congress on this subject,
and at that time I stated:

The Congress in the 1967 changes to the
Draft Act either endorsed the changes pro-
posed by President Nixon or provided au-
thority in the law for him to take such
action. The only exception is in the case of
the so-called “lottery” proposal, The lottery
proposal was specifically prohibited by the
Congress in the 1967 Draft Act.

In short, I had stated that existing law
now permitted the President to initiate
all of his so-called draft reforms with
the exception of the so-called lottery.

Let me elaborate on my statement by
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reviewing each of the six changes recom-
mended by President Nixon, and identi-
fying the authority in the law which now
applies.

The first change recommended by
President Nizon reads as follows:

1. Change from an oldest-first to a young-
est-first order of call, so that a young man
would become less vulnerable rather than
more vulnerable to the draft as he grows
older.

This change now recommended by the
President is one which had been recom-
mended by the House of Representatives
in the 1967 changes to the Draft Act.
House Report No. 267 of the 90th Con-
gress accompanying S. 1432 contains a
comprehensive discussion of the desira-
bility of going to a younger age group of
registrants to satisfy future draft calls.
The report stated: .

The Committee therefore subscribes to the
concept of the "modified young age class
system” and instead of selecting the oldest
men for induction, the induction of men
from the class I-A available pl}OI in any year
would be made from a priority category con-
sisting of—

(a) Men whose student or temporary de-
ferments have been expired and who are
therefore available for induction; and

(b) The current 19 to 20 year old young
men classified I-A and eligible for induction.

The committee report went on to say:

Implementation of this . . . recommenda-
tion will not require legislation since it is
within the discretionary authority of the
President who may, If he deems it in the
national interest, order the selection of in-
ductees from specific age groups.” (Sec. 5(a)
of the Universal Military Training and Serv-
ice Act).

It is important to note that the 1967
Draft Act as enacted into law did not
withdraw this discretionary authority in
the President.

To illustrate this point, let me quote
from the conference report on S. 1432,
House Report No. 346, in which it was
stated:

It should be emphasized that the language
adopted by the conferees will in no way pro-
scribe or inhibit the President in changing
the priorities of varlous age groups for in-
duction, nor will it preclude him from adopt-
ing the so-called “modified young age sys-
tem" which would involve identifying the
19 to 20 year age group as the “prime age
group” for induction.

The second recommendation of the
President reads as follows:

2. Reduce the period of prime draft vul-
nerability—and the uncertainty that accom-
panies it—from seven years to one year,
s0 that a young man would normally enter
that status during the time he was nineteen
years old and leave it during the time he
was twenty.

This second change recommended by
the President is simply an elaboration
of the first recommendation, that is, a
decision to concentrate future draft calls
on a smaller and young group of draft
registrants, thereby decreasing their
period of actual vulnerability to the
draft. This authority is provided the
President in section 5(a) of the 1967
Draft Act which, among other things,
states:

Nothing herein shall be construed to pro-
hibit the President, under such rules and
regulations as he may prescribe, from provid-
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ing for the selection or induction of persons
by age group or groups. (Emphasis added.)

I think it is clearly evident that the
first two recommendations of the Presi-
dent are squarely within the authority
provided him by the Congress in the
Draft Act and require no further legis-
lative action by the Congress.

The third recommendation of the
President reads as follows:

3. Belect those who are actually drafted
through a random system. A procedure of
this sort would distribute the risk of call
equally—by lot—among all who are vulner-
able during a given year, rather than arbi-
trarily selecting those whose birthdays hap-
pen to fall at certain times of the year or
the month,

This third recommendation of the
President involves the establishment of
a so-called lottery in the selection
process.

The Drait Act now specifically pro-
hibits this action by the President unless
approved by the Congress in the form
of a legislative change in the Draft Act.

I have no strong feelings either for or
against the lottery concept. Therefore, I
have publicly stated:

If the Administration can show the Com-
mititee on Armed Services how such a change
will provide more “equity"” in the selection
process without offsetting disabilities, I cer-
tainly would have no objection to this pro-
posed legislative change in the draft law.

However, on the basis of preliminary
information provided the committee,
it is evident that the “lottery” proposed
by the administration is nothing more
than a scrambling of the dates of birth
of the various registrants available for
induction. Thus, the lottery concept of
the administration is in the last analysis
not essentially different than the “birth
dates” provided registrants by divine
providence. I am sure you will agree that
both situations involve the element of
chance.

The fourth recommendation of the
President reads as follows:

4. Continue the undergraduate student de-
ferment, with the understanding that the
year of maximum vulnerability would come
whenever the deferment expired.

This fourth recommendation of the
President is already covered in existing
law. Section 6(h) of the existing Draft
Act which provides for the granting of
college student deferments includes the
following language:

Any person who is in a deferred status un-
der the provisions of subsection (i) of this
section after attaining the nineteenth anni-
versary of his birth, or who requests and is
granted a student deferment under this
paragraph, shall, upon the termination of
such deferred status or deferment, and if
qualified, be liable for incuction as a regis-
trant within the prime age group irrespective
of his actual age. . . . As used in this sub-
section, the term “prime age group” means
the age group which has been designated by
the President as the age group from which
selections for induction Into the Armed
Forces are first to be made after delinquents
and volunteers, (Emphasis added.)

The fifth recommendation of the
President reads as follows:

5. Allow graduate students to complete, not
Jjust one term, but the full academic year
during which they are first ordered for in-

_ duction.
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Existing law provides the President
with broad discretionary authority in es-
tablishing graduate student deferment
policy. Section 6(¢h)(2) authorizes the
President—

Under such rules and regulations as he may
prescribe, to provide for the deferment from
training and service in the Armed Forces of
any or all categories of persons whose em-
ployment in industry, agriculture, or other
occupations or employment, or whose activity
in graduate study, research, or medical, den-
tal, veterinary, optometric, osteopathic, scien-
tific, pharmaceutieal, chiropractie, chiro-
podial, or other endeavors is found to be nec-
essary to the maintenance of the national
health, safety, or interest. {Emphasis added.)

Again, in respect to this fifth recom-
mendation of the President, he can ac-
complish his desires by issuing the ap-
propriate regulations and directives to
the Director of Selective Service.

Finally, the President’s sixth recom-
mendation reads as follows:

6. In addition, as a step toward a more
conslistent policy of deferments and exemp-
tlons, I will ask the National Security
Council and the Director of Selective Service
to review all guidelines, standards and pro-
cedures in this area and to report to me
their findings and recommendations.

This last and final recommendation of
the President is obviously simply an ad-
ministrative action which involves no
further requirement for legislative sanc-
tion.

I should also point out that section
6(h) of the 1967 Draft Act addresses the
desirability of developing greater uni-
formity in the guidelines and proced-
ures observed by local boards through-
out the nation. Therefore, there is in-
corporated in the law this specific pro-
vision:

The President may, in carrying out the
provislons of this title, recommend criteria
for the classification of persons subject to
induction under this title, and to the ex-
tent that such action is determined by the
President to be consistent with the national
interest, recommend that such criteria be
administered uniformly through the United
States whenever practicable. (Emphasis sup-
plied.)

I think you will agree with me that
this proposed sixth recommendation of
the President already has the blessing
of the Congress.

Now, I am under no illusion that the
observations which I have made today
will receive any significant consideration
in the news media. However, I hope that
this discussion of the facts of the draft
law and the changes proposed by the
executive branch will enable you, my col-
leagues, to understand more clearly the
situation that actually exists.

Let me assure you that the Committee
on Armed Services has not, nor will it,
shirk its jurisdictional responsibilities in
regard to our national security generally,
and the draft law specifically.

AIR PIRACY AND THE UNITED
NATIONS

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House the gentleman from New
York (Mr. FAResTEIN) is recognized for
20 minutes.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr, Speaker, I am
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pleased to learn that the President today
urged the United Nations to take steps
to deal with the problem of air piracy.
I congratulate him for this effort. This is
an important first step.

Mr, Speaker, on September 4, 1969, as
a result of the illegal seizure of a TWA
aircraft on August 29, and the illegal de-
tention of two Israel passengers by the
Government of Syria, I introduced a res-
olution, House Resolution 529, which if
passed would call upon the President to
take whatever action may be necessary,
including economic sanctions, to pre-
clude future seizures of eivil aireraft of
U.S. registry. My resolution would also
ask the President to instruet the perma-
nent U.S. representative to the United
Nations to request a special session of
the Security Council fo seek ways of
bringing air piracy to an early end. These
efforts would include but would not be
limited to, seeking broad international
adherence fo the provisions of the Tokyo
Convention on Offenses and Certain
Other Acts Committed Aboard Aircraft,
and the adoption of measures providing
for the prompt and legal punishment of
those guilty of illegal seizure of aircraft.

Because the problem of air piracy is so
dangerous and fraught with peril for the
passengers and crew of the aircraft and
recognizing that immediate action must
be taken before a serious international
crisis develops because a hijacked air-
craft has crashed Kkilling scores of inno-
cent people I wrote to the President on
September 10, asking that he take ac-
tion on my resolution even before that
resolution is acted upon by the House of
Representatives. In that letter I pointed
out that the United States should pro-
pose a new convention, or protoeol to the
Tokyo Convention providing for the ap-
prehension, extradition where applicable,
and punishment of air pirates as a vital
step toward solution of the problem of
air piracy.

Mr. Speaker, now is the time for the
President to instruct the permanent U.S.
representative to the United Nations to
take this matter up in the Security Coun-
cil, as I have urged in my resolution and
in my letter to the President.

PHYSICIAN MANPOWER—TELLING
IT LIKE IT IS

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. Staccers) is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
cently read an article entitled “Physician
Manpower—Telling It Like It Is,” writ-
ten by Dr. Kenneth E. Penrod, former
provost, Indiana TUniversity Medical
Center, which in my opinion presents an
excellent summary of the problems in-
volving the shortage of physicians in the
United States today and the steps that
have been taken and that still need to be
taken to help meet this shortage.

I commend Dr. Penrod’'s thoughtful
article to the attention of all my col-
leagues:

PHYSICIAN MANPOWEE—TELLING IT Lixe It Is
(By Eenneth E. Penrod)
This is an age of increasing awareness of

health services. Public concern about avail- |
ability of care, and personnel to provide it,
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has mnever been greater. It matters little
whether there 1s a real or imagined shortage
of physicians—the average man on the street
ls convinced there is. Furthermore, he is
often just as convinced that this shortage
has been planned—a sort of “managed econ-
omy."

Facts and figures pertaining to the supply
and utilization of physiclan manpower are
available in abundance. Medicine has done a
remarkably good job in keeping records. Yet,
much of the Information is scattered, pro-
vided from many sources, and all too fre-
quently dull and statistical. Following is an
attempt to present a broad picture with in-
terpretation of the current status in the
country as a whole.

THE NUMBERS GAME

Burprisingly enough, prior to 1863 there
were several different “officlal” counts of the
number of physiclans in the United States.
This confusion stemmed from a lack of agree-
ment on who should, and who should not,
be counted. Should interns and residents,
retired doctors, military personnel, foreign
physicians in the country for further train-
ing, and those In occupations other than
delivery of health care be included? Obvious-
1y, to include or exclude all or some of these
groups can make a considerable difference.

In 1963 the disparate forces were brought
together and agreement was reached on
methods of count. Since that time reports
of various groups have tended to agree. This
has resulted in marked correction in the
tables published by some groups.

Still another factor contributing to the
greater reliability of today’s data has been
the use of the computer. At the headquarters
of the American Medical Association in Chi-
cago, extensive data concerning each recipient
of the M.D. degree are recorded on computer
tape. These data may then be readily re-
trieved in a varlety of forms and may be
frequently updated.

Figures relating the total number of phy-
slelans in an area to the population are of
little value and may be quite misleading. This
is especlally so In areas where there are un-
usually high numbers of milltary, industrial,
or retired physicians, or those making up the
staffs of medical schools.

On 1 January 1968 there were 258,279 non-
federal, active physiclans providing care to
the U.8. civillan population according to the
Publie Health Service.! This figure includes
11,023 who hold the Doctor of Osteopathy de-
gree in accordance with the PHS practice of
not distinguishing between the D, O. and the
M. D. degree for most purposes. This total
figure breaks down to 132 physicians per
100,000 civilians. The five states with the
largest supply of practicing physicians per
civillan population were, In order: New York
(199), Massachusetts (181), Colorado (168),
Connecticut (164), and California (161). In
this ranking of the states, Indiana stood 3Tth
(94).

It is a well-known fact that the problem of
distribution of physicians ranks right along-
side that of the total number. The USPHS
has defined county population groups into
five categories as follows:

(1) Greater Metropolitan—Counties In
standard metropolitan statistical areas
(SMSA) with a population of 1,000,000 or
more.

(2) [Lesser Metropolitan—Counties in
gol\gsa's with populations of 50,000 to 1,000,-
(3) Adjacent—Counties contiguous to one
of the SMSA's above,

(4) Isolated Semirural—Counties neither in
nor contiguous to a metropolitan area, but
which have at least one incorporated com-
munity of at least 2500 pecple.

(5) Isolated Rural—Countles which do not
fall into any of the above classifications.

Footnotes at end of article.
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As might be expected, the ratio of physi-
cians to consumers is nearly four times
greater in the Greater Metropolitan areas
than in the Isolated Rural areas, with the
three Intermediate groups falling between.
In Indiana, the population is distributed
largely among the three intermediate classi-
fications. If the number of practicing physi-
cians in Indiana is compared with similar
population districts of other states, a remark-
able similarity can be seen.

The dwindling number of general practi-
tioners among the physician population is a
source of concern to many people. The ac-
tual number who are providing this kind of
medical service is obscure due to many
factors.

Some begin specialty training after several
years of practicing general medicine while
others who hold, or are eligible for, specialty
rating do in fact practice as generalists. In
any event, the Willard Committee reported
in “Meeting the Challenge of Family Prac-
tice” ? those who begin, and stay, in general
practice has for some years been leveled off
at 15 to 25 per cent of the new entrants to
the profession.

Both the report, “Meeting the Challenge of
Family Practice,” and another, “The Gradu~
ate Education of Physicians,”?® were pub-
lished by the AMA in September 1966. Both
stressed the need for preparation of more
general (or “primary,” “family,” “front-line,”
etc.) physicians. A significant outgrowth of
these efforts has been the formation of the
American Board of Family Practice, formally
approved on 8 February 1960, as the 20th
specialty board in medicine. It is to be hoped
that this move will contribute to an Increase
in the attractiveness of this form of practice
to future graduates.

PHYSICIAN PRODUCTION

There were 7,973 M. D. degrees awarded by
85 medical schools in the U.S. (including
Puerto Rico) during the academic year 1967-
68.* The University of New Mexico became the
85th degree-granting medical school that
year with the graduation of its first class of
19 students.

The number of M.D. degrees granted has
increased by 16 per cent over the past dec-
ade during which time the nation’s total
population has increased by 12 per cent.
Figures for number of degrees are as fol-
lows:

A measure of the current expansion in
medical education in this country can be
gotten by looking at the first-year enroll-
ment figures. As recently as five years ago,
87 medical schools (including three offering
basic sclencles only) admitted 8,642 stu-
dents. Last year 94 schools admitted 9479
students, Four of these were new schools
admitting students for the first time.

In the near future the Increase is ex-
pected to accelerate both as a consequence
of expansion of existing schools and the
opening of additional new ones. Current pre-
dictions call for the enrollment to reach at
least 11,000 beginning students by 1972-73.4

In 1959 the Public Health Service Sur-
geon General's Report, “Physiclans for a
Growing America,”*® triggered nationwide
interest in expansion of medical education
opportunities. At the time, 1957-568 academic
year, there were 81 four-year schools and
four schools of the basic sclences. Develop-
ment of new medical schools had lagged for
20 years. Two new schools were created in
the decade of the 1930's, three in the 1940's,
and six In the 1950's. Newly developed, and
developing schools in the 1960’s, with the
year of enrollment of the first-year class,
are as follows:
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Eentucky

Rutgers-New Jersey__.__.___ Ly
Michigan State
Arizona .
Hawail
Penn State-Hershey.
Brown
University of California:
Davis
San Diego 1968
Connecticut 1968
Mount Sinai-New York_____________.. 1968
Texas-San Antonio

In addition to these 13 new schools with
students now enrclled, other schools which
are well along in planning and/or construc-
tion, but without as yet firm dates for ad-
mission of their first classes, are:

Louisiana State—Shreveport.

Massachusetts,

Medical College of Ohio—Toledo.

State TUnilversity of New York—Stony
Brook.

South Florida.

STUDENT ATTRITION

For a variety of reasons, about one student
in nine who begins medical school does not
complete the requirements for his degree in
the usual four years. Academic failure ac-
counts for only about one-half of this loss.
By no means all of those who drop behind
are to be consldered lost to medicine, or to
health science careers., Some do ultimately
finish in medicine and others in some fleld
closely allied to medicine.

The simplest method of measuring the
dropout rate is to record the total number
of entering first-year students and subtract
the total number receiving the M.D, degree
four years later. This method has its short-
comings, however, as it cannot compensate
for “drop-ins,” either from academic gradu-
ate programs (those accepted for advanced
standing), or transferees from foreign medi-
cal schools. However, such additions are few
in number so the method does provide at
least an Index of loss. The only really ac-
curate tabulation of dropout rate is by care-
fully following the progress of each indi-
vidual through medical school, an expensive
and time-consuming process. This has been
carried out experimentally by the Association
of American Medical Colleges and resulted in
an interesting and worthwhile recent publi-
cation on the subject titled, “Doctor or
Drop-Out?”®

There is evidence that after nearly a decade
of increasing attrition among medical stu-
dents, the loss has taken a downward turn in
those classes graduated since 19656 and this
trend shows evidence of continuing. Medical
school faculties, aware of the enormous cost
to society, are devoting much time and effort
to careful selection and guldance of medical
students in the interest of the production
of more physicians.

The opportunity to attend a medical school
Is of paramount importance to those with
proven ability and the desire. A look at how
our citizens fared last year in this regard is
of interest. Indiana ranks 12th in population
among the states. The 251 students who en~-
tered medical school last year placed our
state 0th in this respect, surpassing the larger
states of Florida, Massachusetts, and North
Carolina, Of these 251 students, by far the
largest group, 206, began at Indiana Univer-
sity. The other 46 entered 20 school, 14 pri-
vately supported and 6 tax supported.

For obscure reasons, not all students who
are accepted for medical school actually ma-
triculate. Last year, for instance, 385 more
students were accepted than enrolled, and
10 of these were from Indiana. In all, 443
Hooslers filed applications to enter medical
schools in 1967-68, 261 were accepted, 251
began, and 182 were rejected. The 59 per cent

1967
1967
1967
1967

1968
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acceptance rate is better than that of the
total U.S., where 9,702 of 18,724 total appli-
cants were accepted, or 51.8 per cent.” While
it would not be correct to presume that all
of those denied admission were fully qualified
and should have been admitted, nevertheless
there is ample evidence to support the con-
cept that the nationwide pool of talent is
sufficient to fill many more places than are
currently available in U.S. medical schools.

Related to this winnowing, a sizable num-
ber of U.S. citizens annually seek a medical
education abroad. According to the Institute
of International Education, there were 2,325
U.S. citizens working toward degrees in med-
ical sciences in foreign countries in 1966-67,
excluding Canada. A few of these later return
and receive advanced standing appointments
in U.S. schools. A large number return for
internship and/or residency and, upon suc-
cessful passage of the examination conducted
by the Educational Council for Foreign Med-
ical Graduates, become eligible for licensure
by some state. Last year among the 9,328
total initial licenses issued in the 50 states,
187 were to U.S. citizens who were graduates
of foreign medical schools.®

MINORITIES IN MEDICINE

Medicine, along with other professions, ls
now being called upon to explain the unegual
representation within its ranks of the various
minority groups of the country. The answer
usually given is straightforward enough and
it is related to the high degree of selectivity
afforded by two applicants for each avallable
place in medical school. So long as admission
continues to be based primarily upon the
quality of the undergraduate academlic rec-
ord, little change can be expected.

While this system was acceptable in the
past, it no longer suffices in today's society.
Widespread concern now dictates that medi-
cal school admissions committees must weigh
factors other than academic achievement
in filling their classes. The problem takes on
different forms in various parts of the coun-
try but in general involves Negroes, Spanish-
Americans, and American Indians,

While a very small percentage of black
students have been graduated from the pre-
dominantly white medical schools in the
past, by far the majority of M.D. degrees for
Negroes have been earned at Howard and
Meharry Colleges of Medicine. Both of these
schools have long faced grave financial prob-
lems which have placed limits on their
ability to attract and hold topflight faculty
in the face of competition from other
schools. This factor has likewise served to
ourtail expansion of {facilities at those
schools.

In an about-face, there is now fierce com-
petition among U.S. medical schools for the
well-qualified Negro student. All schools are
seeking to improve their public Ilmage
through enrollment of a greater proportion
of Negroes, Generous scholarship support is
available for the best of these and indeed
bidding often runs high. This new pattern,
is, meanwhile, placing a heavy and awkward
burden on Howard and Meharry. Not only
are these schools now vulnerable for the bet-
ter students but likewise for faculty. Are
these two schools to be expected to assume
responsibility only for those who cannot
be accepted elsewhere? By what means can
a larger pool of well-prepared Negro appli-
cants be produced now? These, and other
substantive issues concerning the Black
medical student, have been explored in depth
in a recent book, “Negroes for Medicine.” *

The imbalance between Negro population
and Negro physicians is fairly ubiquitous
throughout the U.S. The problem assoclated
with the Spanish-American and the Indian
populations varies greatly with reglons of
the country. The problems of attracting more
of these students into medicine are similar,

Footnote at end of article.
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however, and in some areas of the country
efforts are now being marshaled that are
fully equaled to those on behalf of the Negro
student,

While women cannot be classified as a
minority group in the general population, in
this country medicine has always been over-
whelmingly a male profession. This is not so
in a great many other countrles, and the
number of women medical students and
physicians In the U.S. has been on the up-
swing in recent years. While as individuals
those women who in the past have entered
the male-dominated profession of medicine
have demonstrated a full capacity to perform
well, their record as a group has been ques-
tioned. Their dropout rate from medical
school has been higher than that for men
and evidence shows that as a group the total
service contribution of the female M.D, is
only about one-half that of her male coun-
terpart. The question then faced by admis-
sions committees 1s: “Shall we take a woman
when the chances that she will work full
time in medicine are only 50-50, while with a
man the chances are greater than 90 per
cent?"' However, an overwhelming majority
of women graduates report that they are
contributing to medical care in part-time or
full-time positions.

The number of women in medicine is
clearly on the increase: A comparison of five
years ago with last year, both for the U.S.
and for Indiana, shows a marked increase in
both the number and percentage of medical
degrees granted to women.

TOTAL M.D. DEGREES

United States Indiana

Men

Women Men Women

6, 860
1967-68___.......... 1,332

S-year increase. 472
Percent increase....... 7 58 30

405 148 5
641 193 16

236 45 11
120

The past, present and predicted roles of
women in American medicine have been ex-
plored in some depth recently. An interest-
ing and informative new book has resulted:
“Women in Medicine,” by Carol Lopate.®
Both this book and “Negroes for Medicine,”
previously referred to, grew out of confer-
ences and studies initiated and sponsored by
the Josiah Macy, Jr. Foundation.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The state of residence can make an appre-
ciable difference in the cost of attending
medical school. In the 49 tax-supported
schools, including three schools of the basic
medical sciences only, and three of the de-
veloping schools, the average tuition charge
was $657 last year for residents of that state.
The range was from $206 (Hawail) to $975
(Alabama). For comparison, the cost to a
resident of Indiana at Indiana University
School of Medicine was $700.

The state-supported schools, with two ex-
ceptions, all charged nonresidents appre-
ciably more, the average fee being $1240, The
two exceptions were Hawaii and the Medical
College of Georgia. The latter does not admit
any nonresidents of the state so the ques-
tion is academic. The range of charges was
from $208 (Hawail) to $1900 (Michigan).
Again for comparison, the charge to non-
Indiana residents at I.U.M.S. was $1600 (in-
creased to $1800 in September 1968).

While all 49 state-supported medical
schools give preference to residents of the
state, and shift a higher proportion of the
cost of his education to the student from
elsewhere, only one completely closed its
doors to outsiders last year—the Medical Col-
lege of Georgia. Two others showed only a
single admission from outside the state. At
the other end of the scale, one state-sup=-
ported school accepted 55 from elsewhere
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(Tennessee), In all, 85 per cent of the 5,087
students accepted In 1967 by the 49 state-
supported schools were from the home
state.!

The privately owned medical schools are
of necessity more heavily dependent upon
student fee income for operating expenses
than are the tax-supported institutions. In
the 45 private schools accepting students
last year, the average tuition was $1876. With
the exception of four, these schools made no
distinction in the charge between residents
of the home state of the school and those
from other states. The four exceptions were
Louisville (81375 vs. $2000) , Temple ($490 vs.
£1540) , Pittsburgh ($450 vs. £1500), and Penn
Btate-Hershey (8300 vs. $1050). In each of
these schools some tax assist is provided by
the state of residence, resulting in the prefer-
ential treatment of its citizens.

To an increasing extent the privately
owned medical schools are seeking and re-
ceiving some tax assistance to help meet
their rising operational costs. To date, only
the four schools mentioned above have made
any concessions to residents of the state of
assistance, either in tultion differential or
in selection preference. As a consequence,
in the 45 private schools only 41 per cent of
the students admitted last year are from
the state of residence of the school.

Due to financial stringencies, the private
schools have been unable and/or unwilling
to expand their classes as much as the pub-
licly supported schools. This, together with
the fact that nearly all of the newly planned
schools will be tax supported, is upsetting
the traditional balance of nearly equal pub-
lic-private medical education. As recently
as five years ago there were three more pri-
vate schools than public. In 1967 that ratio
was reversed, the public schools outnumber-
ing private 49 to 45. The shift in numbers
of students is more dramatic. In 1962 the
tax-supported schools accepted only 174
more medical students than their private
counterparts but by 1967 this had increased
to 695.

It is significant that dropout from medical
school is now seldom for financial reasons.
Medical schools have for many years success-
fully raised considerable sums from alumni
and friends to use in helping needy students.
A few years ago a major effort to solicit funds
from industry for this purpose on a nation-
wide basis resulted in the formation of the
National Fund for Medical Education. An-
nual distribution of funds is made to each
of the existing medical schools on a formula
basis. Later, the American Medical Associa-
tion formed the AMA Education and Re-
search Foundation, which likewise undertook
a nationwide solicitation of funds. The AMA
has also instituted a most helpful program
of guaranteeing private loans in order to fa-
cilitate ease of borrowing by medical stu-
dents. Finally, and more recently, federal
legislation has resulted in subsidy for medical
education, both in the form of loans and
grants.

As a result of these various financial aid
programs, last year of the 34,628 students in
all of the nation’s medieal schools, 18,960,
i.e., 54.3 per cent, borrowed money. The aver-
age loan was $925. Ten thousand one hundred
forty-elght students—29.4 per cent—received
scholarship ald which averaged $819. In-
creasingly, financial means is not a deter-
mining factor in the selection of those who
may, and those who may not, obtain a medi-
cal education.

INTERNSHIPS

Of the 853 hospitals offering internships in
the U.S. in 1967-68, 419 were affiliated with
a medical school, 434 were not. For several
years there has been a gravitation toward
the affiliated hospital internship program by
the graduates of U.S. schools. The slack in the
non-affiliated hospitals has been taken up
by graduates of foreign schools. The latest
year was no exception to this trend.
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NUMBER OF INTERNS ON DUTY SEPT. 1, 1967

United States
and

Canadian
graduates

Foreign
graduates

938
1,975

2,913

5, 557

Affiliated hos%itnls
1,949

Nonaffiliated hos pllals

The number of forelgn graduates filling
internships in this country has not changed
markedly in the last few years. Forty-six
per cent of the 2,913 foreign graduates on
duty on 1 September 1967 were to be found
in three Eastern states: New York, New Jer-
sey, and Pennsylvania. Another 40 per cent
were located in the five states making up
the East North Central region of which In-
diana is a part. Yet, Indiana recorded only
one forelgn graduate intern among its total
of 108 interns as of the above date. This has
been a consistent pattern in Indiana with
one foreign-educated intern in 1963, 1964,
1966, and 1967. There was none in 1965.

The salaries of interns have been tradi-
tionally low. A new trend has been apparent
for the past few years, and shows signs of
becoming permanent. This trend is shown
in the following table:

ANNUAL INTERN SALARIES

Nonaffiliated
hospitals

Affiliated
hospitals

3,053
s3 578

MEDICAL LICENSURE

In 1967 a total of 20,074 licenses to prac-
tice medicine and surgery were lssued by 54
legally constituted medical examining
boards—50 states, District of Columbia,
Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.
The majority of these 20,074 licenses were
issued by reciprocity or endorsement to in-
dividuals already holding license in another
state but 9,326 of the recipients represent
new additions to the profession licensed for
the first time. This represents an increase
of 584 first-time licensees over the previous
year. Among the 9,326 newly licensed physi-
cians, 7,245 were graduates of U.S. and
Canadian medical schools while 2,081 (22
per cent of the total) were graduates of
foreign medical schools (about 1 in 5 from
the Philippines).

Insofar as a second license may be inter-
preted as a contemplation of relocation of
practice, Indiana did not do well in 1967.
In all, 232 licenses were issued by 34 other
states to those previously holding Indiana
license, while the Indiana license was lssued
by reciprocity to 126 licentiates of 31 other
states. The states Issuing the most licenses
to Indiana license holders were: Ohio—56,
California—438, New York—28, Illinois—186,
and Wisconsin—10. (Florida does not license
by reciprocity.)

Among the 291 first-time licenses issued
by the State of Indiana in 1967 were 181
to graduates of U.S, schools (177 from 1.U.)
and 110 to graduates of non-U.S. schools.
It is significant to note that no graduate of
the IU. School of Medicine falled in his
licensure examination.

CONCLUSIONS

It is apparent from the foregoing that,
while some progress has been resalized in the
past decade In meeting the nation's need for
physician manpower, the effort must be
greatly accelerated. Prospects now are that
considerably more progress will be realized
in the next decade. Evidence for a less spec-
tacular growth in population now seems
firm, but both expectation and complexity
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of health care can only increase. Can medi-

cine and its foundation, medical education,

meet the challenge and earn the right to

continue to control their own destinies?

There is much evidence for the afirmative,
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RETIREMENT OF ADM. JOHN
HARLLEE

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. RIvErs) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, Govern-
ment service is a little poorer today with
the loss of one of our outstanding public
servants, a man who has served this
country with great distinetion in both a
military and a civilian capacity. That
man is Rear Adm. John Harllee, who
completed more than 37 years of Govern-
ment service when he announced his re-
tirement as Chairman of the Federal
Maritime Commission.

Admiral Harllee has served as a mem-
ber of the Federal Maritime Commission
since his appointment by President Ken-
nedy in August 1961, and he has been
Chairman of the Commission since Au-
gust 1963. In those years he has given
his heart to the effort to try to make
our mercantile seapower strong and to
bring America back to the position it
once held as a producer and user of its
own maritime fleet. Admiral Harllee
came to this demanding job after a sin-
gular career in the U.S. Navy. The son of
a Marine Corps brigadier general, the
late Gen. William C. Harllee, John Harl-
lee graduated from the Naval Academy
in the class of 1934 and for the next 25
years always seemed, as the youthful ex-
pression goes, to be “where the action is.”
He was at Pearl Harbor at the time of
the treacherous attack on December 7,
1941. During World War II he com-
manded Motor Torpedo Boat Squadron
12 and served as chief staff officer of the
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PT organization in the Southwest Pa-
cific. Squadron 12 received the Presi-
dential Unit Citation for a 6-month
period of action under his command, and
he personally received the Silver Star
and the Legion of Merit with Combat V.

He served with the Navy congressional
liaison office after the war and went on to
command the destroyer Dyess. From
there he attended the senior course at
the Naval War College, where he grad-
uated with a grade of excellent.

During the Kcrean war he was execu-
tive officer of the cruiser Manchester and
was awarded the Commendation Medal
for combat in action. His other assign-
ments that followed included command
of Destroyer Division 152, chief of staff
of Destroyer Flotilla 3, and command of
the attack cargo ship Rankin. While he
was in command, the Rankin won more
awards than any other naval ship during
the period 1957 to 1958.

Admiral Harllee retired in 1959 and
spent a year in private industry with the
Ampex Corp. in Redwood City, Calif, In
1960 he became chairman of Citizens for
Kennedy and Johnson of Northern Cali-
fornia and devoted full time to the presi-
dential campaign. After the election he
became vice president of E, I. Farley &
Co. of New York City, but he resigned
that position in 1961 to accept the Presi-
dent’s call to serve on the Federal Mari-
time Commission.

The awards that Admiral Harllee has
received over his years of distinguished
service are too numerocus to mention, but
I do believe he should be especially proud
of the fact that he was cited by the Fed-
eral Bar Association for his work in mari-
time law.

Enowing the man as I do, I am not sure
he can be persuaded to slow down his
activities. But if he does truly retire, it
would be to a rest that is truly deserved,
and I think his many, many friends on
Capitol Hi.l will join me in saying at the
close of this great career, “Well done,
thou good and faithful servant.”

MAJOR MARITIME RESEARCH
ASKED

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, for several
years, I have been concerned about the
dwindling American merchant fleet and
about the collateral impact this has had
on the American economy. I have spoken
out on this subject on innumerable oc-
casions, both here in the House and
through newsletters, public speeches, and
news releases. For these reasons, I was
particularly pleased to read in the news-
paper the other day of a proposal by the
Maritime Administration to Ilaunch
major research and development efforts
aimed at returning the United States to
the pinnacle of maritime strength.

As long ago as 1966 I warned of the
dangerous downward trend our maritime
shipping was in, both in terms of ships
and in terms of tonnage. I warned of the
dangers of runaway ships, sailing under
both neutral and friendly flags, which
could and in some instances did thwart
established American foreign policy.
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Mr. Speaker, although I am not a mem-
ber of the distinguished Merchant Marine
Committee of the House of Representa-
tives, I am a concerned and interested
Member of Congress who well recognizes
the value of a strong merchant fleet, and
who can at least speak out on the situa-
tion and urge my colleagues to concern
themselves as well.

I commend the Maritime Administra-
tion for taking this initiative and urge my
colleagues to read the attached article
from the Washington Post:

CoNFERENCE SEEKs To ResTORE U.S. FLEET!:
MAJOR MARITIME RESEARCH ASKED

(By William H. Jones)

A major new research and development
effort to restore the United States to “its
proper position of leadership” among mari-
time powers was proposed yesterday.

Outlining recommendations of the first
national conference on maritime research
and development, sponsored this summer at
Woods Hole, Mass., by the Maritime Admin-
istration, Nixon Administration leaders said
they were “extremely optimistic” about new
techniques that could rebuild the U.S. fleet.

The conference—attended by shipbuilders,
labor leaders, steamship companies, research
firms, universities and government agencies—
recommended both nuclear and non-nu-
clear projects. If fully funded, the non-nu-
clear program would cost about $32 million
& year beginning with the next fiscal year.
The recommended nuclear program would
require $344 million over a period of eight
years.

Maritime Administrator A. E. Gibson,
speaking to a meeting held at the Commerce
Department to explain recommendations of
the conference, noted that the U.S. merchant
marine has not been expanding in recent
years “because of its high cost compared to
that of its foreign competition and because
there seemed to be no way to overcome this
disadvantage except through government
subsidies.”

With increased productivity and moderni-
zation, the Commerce Department official
sald, subsidies could eventually be elminated
on the major North Atlantic and Pacific
trade routes where developed countries will
have the facilities to handle the results of
the so-called container revolution—the ship-
ment of goods in containers which can be
easily transferred from one type of transport
to another.

The technological revolution, Gibson con-
tlnued, will not only restore U.S. maritime
leadership, but create more cargoes, more
jobs and more profits. “We belleve we are
witnessing the beginning of an era of de-
creasing reliance on government aid for
profitable operations,” Gibson stated.

Commerce Secretary Maurice H. Stans, who
was also present, said the administration was
“yitally concerned” with increasing two-way
international trade to help sustain economic
growth., He sald a strong maritime industry
was necessary to maintain trade and for na-
tional security. In addltion, he noted that
President Nixon will soon propose an entirely
new maritime policy and program that “will
recognize the national need for rebuilding
our merchant marine and will furnish the
means to achieve it.”

The Woods Hole conference recommended
research projects that range from improve-
ments in the 20-knot ships in operation now,
to the high-speed (30-40 knot) utilized
cargo ships in the 1970’s, and to even higher
speed (50-100 knot) surface fleet ships by the
1980's.

Better use of speed and increased revenue
capability from faster turnarounds at ports
will increase the earning power of U.S. flag
ships, the conference concluded, thus pro-
viding incentives to bulld and operate
higher capital cost, higher speed ships.

In the nuclear field, the conference recom=
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mended a second-generation nuclear ship
program of three ships to bridge the gap be-
tween the technology of the present Savan-
nah, and third-generation nuclear ships of
the future. The conference said the second-
generation ships should go into operation in
1977.

Heavy emphasis was also put on improving
operations of the present fleet, including new
radar data computers and improved methods
of stowing containers on deck,

The conference report noted that the Man-
hattan project now underway holds the pros-
pect of opening not only a new sea bridge
for the transport of bulk petroleum from
the Alaskan North Slope, but also a new
East-West Polar passage for transportation
of other surface-borne cargoes.

Finally, a better understanding of the sea
itself was supported—projects to study dy-
namics of ship motion, mooring and mate-
rials.

OPERATION BEREAKTHROUGH

(Mr. BOW asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, Operation
Breakthrough, the HUD program for de-
veloping new techniques in housing, is
moving into high gear this week as
scores of applications and proposals pile
up on the desks of Assistant Secretary
Harold B. Finger and his associates.

I have great confidence that among
these proposals we will find solutions
to the problem of using modern tech-
nology to house millions of our citizens
in attractive, safe, and sanitary homes
at prices we can afford to pay.

The objective of Operation Break-
through is to develop and evaluate meth-
ods of volume production of housing
which should lead to reduction in costs
and elimination of current constraints
on volume production of quality housing,

Everyone who has studied the problem
must agree that we can never satisfy our
housing requirements in this country by
the conventional methods of piling brick
upon brick or mailing board to board.
Only new technology can do the job.

The keystone of Operation Break-
through, in my opinion, is the challenge
to the construction industry and all other
industry to develop new ideas, designs,
and methods. Requests for such pro-
posals were issued 8 weeks ago. Tomor-
row is the deadline for their submission.
Engineers and designers across the
country were quick to accept the chal-
lenge of the proposal. Secretary Finger
and his associates now have the exciting
task of evaluating their ideas.

From among the proposals, a dozen or
more will be selected for actual construc-
tion and testing on eight prototype sites
in various sections of the country. Pro-
posals for the sites have also been com-
ing in this week, one of the very first
being presented by the Honorable Stanley
A. Cmich, the mayor of Canton, Ohio,
my home town.

Within a year we will have eight
“housing fairs” scattered across the
Nation, where everyone interested in
housing can visit, study, test, and com-
pare the best ideas in housing that
American ingenuity can devise. From
this we hope will develop the ability to
meet the ambitious housing goals defined
in the Housing Act of 1968.
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SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

(Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, the announcement of President
Nixon that he will ceek a 10-percent in-
crease in social security benefits was an
important step in aiding many forgotten
Americans. These persons over the age of
65 and on fixed incomes are the ones
hardest hit by inflation.

Today the minimum payment of an in-
dividual at 65 is only $55 per month—
hardly enough to buy food. A couple re-
ceives a minimum payment of $82.50.
Even the average payment tells a sad
story: Benefits amount to $99 for the in-
dividual and $148.50 for the couple.

The 10-percent rise barely covers the
cost of inflation since the last increase
in benefits in February 1968. It will, how-
ever, serve to offset some of their in-
creased costs.

What is needed though is a continued
recognition that as costs of living rise,
the expenses for those on fixed incomes
rise. Prices usually rise fastest in the food
and services industries—areas where
most of the senior citizen's income is
spent. Therefore, some automatic in-
crease in benefits to counteract cost-of-
living increases merits consideration.

But, Mr. Speaker, the real and compel-
ling need in the country is to get control
of the inflation that is running rampant.
I count this as being right at the top of
the list in setting priorities in the Nixon
administration. We must act now to stop
the cruel tax of inflation which strikes at
the very heart of those on fixed incomes.

NIXON'S ATTACK ON DOMESTIC
PROBLEMS

(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the
Cedar Rapids Gazette recently carried
an editorial relative to President Nixon's
attack on domestic problems. The edi-
torial notes that the President does, con-
trary to his critics, have his finger on
the domestic pulse. I concur wholeheart-
edly in the editorial:

ArracIiNG DoMESTIC PROBLEMS

From his action this week one could con-
clude that President Nixon had anticipated
the comment of critics that he was running
away from pressing domestic problems while
on his world tour. His announcements of
programs for solving those problems as they
affect national health and safety standards,
and our worn-out transportation system
indicated he hasn't been ignoring the home
front.

But the nature of the programs un-
doubtedly wlill raise more criticism that
he isn't moving into these areas fast
enough. If we can go to the moon in less than
eight years from a standing start, why do we
need 12 years to modernize our transporta-
tion system? And three years to map and
start to enforce new health-safety standards?

In the case of transportation, the answer
probably is lack of funds. Mr. Nixon has
proposed a $12 billion program spread over
12 years to improve and expand local bus,
rall and subway transportation. In the face
of anticipated tax revenues and other de-
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mands for the funds, that may be as swiftly
as we can get the money to do the job.

But certainly lack of money isn't that
much of a drawback to implementing new
health-safety standards for financial require-
ments are small in comparison to funds
needed for modernizing the transportation
system,

Aside from moving too slowly into the en-
forcement area, we like the administration’s
approach to establishing federal modern
health-safety standards for business and
industry in order to cut down what the Pres-
ident called “needless illness, needless in-
jury and needless death” resulting from oc-
cupational accidents and disease, These
standards would not apply in states whose
own programs already are as tough or
tougher. Other states would have to comply,
much as is the case today with meat inspec-
tion. Yet the legislation being drafted would
not apply to federal, state and local govern-
ment workers, or to industries like coal min-
ing, which already have specific standards.
Why not? What's so special about the gov-
ernment? Don’t its workers often suffer
“needless illness, needless injury and need-
less death” from occupational accidents and
diseases? And are the standards of indus-
tries like coal mining as stiff as they really
should be? The Nixon program would be
stronger if these items were dealt with.

On transportation, the President has ac-
curately pointed up the need to keep public
transit systems alive if only because the day
is not far off when traffic jams will force
people to leave cars at home if they want to
do business in metropolitan areas.

His program is designed to make public
transit—in and between cities—so appeal-
ing, convenient and efficient that the indi-
vidual will prefer it to using his car between
home and work, or, on business trips where
it can compete timewise with the airlines.

The details of these programs must be
worked out, of course. The important thing
at this juncture is that President Nixon has
his finger on the domestic pulse, is getting
the message as to home front problems and
is moving in on them.

CORALVILLE DAM PROVES ITSELF

(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the REcorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, since
its construction, the Coralville Dam and
Reservoir have been the subject of some-
times heated debate between those pri-
marily interested in recreation, and
those primarily interested in the flood
control functions of the dam. I have long
supported those who feel the dam has a
primary function of flood control, and
that flood control considerations should
have priority over recreational aspects.

An editorial in the Iowa City Press-
Citizen recently confirmed the wisdom of
my position. Had the flood control func-
tions of the dam been subverted for rec-
reational purposes, the water level be-
hind the dam would have been so high
as to render the dam ineffective for flood
control purposes. Thankfully, the Corps
of Engineers insisted that flood control
receive priority, and thus a good deal of
very serious flooding was avertfed.

The editorial follows:

FLoop CoNTROL WORKS
The Coralville Dam and Reservoir today are

doing precisely what they were designed and
built to do.

They are preventing a major flood on the
Iowa River in Iowa City and downstream.
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All indications now point to the fact that
the flood control works will continue to do
so—barring, and this possibility must be
acknowledged, further downpours in the
upper valley of the Iowa River.

What the dam and reservoir are doing ob-
viously is to contain the massive quantities
of water that made Marshalltown’s flood the
worst in that city’s history, that inundated
much of Tama, that covered Chelsea with
water, that spread far out over the flood
plain all the way from above Marshalltown
to the Amanas. By holding the water in the
reservoir and releasing it over a longer period
of time, the dam and reservoir cut down
the great crest that would be in Iowa City
today otherwise. This extends the time over
which the water will move downstream. It
also is reducing crests all the way down-
stream, including that portion of the Iowa
below the confluence with the Cedar, al-
though admittedly the quantity of water
moving downstream even with the controlled
flows on the Iowa will cause severe flooding
as the combined river nears the Mississippi.

Containing the massive flooding does not
mean that there is no inundation below the
Coralville Dam. There plainly is, as anyone
who has seen the lower level of City Park or
the flood plain east of Hills, knows. This,
however, serious though it now appears, is
approximately what could be expected about
on the average of one year out of every two
before the dam was finished.

COMPARISONS WITH TODAY

The discharge rate from the reservoir is
now 12,000 cubic feet per second. This com-
pares with the flow into the reservoir of 27,-
000 cfs. Sunday and 22,000 cfs, Monday, Tues=-
day's was 16,000 cfs. and the drop indicates
that a balance is at band in which the
amount of water coming into the reservoir
is approximately equal to the outflow; then,
soon, discharge will surpass inflow, As this
happens, the reservoir level will drop and the
possibility that additional rain would flow
into a reservoir with no additional capacity
diminishes.

That 12,000 cfs. plus whatever 1s picked up
from Clear and Rapid Creek discharges is
minor compared with past record flows. In
fact, during the 50 years preceding the clos-
ing of the Coralville Dam in 1958, Iowa City
flows of more than 12,000 cfs. were recorded
on 28 occaslons. It's been exceeded only once
since, until the current period, and that was
a short-lived flood July 14, 1962, the day
after eight inches of rain in 24 hours all but
washed the immediate Iowa City area down-
stream.

Peak flows in those 50 years came in 1918
when the rate was 42,600 cfs. and in 1947 at
33,800 cfs., the latter being in the range of
what would be occurring now without the
dam. River levels in Iowa City in those
years were six to seven feet higher than they
are now.

DAM PASSING BIG TEST

What is happening now is that this area,
and the downstream valley, for the first time
in 15 years, are having their first flood of
the type which once occurred in more years
than it did not. We aren’t accustomed to
even minor controlled floods anymore but
we have become accustomed to having the
dam and reservoir prevent nearly all high
water. Consequently, substantial areas of
flood plain land, land that once was flooded
regularly, has been put to use. Now the river
has come back, in effect to use again its flood
plain that man has converted to his use. It
will happen again, occasionally. But the dis-
astrous floods of the kind that washed over
the valley above the Amanas last week and
from Iowa City downstream many times in
the past will not happen again, unless a
catastrophic set of natural coincidences
brings more water pouring down the Iowa
than at any time yet in this century.

The Coralville Dam and Reservoir are get-
ting their first great test since being com-
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pleted in 1958, They are passing. The knowl-
edge and understanding gained from this
flood unquestionably can help in further re-
ducing the effects of future floods of this
and greater magnitude so that even greater
control can be achieved.

TAX REFORM

(Mr, SCHWENGEL asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the REcorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I in-
sert in the Recorp a thought-provoking
editorial from the Iowa City Press-Citi-
zen which notes some shortcomings in
the tax reform bill:

Too MucH Too SooN

By its very definition, a tax bill—even a tax
reform bill—has got to be unpopular with
somebody. But by any objective evaluation
(if objectivity about taxes is ever possible),
the U.8. House of Representatives has done
a highly commendable job on the bill it sent
over to the Senate by a rousing vote of 394
to 30,

Riding a surge of idea-whose-time-has-
come popular support, the House Ways and
Means Committee, chairmanned by Arkansas
Democrat Wilbur D. Mills, labored and
brought forth not only the most comprehen-
sive tax reform bill in history but one of the
most equitable,

Among other things, a chunk was taken
out of the special tax privileges granted oil
producers, reducing the depletion allowance
from 2715 to 20 per cent; nicked a lot of fat
cats in the over-£100,000 bracket who have
been escaping taxes entirely, and eliminated
the 7 per cent business investment tax credit.

What began as a tax reform effort, how-
ever, gathered such momentum that it ended
up as a tax-slashing spree, with hefty cuts
not only for those in the lowest income
bracket but for the tens of millions of so-
called “forgotten Americans” in the $10,000-
and-up category.

The result is that while the loophole clos-
ings are expected to bring in an extra $5.2
billion by 1972, the wide-ranging tax-cut
bonanza totalling $9.3 billion would put the
Treasury in the hole some $4.1 billion.

That fact alone has caused the Senate
to greet the bill with tempered enthusiasm,
if not some alarm, Other aspects of the bill
are also meeting resistance, such as the de-
pletion allowance cut, which some senators
think is excessive and others think is not
enough. Another is a dublous 7.5 per cent
tax on private foundations. Nearly 200 tax
bills or amendments have been filed with the
Senate Finance Committee.

Welcomed as tax cuts would be by the
average citizen, what the House has done ap-
pears to be a case of too much too soon,

Lower taxes will be of little comfort if
a massive budget deficit adds another boost
to inflation, which is only a different kind
of taxation, More take-home pay in the
pocket won't mean much to consumers if
business has to turn around and post higher
prices to make up for the loss of its invest-
ment credit. Nor will the country's crying
social needs be met by giving everyone a little
extra cash to the detriment of federal pro-
grams in education, health, mass transit,
urban renewal and all the rest.

Middle-income Americans may feel
squeezed by taxes, but they are not hurting
so much that they want tax relief at the cost
of sound fiscal or domestic policy. What they
have really been protesting in the past year
is not just high taxes but high government
spending and the fact that not everyone has
been paying his fair share.

To repeat, the House-passed tax reform
bill is a good one, but the Senate can make
it even better.
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HIGHWAY SAFETY: COMMENTARY
NO. 16

(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was giv-
en permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, sev-
eral paragraphs of my Washington re-
port No. 5 to my constituents were de-
voted to the highway safely hearings
held by the Public Works Subcommittee
on Roads earlier this summer. A news-
paper editor used a section of that re-
port as a point of departure for an edi-
torial which I would like to share with
my colleagues in the House.

It is perfectly clear from what we
heard in those hearings that the ineffec-
tiveness of the Nation's safety programs
is in part the fault of Congress and our
failure adequately to fund these pro-
grams. The fact remains, however, that
much more could be done in the field of
highway safety at the State and local
level.

Mr. Speaker, the following editorial,
which appeared in the Lebanon, N.H.,
Valley News on Tuesday, June 24, out-
lines just a few of many things that
could and should be done. It is an ex-
cellent piece of journalism, and I heart-
ily commend it:

HIGHWAY BSAFETY

In his last newsletter, Rep. James C. Cleve-
land (R-N.H.) sald his Bubcommiitee on
Roads is holding hearings on ways to im-
prove highway safety programs,

Cleveland sald he was “struck by the ap-
palling figures of the slaughter on our na-
tlon's highways. Since January 1961, when
I first started to run for Congress and the
nation started to keep toll of the grim casu-
alties from Vietnam (now 36,000), over 400,-
000 persons have been killed in automoblle
accidents. This is not to mention the untold
tragedies of the permanently impaired, both
physically and mentally, with loss of limbs
and sight, and other disablements, and the
awful costs. For the young, highway acci-
dents are the number one cause of death.
More must be done by all of us to stem this
ghastly carnage.”

Cleveland is right, of course, and one
doesn't have to be a Ralph Nader to think of
several ways of improving highway safety
programs, It's all well and good to install
dozens of safety features in our new auto-
mobiles, but there still is much that can be
done to make our highways safer to ride on.

We can think of several things that need
doing . . . there are, obviously, many more,
but here are some . . .

Make uniform throughout the nation all
traffic signs and drivers' signals. Why not
uniform speed limits?

Force states and municipalities to repaint
center lines in highways more frequently
than they now do. In order to pass inspection
in most states, our vehicles must have at
least a minimum of tread left on tires and
acceptable lighting and braking equipment.
Yet these same states allow road markings
to become so faded as to be virtually indis-
tinguishable, particularly at night.

Make it mandatory that all federal and
state roads—and perhaps even streets—be
painted with road-edge safety lines. Anyone
who drives much at night knows the value of
these borderlines on a highway.

We'd like to see a federal law forcing in-
stallation of operating lights on all vehicles—
small but easily discernible lights placed
strategically in the front and rear which
would burn, day and night, anytime the
motor is turning over,
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We'd also like to see manufacturers install
as standard equipment automatic headlight
dimmer switches on all vehicles.

And why not, in these days of highly
sophisticated gadgetry, one which would
automatically switch on a vehicle's head-
lights when it becomes dark enough to need
them? How many “eagle-eyed Charlies” have
you seen driving along, lights out, well after
sundown? Accidents on their way to happen.

Finally, we belleve that regular and
routine inspections, such as our states force
us to give our vehicles now, should be given
to all drivers as well. And those unfit for
any reason to drive a vehicle should not be
allowed to.

And we haven't even mentioned our pet
grievance—and that is our overly lenient
police and court system which continues to
give mild wrist-slaps and meaningless fines
to drivers who over and over again flout our
laws of the road, either by the way they drlve,
or by the way they drink and drive.

While chronic careless and negligent—and
irresponsible—drivers continue to hog our
highways, all the safety features we can
pack into our vehicles and install on our
highways are going to have very little effect
on the appalling slaughter we see and read
about every day.

EMBARGOED SPEECH OF
OGDEN REID

(Mr. MORSE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
tfraneous matter.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, twice in Au-
gust I spoke to my colleagues in the
House to express my deep concern with
the decision of the South African Gov-
ernment to grant Congressman OGDEN
REID a visa only on the condition that he
make no speeches during his planned visit
to Africa, thus denying the gentlemen
from New York the right to address the
Annual Day of Affirmation of Academic
and Human Freedom of the National
Union of South African Students, the
purpose for which he had been invited
to South Africa.

It was a vast disappointment to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Rem),
to the National Union of South African
Students, and to every man concerned
with the principles of freedom and mu-
tual understanding, with human rights
and the rule of law, that he was unable
to share his thoughts and his hopes in
person with these young people, for it
could only reflect a repudiation of these
prineiples and a further step toward iso-
lation from the world community by the
Government of South Africa.

It is thus with both a sense of honor
and of sadness that I share with my col-
leagues toeday the moving address that
Congressman Rem transmitted by tape-
recorder to those who had hoped to hear
it in person.

I am privileged to be able to present
together with this address, the speech
by the president of the National Union
of South African Students, Mr. Duncan
Innes. His words are a great tribute to
Congressman Rem. They are the words
of a man who truly loves his country and
its people, a man who has the will and
the courage to continue to hope and work
s0 that dignity, human rights, and the
principles of freedom will prevail in that
nation.
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ANNUAL DAY OF AFFIRMATION OF ACADEMIC
AND Human FREEDOM

(Address by Congressman OcpEN R. R,
August 18, 1969)

Mr, Innes, members of the NUSAS execu-
tive committee, ladies and gentlemen: I had
deeply hoped to be with you in person to-
night and to share with you the National
Union of South African Students’ Annual
Day of Affirmation of Academic and Human
Freedom. It is a cause for genuine regref
and sadness that, at a time when our world
grows smaller, any nation should act to re-
strict communication between peoples. Ideas
and principles that reflect the truth cannot
be stopped by any country on the globe.
Thus, I thank you again for continuing this
evening in the Great Hall of the University
of the Witwatersrand, and I hope that you
will know that I am very much with you in
spirit.

No man of ordinary sensitivity could rise
at this rostrum, on this day, and not be
moved by the meaning. To stand in the
place where Alan Paton and Robert Eennedy
once stood; to participate in this ceremony
that is honored wherever men love freedom
and respect courage; to share with young
South Africans this moment of comradeship
in the cause of mankind; to protest, with
you, the unlawful violation of human rights,
wherever committed; to proclaim, with you,
the right of free men to dissent from the
arbitrary decisions of government—these are
memories that for me will never blur. This is
a privilege that I will always cherish.

You are here today, as the students of
South Africa assembled, to make a public
afirmation of your resolve to preserve aca-
demic and human freedom. ¥You are here to
assert your commitment to the rule of law,
a principle foreign to the tyrannies of
Fascism and Communism, which we all de-
test. My role here today is to confirm the
universality of your beliefs—and to take note
of the solidarity among millions of young
men and women, in your country and in
mine and throughout the world—who are
determined to transform unjust socleties
into just ones.

While conveying to you the admiration of
my countrymen, I bring special greetings to
you from some of your countrymen, your
friends and past leaders with whom I have
had the privilege of working in recent weeks.
Though excluded from this assembly, they
are here in their spirit and In your hearts.

These men and women, so fresh and
ardent, are really part of an old adventure.
They join a long line of the young who, In
their selfless sacrifice, stretch back beyond
ancient Greece to the first struggles for
human liberty. King David is in that line
and so is Jesus himself. And there is Joan
of Arc and Martin Luther and, in my own
country in my own day, his very namesake
Dr. Martin Luther Eing Jr., who as a young
man in his twenties conceived and led the
bus boycott in Montgomery, Alabama, which
ignited a mass inter-racial movement for
human rights, Your friends, who helped
make NUSAS the great and effective symbol
that it is today, are part of that tradition
and I, for one, feel proud that they have
chosen to live in my country to pursue
their magnificent ideals.

I recall one poignant dialogue in American
history that has special meaning for those
uprooted countrymen of yours. I think of
Benjamin Franklin, the grand old man of
our Revolution, who proclaimed, “Wherever
liberty is, there is my country." To which
Thomas Paine, three decades younger and
the firebrand of several revolutions, answered
with defiance: “Wherever liberty is not, there
is my country.”

I wish I could come before you and say
that my own country has always honored
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its commitment to human freedom—or fully
honors it today. We have many moments in
our history of which I am ashamed—the
jailing of German-Americans during World
War I, the mass internment of Japanese-
Americans during World War II, the impris-
onment on trumped-up charges of dissenters
during the Red scares of the 1950's. And even
today, as you all know, the American Negro
is a victim of the most intolerable discrimi-
nation in some areas. He has been segregated
by ordinance in the South and by custom in
the North, herded into rural slums in the
Mississippi delta and urban slums in New
York and Chicago, denied equal justice before
the courts of South Carolina and equal op-
portunities in the schools of suburban New
Jersey. While many rights and opportunities
have been denied or deferred, our Constitu-
tion and Bill of Rights have always provided
fundamental protections. In recent years,
historic decisions of the Supreme Court have
made manifest these guarantees and new leg-
islation in the Federal government and the
states is upholding as a matter of law equal
opportunity in education, housing, jobs, pub-
lic accommodations and the right to register
and the right to vote.

In my nation, as in yours, it has been the
race issue which has most sorely compro-
mised our ideals. The United States was only
a few decades old when Thomas Jefferson—
author of our charter of independence,
founder of our oldest political party, our
foremost political philosopher—looked back
at the calamity of racial exploitation and
declared: “When I reflect that God is just,
I tremble for the future of my country.” In
a day when racism was not recognized as the
curse it has become, Jefferson saw that jus-
tice cannot be compartmentalized within a
society, permitted to some and denied to
others, Once it becomes the privilege of a few,
justice begins to die, from eynicism within
and repression without. As Lincoln put it on
the eve of the Civil War, our greatest na-
tional tragedy, "A house divided against
itself cannot stand. ... This government
cannot endure permanently half slave and
half free. .. . It will become all one thing
or all the other.”

For freedom, like tyranny, is indivisible.
And the ideal of human equality is the uni-
versal concern of mankind. Yet, like you,
there have always been Americans—from the
young Abolitionists of the 1850’s to the young
W. E. B. Dubois at the turn of the century
to the young fighters in every college in the
country in our own time—who have resisted
systematic injustice and believed in the
promise of equality made by our founding
fathers. They have believed, as I believe, that
we will, in America, have a just society one
day. And by your presence here before me,
I know you believe that one day there will be
justice in South Africa too.

As one of our finest young leaders, Senator
Robert F. Eennedy, said to you so percep-
tively just three years ago: “The history of
liberty is a history of resistance.” This is a
lesson we cannot—whether Americans or
Bouth Africans—ever afford to forget.

Despite our failures as a nation, we in
America have shown that progress is possible
and that all our citizens have much to offer
our soclety. Thurgood Marshall, who gained
stature as the foremost of our civil rights
advocates, now sits on the Supreme Court
of the United States. Dr. Ralph Bunche, per-
haps our most distinguished diplomat, has
since 1954 been Under Secretary General of
the United Nations, Edward Brooke was
elected to the United States Senate by an
electorate more than ninety per cent white.
Carl Stokes is the Mayor of the cosmopolitan
city of Cleveland, and Charles Evers, whose
brother was slain in the cause of eivil rights,
was this spring elected mayor of a city in
the Mississippi Delta. Leontyne Price, born
in a Mississippi sharecropper's shack, has
become America's greatest operatic performer.
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Arthur Ashe has achieved such eminence in
the sport of tennis that he is admired
throughout the world. Cezar Chavez, through
his suceessful nationwide grape boycott, has
given hope to Spanish-Americans by making
a national cause of achieving collective bar-
gaining rights for farm workers.

Indeed, men and women of all backgrounds
and origins have enriched our national life in
a thousand ways and, as a society, we are
much the better for it. Through them, the
moral commitment of a nation has been
registered again and again—and though
there remain grave breaches in fulfillment,
I am confident there will be no turning back.
If there is any theme to this century, let it
be that barriers to freedom are going down
in Africa, in the United States, and around
the world, and that every man has the right
to expect no ceiling on his attainment save
that set by his own ability.

If to you, there may sometimes appear to be
good reason to despair about your own
country, may I remind you what a tenacious
and durable plant the idea of universal free-
dom is. It is a wild plant whose seeds are
blown upon the winds and fall, as if at ran-
dom, on the earth. The seed takes root and,
despite the efforts of the gardeners to stamp
it out, grows into a conscience that cannot
be crushed. And so determined is this seed
that the solid concrete of police practice
cannot keep it from pushing through to the
light,

How else can one explain the miracle of a
Chief Albert Luthuli or of a Dr. Martin
Luther King Jr,, the bearers of their coun-
tries’ honor, in spite of the countries them-
selves? Both bore consciences spawned by the
seed of liberty and, if often vilified by their
countrymen, they talked to the sensitivities
of the entire race of man, And so they won
Nobel prizes for peace—for there will be peace
when men recognize one another not as
master or servant but as equal,

Why did Luthull speak, when it would have
been so much more comfortable for him to
remain silent? He answered that question
himself: “To remain neutral in a situation
where the laws of the land virtually criti-
cized God for having created men of color
was the sort of thing I could not, as a
Christian, tolerate.”

Nor did he relent in his conviction that
Justice would emerge in the end. “It may well
be,” he said, “that South Africa's social 5ys-
tem is a momument to racialism and race
oppression, but its people are the living
testimony to the unconquerable spirit of
mankind. Down the years, against seemingly
overwhelming odds, they have sought the
goal of fuller life and liberty, striving with
incredible determination and fortitude for
the right to live as men—free men.”

The message of Dr. King was, in its lofty
conception of man, very much the same.
From a Jail in Birmingham, Alabama, in
1963, he wrote on scraps of paper which he
had to smuggle to the outside the following
words: ““We have waited for more than 340
years for our constitutional and God-given
rights . . . If the inexpressible cruelties of
slavery could not stop us, the opposition we
now face will surely fail. We will win our
freedom because the sacred heritage of our
nation and the eternal will of God are
embodied in our echoing demands.”

I myself recall talking with Dr. King dur-
ing the grim days of conflict in Selma, Ala-
bama, and the thoughts which he expressed
were neither of hatred nor retribution but of
love and justice. He understood that the goal
for which he fought encompassed more than
just the black men of America. “I fight for
the soul of America,” he told me. “In win-
ning our freedom,” Dr. King said to white
America, “We will so appeal to your heart
and conscience that we will win you in the
process.” Let it be remembered, in Dr. King's
own words: “Injustice anywhere is a threat
to justice everywhere. We are caught in an
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inescapable network of mutality tied in a
single garment of destiny. Whatever affects
one directly affects all indirectly.”

Surely in South Africa, many see vividly
that what is at stake is not Just the fate
of the black man but the basic condition of
life of all men, white and black alike. I
perceive an awareness of the indivisibility
of freedom in the statements of your clergy-
men protesting segregation, in the defense
by your journalists of freedom of the press,
in the noble appeals of your bar councils for
civil liberties and due process. The seed of
liberty is at work here, pressing its tendrils
skyward, determined that one day the flower
will reach the light,

But what encourages me most about South
Africa is your own splendid affirmation, ex-
pressed here today, of the principles of aca-
demic and human freedom. For you are a
part of the wonderful phenomenon of youth-
ful idealism that is making its impact felt
around the world. You are part of the poli-
tics of hope, the politics of change. It is
natural that you should feel at times alone,
geographically remote and artificially walled
away from the great social movements of
our time. But I hardly need to point out to
you that through non-viclent democratic
methods and a new form of participatory
democracy, student voices have been raised
in many lands—and they have been heard.

Your contemporaries in PFrance contested
an authoritarian regime and finally suc-
ceeded at the polls. Your contemporaries in
Czechoslovakia rekindled the taste for lib-
erty of a whole people and, in doing so, made
the mighty Eremlin tremble. Your con-
temporaries in my own country forced re-
pudiation of a war policy and sparked a new
politics that persuaded a President to with-
draw as a candidate for re-election.

So you are not alone. True patriotism is
concerned with fighting for the fullest demo-
cratic rights for all. Young people of many
lands share your determination to correct old
wrongs and to introduce a standard of moral-
ity which measures a soclety not by its ca-
pacity for accumulation and destruction but
by its quality of justice and compassion. It
is a truism that the future is to the young,
but let me remind you that, all around the
world, the median age of population is de-
clining, In the United States, more than half
the population will soon be under twenty-
five. So, by power of numbers alone, youth
will triumph. I ask you only to be a little
patient, not to despair, never to contemplate
abandoning your idealism, to keep your
dedication intact in behalf of the cause you
have chosen,

In your own terms, that means standing
with young South Africans wherever they
are to be found to proclaim: We reject the
old order of fear and division. We repudiate
force and coercion. We will not stand for ex-
ploitation of the helpless or suppression
of the press. We will expose the assault on
academic freedom to the conscience of the
entire world. We condemn the moral abomi-
nation of apartheid.

In the place of tyranny and authoritarian
regimes, with your contemporaries around
the world, you may also proclaim: Hereafter,
let the greatness of each nation be measured
by its compassion and by its progress toward
the goals of a just society—equality of op-
portunity, reverence for life and health, the
zealous protectlon of civil liberties, equal
access to quality education, a free press, an
independent judiciary, a fair elective process.

And if your older countrymen throw dust
in your eyes with the tired slogan, "My
Country Right or Wrong," reply to them with
that wonderful statement of Albert Camus:
“I should like to be able to love my country
and still love justice.”

So let us have then a new global agenda
for humanity, faithful to the noble words
of the preamble of the United Nations’ Uni-
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versal Declaration of Human Rights: “Rec-
ognition of the inherent dignity and of the
equal and inallenable rights of all members
of the human family is the foundation of
freedom, justice and peace in the world.”

This Declaration, by a vote of the General
Assembly, proclaimed in Article I: “All human
beings are born free and equal in dignity and
rights. They are endowed with reason and
conscience and should act towards one
another in a spirit of brotherhood.”

Let our countries cease being hypocrites
in any respect and, as members of the
United Nations, strive to meet and Imple-
ment these lofty ideals. Let us chart a course
for the future and dispatch ourselves to
achieve its objectives:

{1) Let Americans set the year 1976—the
bicentennial of our Declaration of Independ-
ence—as the year for redeeming our so-
clety's pledges to the people of Bedford-
Stuyvesant and Watts, Spanish Harlem and
the Arizona Indian reservations, rural Ala-
bama and the migrant labor camps of Cali-
fornia. Let us set goals for education, hous-
ing, medical care, the decontamination of
our environment, the rebuilding of our cit-
ies, the restoration of government to the
people by realization of the one man-one
vote principle. And let us meet those goals.

{2) And let the rich nations of the world
help the poor nations as equals to equals, to
stand on their own feet, so that this can,
indeed, hecome one world.

{3) And let all the nations plan together
in harmony the achievement of man’'s com-
mon goal—his survival—for without an
agreement on strategic arms limitations we
will, atomically or biologically, annihilate
ourselves, Without population control, we
will soon be a world of seven bhillion people,
most of them sick and starving and dying.
Without universal education, we will be
building & future of ignorance. Without
genuine commitment to the U.N. Declara-
tion of Human Rights, we will exacerbate
the hatreds and resentments, the bestiality
of man to man, that will surely be the un-
doing of us all.

Again, I say, even when the going looks
toughest, don't despair. For there is &
peculiar force, an irresistible contagion, in
the highest ideals of man. I remember that
Thomas Jefferson once sald: “The flames
kindled on the 4th of July, 1776, have spread
over too much of the globe to be extinguished
by the feeble engines of despotism; on the
contrary, they will consume these engines
and all who work them ... ."” So let the
tyrants, the autocrats and the rigid defenders
of the status quo beware, for though they
may be possessors of the present, you are
most surely the children of destiny, the
guarantors of the future.

If men needed a sign in the heavens that
the old order is passing, they received it
last month when two human beings walked
on the moon. When some men reach the
moon—and young men in thirties at that—
how can others think of their fellows as
mere creatures to be confined in ghettoes or
sequestered on reserves, restricted to menial
labor or left uneducated, unworthy of com-
radeship, or even respect, the pawns of a
master race? Certainly, Apolle 11's stu-
pendous demonstration of man’s genius and
his vision, his capacity for planning and
achievement, prove beyond doubt that a
global agenda for all of man is a realistic
and attainable program for our times.

Yet I do not underestimate the difficulty
of the course I have proposed. I know that
in the struggle for racial justice and the
preservation of freedom, the odds may at
times appear Insuperable and the future
grim and doubtful.

So may I read to you some words penned
by Abraham Lincoln, himself no stranger to
reverses in the cause of liberty. A Republican,
Lincoln was still an obscure local politician
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fighting the extension of slavery just two
years before he was elected President.

Years after his death, this note, reflecting
on the parallels in Britain’s agonizing efforts
to abolish the slave trade, was found among
his papers. It concluded:

“Remembering these things, I cannot but
regard it as possible that the higher object
of this contest may not be completely at-
tained within the term of my natural life.
But I cannot doubt either that it will come
in due time. Even in this view, I am proud,
in my passing speck of time to contribute a
humble mite to that glorious consumma-
tion, which my own poor eyes may not last
to see.”

Lincoln lived long enough to rededicate the
United States of America to the goals of
human equality. May it be the fortune of
each of you to persevere in the struggle and
to see the day of victory.

Vore or THANKS 8Y Duncan INNES,
NUSAS PRESIDENT

Tonight we have had to listen to a tape-
recording of & speech that was to be delivered
in person by Congressman Ogden Reid. He
was invited by NUSAS to come to South
Africa and to give us his views on academic
and human freedom, Our government
granted him a visa, but stipulated that while
he was in this country he was not to make
any public speeches, The Congressman re-
fused to come under these conditions but at
my request tape-recorded his speech and sent
it out here to us.

Many South Africans and, indeed many
people the world over, have asked themselves
why this government should have taken such
action against Congressman Reld. Our Prime
Minister, Mr. Vorster has said that he would
not tolerate foreigners interfering in our do-
mestic affairs and we are thus forced to the
conclusion that this is the reason behind the
government's strange action.

But I regret that Mr. Vorster is sadly mis-
taken. Congressman Reid was invited to de-
liver his views on freedom. This he did. He
criticised restrictions on freedoms through-
out the world, and he did not neglect to criti-
cise the failure of his own country to live up
to the standards he proclalmed. At no stage
of his address did he attempt to tell elither
the South African government or us how
this country should be governed. His remarks
were always of a general nature and never
once did he dictate policy to us regarding
the government of this country. So I must
say to Mr. Vorster that he has made a very
grave error. He has acted not as a prime min-
ister should act with maturity, tact and fore-
sight, but he has instead acted as a schoolboy
would act, rashly and with petty vindlcative-
ness. He has judged what & man was going to
say before he was aware of the contents of
his speech. This error has caused Congress-
man Reld to be insulted and the name of
South Africa to be dragged through the dirt
once more. If South Africa is today the
laughing stock of the free world it is because
you, Mr, Vorster, have acted without manners
and without sense.

To you Congressman Reid I wish to say the
following: As the one who first extended the
official invitation for you to be here with us
tonight I am deeply ashamed. For as a re-
sult of our invitation to you, you have been
insulted by the government of our country.
Yet despite this insult you have seen your
way clear to send your speech to us so that
we would not be deprived of your words. Sir,
I want to say to you how deeply impressed
I and my fellow South Africans are with the
dignified manner in which you have con-
ducted yourself over the past few weeks,
Your words to us tonight have brought with
them a feeling of concern for us and our
problems. We have not had the privilege to
meet you, but we are indeed privileged to
have heard your speech. And may I on be-
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half of all free-thinking South Africans
apologise to you for the insults you have
suffered and assure you that we in NUSAS
are proud to have extended our invitation to
you.

In his address Congressman Reid said
something which for me is of fundamental
importance and which I would like particu-
larly to draw your attention to.

After discussing some of his ideas on free-
dom he sald: “Despite our failures as a na-
tion, we in America have shown that progress
is possible and that all our citizens have
much to offer our society.”

How I wish that that statement could be
true of South Africa, but regrettably it is
not. In South Africa we do not ask our cit-
izens how much they can offer their coun-
try. We tell them what they can offer. White
South Africans have the freedom to choose
their own careers and their own destinles.
BElack South Africans do not. The vast ma-
Jority must become menial labourers. They
can never hope to rise above this, How many
brilliant brains we must ask ourselves, stag-
nate cutting rocks in our numerous thriving
gold mines? How many personalities are de-
stroyed because they never have the oppor-
tunity to develop. I will never forget the
words of an African frlend of mine who once
sald to me: “As an African in South Africa
life offers me little. The White man has
denied me all avenues of expression. I feel
strangled here. I cannot even call this coun-
iry my home. I am allocated a Bantustan
and told that this is my home. This is not
true. I was born in South Africa. I am a
South African. I long for nothing else than
to be recognized and accepted as a South
African and to be able to serve my count:y
to the best of my ability.”

It is incredible that in 1869 a man should
be denied the elementary right to develop
himself to the best of his ability, And we
must ask ourselves how long are we in South
Africa going to allow this sort of thing to
happen under our noses.

NUSAS has struggled for many years to
see & more human attitude adopted towards
all of the people of South Africa. We ask
only that progress be made to allow our cit-
izens to develop themselves to their fullest
potential. Instead we see a steady erosion of
human rights in South Africa and the un-
comfortable similarity between conditions
here and conditions in Nazi Germany and
Communist Russia. And South Africans who
oppose this state of affairs are inevitably
smeared as being enemies of their country.

For example recently the radio programme
“Current Affairs"” chose to criticise NUSAS
for inviting Congressman Reid to South
Africa to deliver the address you have just
heard. NUSAS and the students it represents
were labelled as being un-South African for
this action.

It is an interesting phenomenon this un-
South Africanism; and we would do well to
ask ourselves two questions about it: firstly,
what is a good South African and secondly
who decides what is good South Africanism
and what is bad South Africanism?

If I may I would like to venture answers to
these two questions. We are told that it is
un-South African to invite a politician from
the world's greatest democracy to address us
on freedom. I disagree. I believe that it is
essentlal for the development of freedom
that men discuss and debate the many dif-
ferent points of view that exist on this fun-
damental toplc. I belleve that only in this
way can man seek to raise himself and I
believe that it is essential for the develop-
ment of any country that such free and open
dialogue exists.

I believe further that measures that impede
or deny human freedoms act to the detriment
of the country concerned because they deny
men the essential gualities necessary to de-
velop themselves to their maximum potential.
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I believe for example that a policy which
seeks to impose indignities and restrictions
on the majority of the people of this country
is harmful to South Africa and is thus un-
South African.

I believe that it is un-South African to
deny the majority of South Africans the
right to work and live where they choose.

I believe that it is un-South African to
force move people to resettlement areas such
as Limehill and Stinkwater.

I believe that the Sharpeville massacre was
un-South African.

I believe that the Bureau of State Security
which has the power to muzzle the Press and
to stop the courts from pursuing the truth
unhindered is un-South African,

I believe that it is un-South African to
deny South Africans the right to an open
trial and that the numerous bannings and
180-days detentions are harmful to South
Africa.

And I believe that a government that has
the audacity to Introduce and implement
such policles is un-South African,

I accuse the government of this country
of having done immeasurable harm to the
name of South Africa.

I accuse the government of this country
of having cdone immeasurable harm to the
people of South Africa. And I accuse the gov-
ernment of this country of having done im-
measurable harm to the future of South
Africa,

This brings me to my second guestion of
who decides what is un-South African and
what is not, Is it the government elected by a
small section of the people that decides? Is
it the Press? Is it current affairs? No, it can
be none of these. There can be only one arbi-
ter to decide what is un-South African and
what is not and that is the people of South
Africa. And when we refer to the people of
South Africa we realize that we refer to peo-
ple of different language groups such as
Xhosa, Zulu, Sotho, English, Afrikaans and
others. But despite these differences in lan-
guage all of these groups are united by the
soil they live on—they are all South Africans,
And I challenge Mr. Vorster to ask the people
of South Africa whether NUSAS is un-South
African or not? I do not doubt what their
answer will be,

We stand here tonight in the name of
South Africa., And if Mr. Vorster and his
government do not like what we are dolng
then I must assure him that we will not alter
our path nor will we deviate.

NUSAS belleves in the cause of human
freedom. We will continue to advocate that
cause,

NUSAS belleves In the dignity of man.
We will continue through education of the
poor to uphold that dignity.

NUSAS believes in the future of South
Africa. We will continue to strive for a just
future devoid of racial prejudice and hate.

If the government finds that these bellefs
are repugnant to them they may stamp us
out if they will for they have the power to
do so, but I give them warning now that our
cause is the cause of mankind through the
ages. As Congressman Reld told us tonight,
our principles are those that have been de-
veloping since the days of Sozrates and ear-
Her, and though NUSAS may be stamped
out, the message of our crusade will never
die, but will ultimately “see the day of
victory.”

TOO LITTLE—TOO LATE

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
President Nixon announced his inten-
tion to send to Congress next week a
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request for an increase in social security
benefits.

This gesture comes 9 months after the
President took office. How much will
be recommended? Ten percent. And
when will the increase be effective? On
April 1 of 1970.

Sometimes I wonder if the administra-
tion has any idea whatsoever of the do-
mestic situation as it exists in our coun-
try today. It is hard to believe that the
executive branch and other Members of
Congress do not receive letters from per-
sons who are attempting to live on social
security in our present-day economy.

My mail reports near poverty level liv-
ing, with no money to eat anything other
than heavy starch diets—which we all
know is not healthy for an elderly per-
son. It reports the recipients of social
security benefits existing on the bare
necessities of life: minimum clothing
and medicine; the cheapest possible
shelter; no money to feed pets; no money
to do anything, really, except sit on a
park bench. Somehow I just eannot be-
lieve that the executive branch is not
receiving similar mail. Nor can I believe
that my district contains all of the peo-
ple in such a situation. There must be
many more elsewhere.

To give an idea of how ludicrous Mr.
Nixon's proposal really is, allow me to
point out a few facts—facts which must
have been available to the administra-
tion prior to their arriving at their pro-
posal for a 10-percent increase in social
security benefits.

The last time social security benefits
were increased was in February of 1968.
That is when President Johnson signed
into law the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1967, calling for a 13-percent
increase.

In February of 1968, the Consumer
Price Index was at 119.0. From that time
to June of 1969, last June, the index rose
to 127.6. An increase of 7.2 percent.

I would also like to point out that
from May of 1969 to June of 1969, 1
month, the index rose 1.8 percent alone.

If between June 1969 and April 1970,
the index rises at the same rate, there
would be an additional rise of 13.3 per-
cent, or a total rise, since the last social
security benefit increase, of 20.5 percent.

In other words, next April the millions
of elderly people living on social security
benefits will be living on a fixed income
which is 20.5 percent behind the rise in
the cost-of-living, and at that it is pro-
posed to provide a 10-percent increase.

A 10-percent increase, which leaves
them 10.5 percent behind the rise in the
cost-of-living, and months to come of
rising costs.

On May 15, 1969, 53 Members of Con-
gress, myself included, introduced H.R.
11349, legislation which would provide
a 15-percent across-the-board increase
in monthly social security benefits, with
subsequent cost-of-living increases, and
a minimum primary benefit of $80. At
that time it was pointed out that this
was a modest proposal, and that if it
were to be of any assistance at all, it
would have to become law this year,

If this legislation is not enacted, the
effect will be disastrous upon the mil-
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lions of elderly citizens struggling to
meet their needs in the face of the very
inflation President Nixon in his cam-
paign cited as being the number one
priority of his administration.

Congress must take the initiative to
insure that elderly Americans receive
adequate benefits—benefits which would
enable them to live out their remaining
yvears in dignity, a dignity which this
country in all its affluence should cer-
tainly be able to afford its senior citizens.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the Ways and
Means Committee to make social security
benefit increases their next order of busi-
ness. I urge the committee to move as
expediously as possible to bring about
better living conditions for our senior
citizens, And, I also urge them to act
realistically, for the proposal being sent
to Congress by President Nixon is too
little—too late.

MARITIME INDUSTRY FACING
BLEAK FUTURE

(Mr. FEIGHAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, for the
past 8 months I have included in the
REecorp a number of statements and ar-
ticles on the deplorable conditions of our
merchant marine, which has been al-
lowed to deteriorate and dwindle, while
the Soviet Union is placing a high prior-
ity on the building of their maritime
industry. The merchant marine is our
fourth line of defense, and it has per-
formed exemplary service whenever there
has been a call to arms.

I commend for reading by Members of
Congress an article written by Helen
Delich Bentley, maritime editor of the
Baltimore Sun, which explains the var-
ious reasons why our merchant industry
is facing such a bleak future.

U.S. FLeer GETs LEss VIET TONNAGE

Declining tonnage movements to Vietnam
coupled with the impact of additional high
labor costs negotiated in June are further
beating down the already limping and de-
crepit American merchant marine,

Shipowners are complaining that the mili-
tary Sea Transportation Service is keeping
too many Victory ships (76) from the reserve
fleet on active auty in the Vietnam pipeline
while regular privately owned berth line
vessels either are made idle by the lack of
cargo or other berth liners are going out with
partial loads on that route,

FIFTEEN TO BE SCRAPFED

This appears to be true even though the
MSTS anda Maritime Administration already
have designated 16 of the reserve (General
Agency Agreement) ships for scrapping and
placed or scheduled 54 more to go on “ready
operating status” (ROS).

ROS vessels are those which can be placed
in service overnight should an emergency
sltuation require them to be returned to the
pipeline immediately.

The dropoff in cargo has become drastic
as far as the shipowners are concerned be-
cause of the bombing halt in Vietnam, the
general lull In fighting, and the drive by
President Nixon to return American GI's to
the United States as fast as possible.

As a result the World War IT-vintage ships,
which in essence have had life pumped into
them by the added demands of the war situ-
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atlon in recent years, are being hard hit by
the letdown.

ECONOMY PRECLUDED

Many have been surviving only because
of the military sealift. Their age precludes
their being economical in the revolutionary
1970 container era, meaning that only the
higher rate afforded by wartime conditions
has kept these traditional freighters in busi-
ness, Once this military cargo disappears
these break-bulk vessels will be heading to
the scrapyards almost as fast as the torches
can burn them into shreds.

The tragic story for the United States is
that about two-thirds of its merchant ma-
rine will be at least 25 years old in 1971, and
80 per cent of it, more than 20 years of age
by that time. When the 1936 Merchant Ma-
rine Act was written 20 years was considered
the economical life of a ship.

Worn out engines, rusty hulls, high Iabor
costs and high insurance rates make it im-
possible for these World War II vessels to
operate competitively in the commercial
market. They can only keep going in pro-
tected trades, such as the military sealift,
transporting the congressionally-edicted
portion of government-financed cargoes, or
on domestic routes.

Their owners—if they were or are inter-
ested in so doing—have had their hands
somewhat tied in regard to replacing these
ancient bottoms with modern sea giants be-
cause of legislative prohibitions concerning
construction abroad and budgetary limita-
tlons needed for construction differential
subsidy to build them in the United States.

NUMBER REDUCED

In addition to the General Agency Agree-
ment bottoms whose active number has been
reduced rapidly since Andrew E. Glbson as-
sumed the post of maritime administrator,
MSTS has 135 privately owned ships on time
charter. Because some of these are sheathed
to transport ammunition, both tramp and
berth line operators believe that MSTS
should begin channeling ammunition to
these wvessels in order to free general cargo
to steamship lines serving these trade routes
regularly.

There also have been indications that if
more of the independent or tramp owners
would sheathe their ships—said to cost be-
tween $20,000 and $25,000 a vessel—the Mari-
time Administration would push the use of
the privately owned bottoms by MSTS in-
stead of the GAA's.

This in turn would make more cargoes
avallable for the berth line operators.

Tramp owners, unsubsidized and subsi-
dized berth line operators jointly met last
week with Maritime Administration and
MSTS representatives to discuss their mutual
problems resulting from the changing cargo
picture, Pressure now is being heaped upon
the shoulders of John W. Warner, under sec-
retary of the Navy, to change some of the
cargo consignments,

Meanwhile, an operator like Waterman
Steamship Company is losing thousands of
dollars daily because of the refusal of the
Defense Department to consider an adjust-
ment in the dally contract price negotiated
in 1967 with Waterman,

With the new 15 per cent a year additional
labor costs—as is estimated by most ship-
owners—Waterman with 12 ships under
charter to MSTS finds itself losing at least
$300 a day for each ship and feels it cannot
continue without an adjustment of some
kind.

END OF THE LINE

Similar rate structures without any escala-
tlon provisions are hurting other ship oper-
ators who likewise made their ships avail-
able to MSTS at a time when it was scream-
ing loudest for American-flag bottoms. These
companies feel that MSTS is letting them
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down by forcing them into bankruptecy be-
cause “we were good guys when they needed
us.”

Other independent owners are bowing out
of the plcture, selling their ships or laying
them up because “the end of the line has
arrived.”

CLEVELAND OFFERS TEXT OF “EX-
CELLENT” FOOTWEAR TESTI-
MONY

(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, as a
followup to my remarks of yester-
day on the shoe-import situation—page
25926—I wish to place in the REcorp the
text of the excellent testimony given to
the Small Business Subcommittee, Sen-
ate Banking and Currency Committee,
by Mr. Robert S. Lockridge, representing
the National Footwear Manufacturers
Association.

In my opinion, this statement is the
most comprehensive and at the same
time most readable, account of the back-
ground and present condition of the do-
mestic footwear industry with regard to
foreign imports I have ever seen.

The range of the problem is delineated
clearly in the first of the attached tables,
also submitted to the committee by Mr.
Lockridge; namely, that the shoe indus-
try has plants in 40 States and approxi-
mately 230 congressional districts,

To anyone who wants a solid, compact,
complete account of the industry and its
problems, I recommend the Lockridge
statement and supporting tables whole-
heartedly:

STATEMENT OF ROBERT S. LOCKRIDGE

My name is Robert Lockridge. I am presi-
dent of the Craddock-Terry Shoe Corpora-
tion of Lynchburg, Virginia, and chairman of
the board of the National Footwear Manu-
facturing Association. This assoclation and
its affiliate, the New England Footwear Asso-
ciation, represent the manufacturers of 90—
95 percent of the leather and vinyl footwear
output of the United States.

It is a pleasure for me to appear before
you this morning and to have the opportu-
nity to tell you something of the grave im-
port difficulties that beset our industry.

In all frankness, it has been our belief that
the wide distribution of such information
over the past decade had fairly well estab-
lished all the relevant facts on the subject.
The comments last year of Assistant Secre-
tary of Commerce Lawrence McQuade that
footwear was among several industries that
had made a “presentable case” for assistance
on the import problem would seem to bear
out this opinion. However, we shall review
all the facts we have available in the hope
that this will be of some assistance.

As a setting for the industry review that
we are about to present, we should emphasize
that the domestic footwear manufacturing
industry is not seeking to bar imports and
is not “protectionist” in the usual sense of
the word. We recognize the need for a liberal
trade posture in the United States, one which
will encourage world trade. Such a policy,
however, must come to grips with the real-
ities of a world which is made up of coun-
tries, on the one hand, where government
plays a minimum role to the other extreme
where we have a large number of socialized
states and situations where the state controls
the trading.

In this country, our wage and hour regula-
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tions, Social Security costs, and general in=
flation have brought about a constantly ris-
ing cost in all industry, Increase in the cost
structure for labor-intensive Industries, such
as the footwear industry, where labor is a
major cost factor, has made it extremely
difficult to compete in the world market,
where not only wage rates in the countries
we compete with are much lower than ours,
but where shoe manufacturers in these coun-
tries not only have the advantage of much
lower wage rates but get special benefits in
tax concessions, For these and other reasons
we have been urging a flexible marketing
arrangement which would permit foreign
countries to share in our market growth.

At the outset, we would like to outline
briefly the make-up of the leather and vinyl
footwear industry. The structure of this in-
dustry has caused, in my opinion, the basic
problem which has brought us to this hear-
ing, It has, also, made it possible for the
American consumer, in all probability, to
obtain a greater value in shoes than in any
other purchase that he makes in his month-
to-month buying.

NUMBER OF COMPANIES

The 1954 Census of Manufacturers re-
ported 870 companies with 1,196 plants. The
1963 Census reported 784 companies with
1,040 plants. We estimate that at present
there are somewhere in the neighborhood of
650 companies with 1,000 plants producing
leather and vinyl footwear.

You can readily see with this number of
companies involved In the manufacture of
any article that not only is competition keen,
but that the consumer is bound to benefit
by it, even though the profit-picture of the
industry might be extremely weak—to the
extent that it is estimated that one-third
of the shoe companies involved lose money
each year.

LOCATION AND OWNERSHIP

Table I will show how widely the footwear
industry is scattered throughout the United
States. This industry has plants located in
approximately 230 of the Congressional dis-
tricts and in 40 States. Hundreds of these
factories are located in small cities and towns
where they are an important source—and in
a good number of cases the main source—of
community income. The table also reveals
that the typical firm is medium or small sized
as far as number of employees is concerned.
The average plant might be said to produce
about 3,600 pairs of footwear a day and em-
ploy from 250 to 300 workers, although many
plants employ less than 200 people.

LACK OF CONCENTRATION

With this fragmented industry structure,
intensive competition prevails in the manu-
facture of every type of footwear. For exam-
ple, the four largest companies in 1966, ac-
cording to the “Boot and Shoe Recorder,”
a trade magazine, produced only 20.6 percent
of the total output of footwear, and the first
fifty companies produced 53.2 percent. The
remaining industry volume was in the hands
of some 650 smaller companies. This situa-
tion has not changed materially, except for
the many companies that have discon-
tinued operation due, primarily, to imports.

TECHNOLOGY

The typical factory produces one type of
shoe, such as men's, women’s, or children's.
The multi-plant companies may have a num-
ber of factories specializing in each type.

It has been said that our industry is not
progressive and that we have not taken ad-
vantage of new equipment which would au-
tomate our factories and make us competi-
tive with the low-wage rate countries. This
is certainly not a fact, and I would like to
tell you something about what goes on from
a technological standpoint and why the shoe
industry cannot do some of the things we
would like to do.
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To start with, there are approximately 70
different sizes for an average woman’s shoe.
Taking Into account that styles are changed
at least twice a year and sometimes more,
that we are using for the most part leather,
which is God-created and no two skins are
alike in thickness, size or stretchability, we
not only have to make 70 different sizes, but
we have to make them in pairs, and in order
to do this we have to use approximately 756
different kinds of machines, have 125 differ-
ent individual operations on an average shoe,
and use approximately 60 different kinds of
materials to produce each pair of shoes that
the American consumer gets,

Another major reason that we cannot auto-
mate, even if we could work out the size and
style situation, is that we have to cut our
leather in a flat position, with patterns that
have one dimension, The parts then have
to be sprung when they are fitted together in
order to make the three dimensional upper
necessary for shoe manufacturing. Now, this
is no different from what it is anywhere else
in the world, but in Talwan, for example,
where we have expensive lasting equipment
that gives us considerable advantage in pairs
produced per hour per operator, it is much
cheaper for them to employ a large number
of people to hand last the shoes at 10 to 12
cents an hour than to pay the royalty or buy
the machines; therefore, we have to come to
this conclusion: that machines are only an
ald for the operator’s use and judgment in
making shoes.

I do not want to leave you under the
impression that we have not made great
strides in technological development in the
shoe industry in the past 156 years because
we have, but these machines are available
on a world-wide basis through machinery
shows held annually in Germany, England,
Italy, Spain and the United States. Even so,
our productivity is approximately 25 per-
cent greater per man hour in this country

than it is in any other country producing

shoes, according to all of the available
statistles and according to B. Everett Gray,
technical consultant of the National Foot-
wear Manufacturers Assoclation.

EMPLOYMENT, MANUFACTURING AND MARKETING

If you will refer to Table II, you will see
that in 1955 there were 223,000 production
workers employed to manufacture approxi-
mately 585 million pairs of leather and vinyl
shoes and slippers. During the year 1968, the
production workers had dropped to 204,000
and even so we produced 646 million pairs
of footwear. The output of 1968 was greater
per man hour than it was in 1955, and this
accounts for the decline in employment. The
productivity increase was due primarily to
technological Improvements in the shoe in-
dustry.

Wages in American footwear factories aver-
aged $2.29 per hour in March 1969. With
fringe benefits, which our Association records
show average 45 cents per hour, they
amounted to approximately $2.76 per hour,
This is, also, reflected in Table II.

Approximately 35-40 percent of the fac-
tory cost of any shoe is made up of labor
and the remainder materials and overhead.
The relatively high proportion of labor costs
makes footwear manufacturing a labor-
intensive industry.

Unskilled workers can be trained for the
footwear industry in a relatively short time,
and the industry offers a unigue opportunity
for absorbing workers from the unskilled
labor supply, & problem that confronts the
economy today. For example, in our own
company, we have been able to open factories
in towns where no one had ever seen a shoe
manufactured, and in a comparatively short
period of time were able to produce accept-
able shoes for the American market-place,
with a work force comprised 100 percent of
people with no prior shoemaking knowledge
or training, and in most cases with a mini-
mal educational background.
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This same condition exists all over the
world, but when you start comparing our
labor cost of $2.75 an hour with the labor
cost in Italy of approximately $1.10 an hour,
and in Spain with approximately 656 to 60
cents an hour, and in Spain, where I have
traveled on several occasions, I have not only
seen the low wage rate paid the employees
but have seen the apprentice system, which
allows children from the age of 11 years to
work in the shoe industry for two years with-
out pay in order to become a shoemaker.
And, this is why we have seen a big change
in the imports coming into our country—
where 5 years ago the majority of the imports
came from Italy, Italy Is now losing ground
to Spain because of labor differentials, and
a strong shift Is now beginning to take place
to lower wate-rate countries, such as Japan,
Taiwan and Hong Kong. In all probability,
as wage rates increase in these countries, the
imports will be coming in from countries
that are less developed and have lower wage
rates than these, It is estimated that in
Taiwan an operator working 60 hours per
week averages about 25 to 30 dollars a month
in American money.

WORK AT HOME

There are quite a few other advantages in
producing shoes in these countries, such as
allowing operators to take work home to be
done during their spare time and return it
to the factory within the next several days. I
have been in factories where 80 percent of all
stitching room work, which comprises about
50 percent of our total cost in shoe manu-
facturing, was done outside of the factory;
thereby decreasing investment for plant,
heat, lights and electricity.

The price advantage of imports is due en-
tirely to the differential in labor cost between
American factories and factories in European
and Asian countries. Practically all imported
footwear is produced at wage and hour cost
that would be illegal in the United States. As
I have sald before, even with 25 percent
higher productivity rates that we have in this
country, the wage differential is so great that
we cannot offset it.

Since the shoe industry is dependent upon
a large number of component manufacturers
for items other than leather, such as heels,
counters, insoles, outsoles, ornamentations,
shanks, etc., the much higher labor rates in
these industries in this country further con-
tribute to the higher cost of American made
shoes, and this, too, is solely on account of
the great wage differential between the
United States and foreign countries. For ex-
ample, if the time factor were not involved,
we could buy lasts in Italy for half the price
we pay for them from American manufac-
turers.

Not only do we have problems with imports
from friendly countries, but we, also, have
increasing problems with imports from Com=-
munist countries. Table X shows this prob-
lem. In 1959, we imported 192,000 pairs of
shoes from Czechoslovakia; in the year 1968,
we imported over 2 million pairs, an increase
of 900 percent. Other Communist countries
are getting into the act and, as you well
know, these state-controlled enterprises can
establish prices on their exported footwear
which have no relation whatsoever to cost,
but simply refliect the countries demand for
the dollar at that particular time.

I have talked about the manufacturing
aspects of our industry, and would now
like to spend some time talking about the
marketing.

In its marketing, the footwear industry
is loosely divided between brand and vol-
ume manufacturers, although a number of
manufacturers do both. The bulk of the in-
dustry are manufacturers who produce shoes
for the volume trade, or mass distribution
under the retallers’ trade name. Perhaps 150
or less manufacturers market their own
brand of footwear through independent shoe,
department, and clothing stores. This mar-
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keting structure, too, is a factor to be con-
sidered in examining the basic problem
which brings us here today.

FLEXIBILITY LOST

In the past, the medium and small size
manufacturer, who could literally turn oper-
ations around overnight and respond to rapid
style demands, would specialize in pro-
ducing footwear which large manufacturers
found uneconomical because of the company
size and great inflexibility. Imports, however,
have changed this situation drastically for
the smaller manufacturer. One by one, these
market pockets have been lost. Buyers have
found that they can now take American pat-
terns and styles to Europe and have them
duplicated, at a fraction of our labor cost,
in small Itallan and Spanish factories.

It might be Interesting to you to know
that the average factory value of footwear
produced in the United States not only pro-
vides an indication of the intense competi-
tion prevailing In the industry, but shows
the great value that the American consumer
gets in footwear., According to the U.S. De-
partment of Commerce, the average factory
value of all domestic leather and vinyl shoes
and slippers produced during 1968 was only
$4.72 per pair. This results in a retail sit-
uation where approximately 50 percent of all
women's shoes sell for $7.00 and under and
43 percent of all men’s shoes sell below
$11.00 per pair, with 60 percent of all chil-
dren’s shoes being marketed at $6.00 a pair
or less,

The American footwear manufacturer pro-
duces a large part of his volume for the
chains, and these are the great volume shoe
distributors of America. Approximately 65
percent of all palrs sold in this country are
sold through the chains, and I might give
you an example of why price differentials
due to wage differences between forelgn and
domestic manufacturers of footwear have
created a tremendous surge of imports. In
our way of life, the American free enter-
prise system, competition sets the pace. Let's
say, for example, that one big chain has a
shoe that he has been selling for $5.95 and
as American footwear manufacturer's costs
increase, it gets to a point that this chain
cannot sell this particular shoe for $5.95,
since he would not have enough mark-up to
make his operation profitable. Therefore, he
takes the pattern, goes to Spain, let us say,
and has the shoe copled and brings it back
where he can continue to maintain the $5.95
price bracket and make more money than
he was making. Since this chain did this and
held his price point, it now becomes neces-
sary for the next chain to do the same thing,
and this is how we have had this tremendous
increase of imports into this country over
the past six or seven years. As the chains
hold their price point, then the major de-
partment stores are caught in a squeeze and
they proceed to do the same thing to be
competitive and to make a profit. However,
in recent years, we find that shoes made in
foreign countries that cost from #$6.00 to
$8.00 a pair have been sold for over $20.00
at retail. This mark-up is considerably
greater than the mark-up that they are able
to get on the same shoes made in this coun-
try, and in many cases the consumer does
not materially benefit.

WHY IMPORT?

The question may well be asked: why do
manufacturers import footwear? Wholesal-
ers without manufacturing facilities first
recognized the great profit possibilities in the
wide price differential existing between the
American footwear and footwear produced in
Italy, Spain and Japan., Then a number of
domestic manufacturers who could not com-
pete closed their factories and became
importers.

With increase in competition, pressure
from importers and manufacturers’ own cus-
tomers, it was a perfectly natural step for ag-
gressive domestic shoe producers to add im-
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porting to their manufacturing activities.
They had established channels of distribu-
tion and they knew the footwear market.
They saw the great inroads being made by
imports, the affect on domestic growth, and,
most importantly, knew that for ten years
the industry has been seeking help from gov~
ernment without success. Under these cir-
cumstances, why should successful manu-
facturers allow others to bulld up a large
import business?

Hardly a day passes that some manufac-
turer is not told by his retail customer that if
he cannot supply a line of imported footwear
to retail at a certain price, the retailer will go
elsewhere to get it. I refer you to two letters,
Table XI, from two medium-sized footwear
manufacturers that illustrate this point.
These letters are typical of what is taking
place in the footwear industry. A substantial
part of the 1756 million pairs imported in 1868
were brought in by domestic manufacturers,
As imports continue to rise, more and more
footwear manufacturers will follow the same
practice, and more and more jobs will be ex~
ported. Small communities over the entire
country will have less employment which
will cause a migration of workers to the
ghettoes of the larger cities. This, in turn,
will cause more relief and more problems of
other natures. There will be less taxes paid
by the American footwear manufacturers
and allied industries; the balance of pay-
ments will become worse, It is estimated that
the importing of footwear contributed a defi-
cit to the balance of trade payments in 1968
of 320 million dollars and it will undoubted-
1y be close to 432 million dollars in 1969.

PROFITS

As table III will show, profits on sales for
a representative sample of well over one
hundred of medium and small size footwear
manufacturing companies over the past
twelve years have ranged from 2 to 3 percent
of sales, or about half that for the manufac-
turing industry generally. With the foot-
wear industry losing an estimated 50 to 60
million pairs of shoes this year, all indica-
tions point to much less profit. Companies,
both large and small, are showing decreasing
profit rates as compared with 1968,

In this connection, notwithstanding the
report of the United States Tariff Commis-
sion on footwear industry of January, 1969,
the profit figures of the publicly owned foot-
wear companies are not indicative of con-
ditions in the manufacturing branch. Earn-
ings of these companies reflect retail sales,
as they own thousands of retail stores, all
of which are selling imported footwear at
excellent profit margins, In addition, a num-
ber of these reports reflect financial results
of subsidiary companies producing materials
other than footwear.

IMPORTS AND DOMESTIC MARKET GROWTH

We are submitting as an exhibit to our
testimony the study prepared for the indus-
try in October, 1968, by Dr. Alfred J. Kana,
assoclate professor of statistics and manage-
ment science at Seton Hall University. Dr.
Kana's forecasts show a steady increase in
imports to 468 million pairs by 1975 and a
steady decline in domestic production to 519
million pairs in that same year, when imports
will be an incredible 48 percent of our do-
mestic market.

In this connection, we wish to point out
that Dr. Kana's study has already proven to
be optimistic about the ability of the U.S.
footwear industry to fight a delaying action,
Chart VI of the study forecasts 1970 imports
at 220 million pairs, a figure which unques-
tionably will be reached or exceeded this
year, The same chart shows production de-
clining to 600 million pairs by 1971, whereas
it is highly improbable that the U.S. industry
will obtain that pairage in 1969,

During the period 1959-1961, total con-
sumption averaged 632 million pairs per year.
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In the perlod 1967-1969, we estimate that
consumption will average 788 million pairs a
year. This level represents an increase of 156
million pairs, or about 3 percent per year.
Thus virtually all of the growth in the
shoe industry has gone into imports since
1959, It Is estimated that domestic produc-
tion will be less in the year 1969 than it
was in 1959.

These growth rates as projected by Dr.
Eana tell an even more shocking story. It
is estimated by 1975 that the domestic pro-
duction of 519 million pairs will be 1314
percent less than the 600 million pairs cur-
rent production. This entire loss in pro-
duction will be absorbed by imports.

Quite a few people outside of the Industry
have indicated that there were opportuni-
ties for increase in export of footwear from
the United States. This has been tried time
and time again. Even if prices were com-
petitive, American manufacturers could not
export to any Important extent. Most shoe
producing countries of the world have high
tariffs, or protect their domestic footwear
industries through border taxes, exchange
restrictions, or licensing. At the same time,
these couniries encourage footwear exports
to the United States through export subsi-
dies, credits on domestic taxes paid on
footwear exports, and concessions on freight,
No wonder foreign footwear manufacturers
think our great market Is inviting. United
States tariffis on footwear prior to the Ken-
nedy Round reductions averaged about 12
percent on Imported footwear. When the
Eennedy Round reductlons are completed
in 1872, they will average about 8 percent,
and there are few, if any, hidden barriers.
No wonder the Italian manufacturers set
up two sets of lasts—one for the manufac-
ture of European shoes and one for the
manufacture of American shoes.

STYLE

It will be contended by retailers and do-
mestic importers that imports come in prin-
cipally because of style and that these items
are not avallable in the United States. Most
people agree today that style has become
internationalized by jet transportation, Shoes
shown in Parls or Florence today may be in
the footwear factories in New York a day or
so later. The footwear presented here may be
produced in Europe next week.

Fashion centers for footwear exist in a
number of cities throughout the world, such
as Paris, New York, and Rome, There are
creative fashion people in these and other
citles. The members of the Designers Shoe
Guild of America centered in New York, for
example, are known internationally for their
creative styling in women's high-fashion
footwear. It is ironic, as far as I am con-
cerned, to hear a retailer say that Italy and
Spain are the fashion centers of the world
and that is the only reason that imports
come in. If we take a look at the facts for a
moment, we will find that probably the
greatest imported men’'s shoes today are wing
tips, which have been made in the American
market for as long as I have been in the shoe
industry, which is over 30 years. The hand
sewn moceasin, which has been copled abroad
and sent In at much lower prices due to the
tremendous amount of hand work, was origl-
nated in this country many years ago.

During the mid-thirties, we ran our fac-
tories in this country on sandalized shoes
that are now being imported in large num-
bers. The platform shoe, which originated in
America in the late thirties, is a big rage to-
day out of Italy and Spain.

Common sense tells us that if there were
no differential in price and the import ad-
vantage was style alone, with our high pro-
ductivity we could knock off any new fashion
that looked promising and make an excellent
profit. But the fact remains that these shoes
cannot be produced here at anywhere near
their cost abroad, as I have demonstrated in
the early part of my talk.
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It has been said by the opposition that
the American footwear industry is operating
at capacity as far as labor is concerned and
that we cannot supply the footwear needed,
and that retailers must go abroad to get
merchandise. This just simply is not the
situation, First, the figures from the Depart-
ment of Commerce indicate that for the first
six months we have approximately a 10 per-
cent reduction in pairs produced in this
country. Certainly this 30 million pairs of
shoes could have been produced during the
first six months in our country as they were
last year. Second, even though the labor
situation may be tight in some areas, you
must remember that with shoe imports in-
creasing between 30 and 40 percent a year
domestic manufacturers are certainly not
going to make capital expenditures in build-
ing new factories or modernizing their old
ones, or spend money in employing and train-
ing additional people.

CONCLUSION

We are well aware of what will be saild in
opposition to the case we have presented:
that style not price is responsible for im-
ports; our profits are good—the industry has
not been hurt.

We have tried to bring out all of the facts
that bear on these guestions and on current
conditions of the industry. We have shown
that:

1. The domestic footwear manufacturing
industry has lost practically all of the market
growth in the major categories of footwear
since 1955 to imports.

2. There is every reason to believe that
imports by 1969 may equal 35 percent of our
domestic output, and by 1975 may reach 90
percent of domestic production. The United
States will be approaching the condition of
Switzerland, where imports supply 50 percent
of the footwear market.

These projected developments will arise
not because we cannot compete with Euro-
pean styles or do not have plant capacity or
capital to bulld new factories, or because our
technology and productivity is lagging, or be-
cause we cannot get enough labor. They will
occur primarily because labor costs abroad
are so low in comparison with costs in United
States footwear manufacturlng that im-
ported footwear can under-sell domestic pro-
ducers by a wide margin in every type of foot-
wear and in every price bracket. If foreign
footwear were winning an increased share
of our market because of style alone, we
would not be here today.

The impact of footwear imports in the
years ahead will be two-fold. First, it will
have serious consequences to many small
towns and cities where shoe manufacturing
employment makes an important and fre-
quently major contribution to the economic
life of the community. If production declines
to the projected 515 inillion pairs by 1975, it
will mean a loss of thousands of jobs in foot-
wear manufacturing, Footwear workers, as we
have pointed out, are vulnerable to job
displacement.

Moreover, when the Vietnam war is over
and it becomes important to find opportu-
nities for veterans, as well as for the increased
labor force coming from population growth,
the footwear industry, which is particularly
suited to the employment of unskilled labor,
cannot be counted on to help.

Second, investment in new plants in these
smaller communities will be discouraged. As
the two letters from representative manufac-
turers contained in our brief demonstrate,
domestic manufacturers are not going to risk
an investment of anywhere from 14 to 2 mil-
lion dollars in new plant and equipment to
open up shoe factories to supply large dis-
tributors when they are confronted with
price competition from imports which they
cannot possibly meet. Any expansion in foot-
wear manufacturing in the years ahead will
be abroad, not here.
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BILLION FAIR U.5. MARKET

From the evidence presented, it is clear
that practically every country is aware of the
billion-pair footwear market in fhe United
States. Because of the relatively simple tech-
nology and high labor content, footwear is
one of the easiest things to produce in low-
wage countries and even in iron-curtain
countries. The capacity of these lower-wage
countries to produce footwear for the U.S.
market 1s unlimited. While the domestic
manufacturing industry is modern in tech-
nology and management, and has a 25 to 30
percent greater productivity than any other
country, this is far from sufficient to offset
higher labor costs here. And, as we have in-
dicated, there is no possibility of new plants
and new equipment offsetting this major
wage differential.

Foreign manufacturers consider the low
duties in this country an open invitation to
export footwear to the United States. Almost
every type of footwear produced in the United
States iIs being imported, and in certain types
the U.S. market has been taken over almost
completely by imports.

In spite of years of negotlation under GATT
moreover, there has been a continuing lack
of reclprocity by other nations which main-
tain an array of barriers to trade: quotas,
internal tax systems, and tax subsidles for
their exports. Their national policies promote
exports to the United States. This may have

TABLE |.—LOCATION OF MANUFACTURING PLANTS, 1963: SHOES,
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have been all very well in the thirties and
forties, but is totally inappropriate today.
The countries of Europe and Japan with mod-
ern industry do not need our help.

In any event, it is impossible, as the sta-
tistics show, for American footwear to com=-
pete abroad. Even though we provide a choice
of sizes and widths not available abroad, our
higher prices make it impossible to com-
pete except for typleal specialties such as
cowboy boots, Faced with an impossible sit-
uation in competition abroad, the Ilarger
manufacturers have dismantled their export
departments.

SMALLER PLANTS HIT

Figures which reflect the impact of imports
on the footwear industry do not tell the
whole story. With the fractured structure of
the industry and the demand for domestic
footwear shrinking, a rising volume of im-
ports can worsen the keen competition which
persists at all times, Smaller plants will find
it impossible to continue, and the trerd to-
ward larger companies will be accelerated.
Such a development can, also, be of serious
concern to the smaller communities where
these plants are usually located.

More and more domestic footwear manu-
facturers, although reluctant to do so, will
be forced to add importing to their manu-
facturing activities. It is important to note
here that the manufacturers who are import-
ing today recognize the long-range implica-
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tions of imports to domestic investment and
employment in the footwear industry and
support the following policy statement:

“The footwear industry is in agreement
with government alms and objectives that
look toward increasing world trade. We be-
lieve it is imperative, however, in the light
of vast changes in world conditions since our
trade-liberalization policy began thirty-five
years ago, that we make adjustment in this
policy where necessary to preserve and permit
at least modest growth in home industries
that provide employment in small cities and
towns through America. No one is suggesting
imports be stopped or even cut back. The
question is: What shall be done about the
future growth of imports of footwear? Shall
footwear Imports grow on a regular basis
shared with domestic producers? Or will for-
eign producers be permitted to take over
American markets at will, displace American
labor, and make jobs for labor abroad? Other
countries when they have been faced with
the problems have not hesitated to move in
the direction of the best interests of their
industries and their economies.”

The policy expressed in the foregoing state-
ment is best implemented by the voluntary
import limitations urged in the Presidential
petitions circulated and executed by more
than two-third’s of both Houses this sum-
mer. Failing such a voluntary solution to the
problem, a legislative solution will become
mandatory.

EXCEPT RUBBER

All
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All
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50tc 100to 250 to
99 249 493
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500 to 1,000 or
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Number of plants with employment of—

Ito 20to 50to 100to 250to 500tc 1,000 or
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TABLE 1.—LOCATION OF MANUFACTURING PLANTS, 1963: SHOES, EXCEPT RUBBER—Continued

Number of plants with employment of—

( Ito 20to 50to 100to 250to 500 to 1,000 or
Area and industry ) 19 49 99 249 499 999 more

Area and industry

All
lants
num-
ber)

Number of plants with employment of—

lto 20fo 50t 100to 250t 500 to
19 49 99 249 439 999

SHOES, EXCEPT
RUBBER (INDUSTRY
CODE 3141)—Con.

Pennsylvania—Middle
Atlantic—Con.

ot
Ll

Lycoming..
Monroe________.___
Northumberland .. _.
Philadelphia City__.
Schuylkill . ... ...
Snyder

Somerset

Sullivan. ...
Susquehanna_ _
Wyoming -
iy NG

00 1 P et i LY e ) e )

SHOES, EXCEPT
RUBBER (INDUSTRY
CODE 3141)—Con.

Wisconsin—East north-
central—Con.
Milwaukee. .. ____

Wisconsin, total . _

Minnesota—West
north-central:

Pennsylvania,
total . _.____.

Dhio—East north-

Stmmlt.. e
Ohio, total ...
Indiana—East north- L

central:
Hamilton

Montgomery.
Moultrie._

IWlinois, total

Michigan—East north-
central:

Montcalm____
) P

Michigan, total _ ..

Wisconsin—East north-
central:

Green Lake.
Jefferson. . ...
Langlade. ... ...
Lincoln___..
Manitowoc... —
Marathon..........

ot et ot Bt D 1t D 3 3 et

Ramsey_
Washingto

Minnesota, total__

lowa—West north-
central:
B e T
Poweshiek._. ... ..

fowa, total ...

Missouri—West

Jefferson.
Johnson_.

Pulaski_____
St. Francois.
St. Louis

St. Louis City.
Saline

Shannon___

Wright. . ...

Missouri, total - .
Nebraska—Waest
north-central:
Douglas
Platte
Nebraska total.

Kansas—West north-
central:

Sedgwick_ ...
Kansas, total_._.
Maryland—South
Atlantic:
Baltimore City

Frederick.. ... ...
Washington

Maryland, total__
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TABLE 1.—LOCATION OF MANUFACTURING PLANTS, 1963: SHOES, EXCEPT RUBBER—Continued

Area and industry

All
lants

num=

ber)

Number of plants with employment of—

1to 20to 50to 100to 250to 500to 1,000 or
19 49 99 249 499 993 more

LT

Area and industry

All
lants
num-
ber)

Number of plants with employment of—

20te 50t 100to 250f0 500to 1,000 or
49 9 249 499 999 maore

SHOES, EXCEPT
RUBBER (INDUSTRY
CODE 3141)—Con.

Virginia—South Atlantic:
Brunswick ...
Fredericksburg.

Prince Edward_ ..

Virginia, total___.

West Virginia—South
Atlantic: Cabell

North Carolina—South
Atlantic:
Burke. ...
Cleveland.
ﬁrrs%rth_._h
ontgomery._
Randolph.
Swain_._.
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Wilkes. ...

North Carolina,
| e R

Georgia—South
Atlantic:

Meintosh.
Union.. .

Georgia, total ...

Florida—South Atlantic:
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- T——
Florida, total
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central:
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central:
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Williamson...._...
Wison... ...
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Alabama total_. ..

Mississippi—East
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Mississippi total..
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central:

Arkansas. .

LT e s e
Craighead_.. ..

) S S AT
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Garland.......
Greene._ . =
Independence..____

JONNSON, ..o eneaa
Mississippi
Poinsett......
Pope.....
Randolph......
White_- =2

Arkansas total_..__

Texas—Waest south-
central:

Lampasas
Montague. ...
Nueces..._.....
Potter___.
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Tom Gree:
Willacy_____

Texas, total

New Mexico—
Mountain:
Santa Fe..... ..

Arizona, tofal__ ..

Washington—Pacific:
King

Washington, total_

Oregon—Pacific:
Columbia_.....___
Multnomah._._.___._

Oregon, total_____

California—Pacific:
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San Bernardino. ...
San Francisco
§an Mateo. .

Tennessee fotal. ..

Alabama—East south-
central:

Madison...........
Montgomery.

Hawaii—Pacific:
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104




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE September 18, 1969

LOCATION OF MANUFACTURING PLANTS, 1963: HOUSE SLIPPERS

Area and industry

Number of plants with employment of— | All Number of plants with employment of—
lants

1o 20to 50to 100t 250to 500 to 1,000 or num- Ito 20to 50to 100t 250t 500 to 1,000 or
19 49 99 249 499 999 more Area and industry ber) 19 49 99 249 439 999 more

HOUSE SLIPPERS
(INDUSTRY CODE

142)

Maine—New England:
Franklin
Kennebec.....
Penobscot. ..
Somersel...........

HOUSE SLIPPERS
INDUSTRY CODE
_3142)—Con,
Wisconsin—East
Northcentral:
e
Green Lake. _
Mitwaukee.....

Maine, total
Vermont—New
England: Rutland____.
Vermont, total. ..

Massachusetts—New
England:

Suffolk. ...
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Wisconsin, total__

Minnesota—West
Northeentral:

Hennepin.. _......_.

Minnesota, total__

Missouri—West
Northcentral:
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otal
Rhode Island—New
England: Providence_.
Rhode Island,

Connecticut—New
England: Fairfield. ...
Connecticut,

New York—Middle
Atlantic:

Bronk. ..o e
Franklin_...
Fulton_._.
Herkimer..
Kings_ ...
Livingston__ .
Montgomery.
New York...
Orange._..
Queens. ...-....

Cedar._
Frankl
St. Lou
Wright. . _.__......

Missouri, total__ .

Kansas—West North-
central: Johnson....-

Kansas, total__._.

Maryland—South
Atlantic: Baltimore

Maryland, total.__.

Georgia—South
Atlantic: Whitfield____

Georgia, total. ...

New York, total_ .

Florida, total

New Jersey—Middle
Atlantic:
Bergen.....
Hudson....
Middlesex.
PaSShIC

Tennessee—East South
central: Hamilton. ...

Tennessee, total ..

New Jersey,

Pennsylvania—Middle
Atlantic:
Allegheny_
Dauphin...

Arkansas—West South-
central: Arkansas.....

Arkansas, total. ..

Texas—Wast South-
central:

Pen nsi‘ivﬂni
total. ..

Texas, total

Oregon—Pacific: Mult

Ohio—East
Northcentral:

Franklin____...._.-

nomah_.._.._......

Oregon, total

California—Pacific:

Dhio, total.......

Indiana—East North-
central: Orange

Indfana, total_...

Los Angeles.

California, total._.

Hawaii—Pacific: Hono=

Niinois—East north-
central: Cook........

Iifinois, total___._
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Source: 1963 Census of Manufactures, U.S, Departmentof Commerce.
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TABLE 11.—EMPLOYMENT IN NONRUBBER FOOTWEAR TABLE 1N.—FOOTWEAR MANUFACTURING COMPANIES' FOOTWEAR MANUFACTURING ESTABLISHMENTS, EM-
INDUSTRY PERCENT OF NET PROFITS AFTER FEDERAL INCOME PLOYEES AND PAYROLLS 1ST QUARTER, 1967—Continued

TAXES TO NET SALES—Continued
i [Dollar amounts in thousands]

Produc-

tion Number of Percent of

i Pmdtl_n:» workers net profits Total Taxable

em- \nnrk?r: pan:e:‘st remﬂﬂﬂﬁ nfr?:;
ployees only of all
(thou- (thou- em-
sands) ployees

G 0 = U = RO D

87.4
87.6
88.7

8

T 4 00 00 £
~

SRRERILVFESL =

Arkansas__
Minnesota. _
fows.__.-.. .
Nebraska_____

MNP NR

Source: National Footwear Manufacturers Association, Maryland.
Virginia_____
West Virginia_.
FOOTWEAR MANUFACTURING ESTABLISHMENTS, North Carolina_

PLOYEES AND PAYROLLS, 1ST QUARTER, 1967 e o

[Dollar amounts in thousands] Kentucky.
Alabama__..

Mississippi..

Total Number
reporting of em-
units ployees!

SIBBBIBBB2BBS
DWREB--INONW RO
nd i f o el o o o s vl g it .

June 1968________

18-month average. New England:

Source: Employment and Earnings Statistics, U.S. Department O h
Labor, Massachusetts o7 2 154
MNew Hampshire_ A

TABLE 11I.—FOOTWEAR MANUFACTURING COMPANIES' TmnpL.. ; Lo 216,721 223,190
PERCENT OF NET PROFITS AFTER FEDERAL INCOME

TAXES TO NET SALES i o 358 e ko
Pennsylvania. 2 Not available,

s <t ﬁ:{?&ﬂ E‘stmu:,‘:?m.,k * Data withheld to avoid disclosure of individual company

Hiinois SRR,

Ohio. .. ... Source: 1967 County Business Patterns U.S. Department of
3.0 Wisconsin Commerce,
L7 Indiana..

515 Michigan

1.9 Footnotes at end of table.

ol

TABLE V.—ANNUAL PRODUCTION OF SHOES AND SLIPPERS, EXCEPT RUBBER, BY GEOGRAPHIC AREAS AND SELECTED CLASSES OF FOOTWEAR, 1967

[1n thousands of pairs]

Misses',
chil-

Shoes and f All other Shoes and _dren’s, All other

slippers,  Men's, i 5 footwear slippers, ~ Men's, infants’, footwear

except  youths', including except  youths', d including

rubber, and boys" Women's ies’ athletic : rubber, and boys . athletic

Geographic areal total shoes shoes Slippers shoes Geographic area! total shoes sh Slippers shoes

United States, total2.. 599,968 149,061 257,991 95, 620 8,964 | North Central—Continued
New England 189, 494 y 3 12, 141 4,167 Wisconsin. .. .._._..... 13,859 9, 536 701
M 90 608 Other States. ____.__... 166 (%) 3
8,130 Southand West___________ 46, 458
0 (:)

New Hampshire___ Arkansas__._____

Other States 8, 10 32 , 793 i California
Middie Atlantic........
Mew Jersey..
New York___
Pennsylvania
North Central_.

Indiana. .. ot 4

Michigan. . i35 ) 5,399 2,021
Minnesota . 2.2 ) *) 0 Virginia_ .. __... ﬁ )
Missouri ) 1) Washington 0
11| P i 9,98 ) ® Other States 462

_ 1 Data for each State not shown separately have been withheld to avoid disclosing figures for 2 Excludes shoes and slippers with sole vulcanized to fabric upper.
individual companies. These States are: New England : Connecticut, Vermont, and Rhode 1sland. 3 Withheld 1o avoid disclosing figures fer individual companies.

Erarg:m?ﬁ;::zrj;;:&l.&i?:::é_a;:varrlea??nﬁaig?im AN EACIENRE Vicehin, HOR SRS, Source: Current Industrial Reports, U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE VI.—PRODUCTION OF SHOES AND SLIPPERS, EXCEPT RUBBER, BY TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION: 1967

[Thousands of pairs]

McKa Vuleanized Other

Cemented 4  Welt, sewed, or injection  Indian Genuine Littleway,

excluding  Slip- including  excluding Stitch- Soft Turnor molded type moccasin prewell,

Item Total  sliplasted lasted Silhouwelt  Littleway down sole turned construction moccasing construction elc.

Shoes and slippers, except rubber, total .________ 599 964 319,553 26,915 86, 280 1,882 11,724 39, 230 7,313 33,856 2 8?2 27,969 42 310

Shoes (including athletic), total_______.____..__.______ 502 329 282,331 15,563 8, 108 1,783 9,413 5 499 1202 B, 4ss 2? 506 3? 725

Mei's sioes (eXEeptatiBtic). — oo ee |23 720 19,963 2,05 440 2,486 (;___._ " 10349 L — @ s

Men'sworkshoes.._._ ... 38,66 L& (O 2998 O L4 Q. s
6 high and over (m:ludmg over-the-foot

ots)... e Soi 777 (O] 22,948 ) 8 ©
Less than 6/ high_ = 7,005 ) o SR ) )

Men’s shoes, other than work 18,519  ( 36,530 © 1,312 N 280 14, 365

L (
tion with outsole atlached) 541 ) 721 €] ) n_ @ 12,102
Uppers of soft tannages (in t :

boot and sandals) . y 5,645 958 1,123 () 767 2, 232 140 423
All other men's shoes (including dress e 12, 333 933 34, 686 ) ) E 4,918 &) 1 840

Youths' and boys' shoes (except athletic) 25,41, 10807 .- 4230 @ 1,78 = 6, 042 49 952

Youtha'shoes - . ocooC oo i 12, 695 5 749 | 1,795 3,370 (0] 195
Boys"shoes_ ... ..o icieeeiaao- 12,646 8 2,435 ; 6 i 2 8?2 (?) ?5?

Women's shoes (exceptathletic)................. 257,991 205,520 S SR ~ 3 1,978 20,006

Women’s wel:tge heel (any height) or opan toe
(not over 8/ el 4, 820 12,970 758 ) Q) 2,479
All other women’s shnes (except athietic) - 233171 192, 550 2,565 z (2) 17, 527

Mot over 8/8 in, heel 110, 516 73, 471 1, 656 10, 859 16, 254
9/8 in. heel and over Ciiaeas 122,655 119,079 509 et 2) (O] 1,273

Misses" shoes (except athletic)........_...._.. LT s Ugis 0o A e - T O LG amiye. 1,58

Misses sh:red%le heel (any height) or open toe (not
over Aht
All other misses shoes (except athletic)... 20, 067 12 8&5 (&

Children's shoes (except athletic) 3 3Ei, 7&5 l? 158 "g
Infants' and babies’ shoes_.__..._.. . 25,991 9,770 1,09
Athletic shoes 6,949 1,062

7,525 4, 825 (33 968 386
1, 467 :

Men's, youths', and boys’ athletic shoes 5, 491
All other athletic shoes..___.______ 1.458 361

Slippers, total = 85,62 620 3, 874 11,352 ( (z) LD

All slippers of slip-on type with underwedge heel or
hlnwn sponge rubber midsole 10, 861 5379 CERS6 ol s e (&)
Other slippers:
Men's, youihs' ] 6 Ty AR e R | 5,020 () () 1 ©) o)

13, 841 4,640 844 : 3,810 (@
1,018 380 SR 3 @ O

57,247 23,740 5,501 ___. T 21,593 1,976 )
12,563 2,735 0] 7,175 ® &)

Misses' and children’s__.____.___.______ 9,340 2,021 4,843 1,585 )
Infants’ and babies' 3,313 714 R 2% 2,332 ®

Other footwear (except those with sole vulcanized or
molded to fabricupper) .. ...........o.o.......... 2,015 202

1 Excludes shoes and slippers with sole vulcanized to fabric upper (see table ), Source: Current Industrial Reports, U.S. Department of Commerce.
3 Withheld to avoid disclesing figures for individual companies,

TABLE VIL.—PRODUCTION OF LEATHER AND VINYL FOOTWEAR
[Millions of pairs]

Total Men's

Without Youths' Infants”
Shoes slippers Dress Work and boys" Women's Misses’ Children's and babies" Athletic Slipper

-~
s

£ o L Lo L
50 O =i~ 00

RBRESHHERSLE

o e B B Pl
SusSNsSs

mummmomm}vnn-—-mwm

RENNR

o
-

ey
i
00 £ =l 63 03 13 PO 7 e e N 13 63 00 00

VoMo ~NNDS

NMUOVWoLRe=MOo~ONo~

ERERINE
TN N LD O L et D T £ e D

B b Gy
S8R
~ o

BREHRUGE

D Gl ad G L 2oy L3 £ ot
SEEELESHERRRELE
O O LN B U ey el NS LN 0 00
BNENND OSSN -

gumg

2.6

oo
2e

1 Estimate based on 6-month data from U.5. Bureau of the Census. Source: Current industrial reports, U.5. Department of Commerce.
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IMPORTS OF FOOTWEAR FROM COMMUNIST AREAS

{in thousands]

Value

34, 386

Czechoslovakia 3.‘“-'13
Hunga 76
o R O

206

Source: Foreign Trade Division, U.S. Department of Commerce,

TABLE XI
Letter No. 1

As you know, this season was contracted
with a factory in Italy, one in England and
one in Spain to make shoes to be sold by
IS
In the case of Italy we furnished the styl-
ing information and the lasts; these shoes
are made to our specifications. The main
thing we seemed to be buying was the labor
job. In both England and Spain we gave a
great deal of assistance in the styling and
manufacturing of the shoes.

We had to make a decision last fall whether
we should build another factory here or go
into the import business. With all the com-
petition from imports in this labor-oriented
product we decided we would be much bet-
ter off to augment our business by develop-
ing these relationships in Italy, England and
Spain. This means of course that we have
restricted our expansion and several hun-
dred jobs which we might have created by
building a factory in the United States have
been eliminated.

We are barely into this program so it is
difficult for me to project how far it will go.
However, I can assure you it is going very,
very well. We feel we were forced into it,
and I am sure if we had proper emphasis on
domestic versus import relations we would
have much preferred to have built a factory
here in the United States.

Letier No. 2

Our largest single customer is . . . During
several recent years this account has rep-
resented over 157 of our total volume; hence
it is not difficult to understand its impor-
tance to us. In January of 1968, as is custom-
ary at that time of the year, we submitted
and presented our style suggestions for the
fall season. (They) ordered a number of
samples from this selection and we again
contacted the account in March in an effort
to nail down certain adoptions for the ap-
proaching season. In April we were advised
by this account that almost all adoptions of
new styles would be made from imports and
that no adoptions of new styles would be
made from samples we had submitted. . . .

Our five-year plan calls for an expansion of
our physical production facilitles but that
unless there is a drastic change in the at-
titude of the administration In Washington
or unless there is proper Orderly Marketing
Legislation enacted in behalf of our in-
dustry, there isn’'t a remote chance that our
expansion will take place on domestic soill

e ——

FRESHMAN ECONOMICS LESSON
NO. 4

v+ (Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
*traneous matter.)

Mr. PODELL, Mr. Speaker, how sad it
is to see the prosperity of this Nation, so
laboriously created, destroyed so swiftly
by disastrous economic policies of the
present administration. Early after as-
suming office, the President announced

Government would not intervene in wage
and price decisions. This was a green
light to many major corporations, who
have taken him at his word. Now infla-
tion rages out of control and recession
faces the Nation.

Daily prices rise, as the White House
calmly reiterates economic platitudes of
Herbert Hoover. Laissez faire and hands
off is their cry, as delighted corporations
sock it to consumers, and banks squeeze
the last weary nickel out of a Nation
rammed up to the economic wall by in-
tolerable interest rates. Who can buy a
home? Who can obtain short-t:-m
money? We have turned the poorhouse
inside out and called it a credit society,
and now we are turning credit-depend-
ent American people out into Govern-
ment-created cold.

Let us begin with a decision by the
Civil Aeronautics Board, which has al-
lowed domestic airlines to increase fares
for the second time this year. These new
fares would raise airline incomes by $300
million, or about 6.35 percent. In Febru-
ary, the CAB granted “interim” increases
amounting to 3.8 percent. Much higher
short haul fares will result. Standby
vouth fares will rise. But of course this
is not inflation for consumers, according
to our ponderously knowledgeable lead-
€rs.

Today it was announced in the name
of sacred competition that Ford had fol-
lowed GM'’s lead, raising prices on its
cars an average of $108 or 3.6 percent.
Close enough to keep pace, but not
enough to make a difference to the con-
sumer’s pocketbook, except to drain it
further. One thing changed. Ford’s war-
ranty to consumers was diluted. How
thoughtful and public spirited. Yester-
day the U.S. Treasury offered to pay 8
percent for a 19%-month note, highest
interest rate cost on a Treasury obliga-
tion in 110 years. Government agency is-
sues have offered even higher yields. Yes-
terday Treasury also offered 734 percent
for a 3-year, 7'2-month note, and 7%
percent for a 6-year, 10l2-month note.
These three high-yielding issues are be-
ing offered in exchange for $8.9 billion
in notes and bonds maturing later this
year, most of which originally cost Gov-
ernment only 2% to 4 percent,

This means banks squeezing massive
profits out of millions of Americans
through highest interest rates in genera-
tions can turn and invest such ill-gotten
gains in short-term Government borrow-
ing, obtaining further massive, guaran-
teed returns. Who pays? The people,
through their own Government. Yet all
we hear are elegant donkeyisms and eco-
nomic swill that went out with Calvin
Coolidge. Let them tell that to thousands
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of small industries pressed for short-
term cash, which are now laying off peo-
ple because they cannot stand the eco-
nomic gaff. Let the administration feed
hungry families on economic platitudes
a la Herbert Hoover and 1930.

Next, Maxwell House Division of Gen-
eral Foods Corp. announces wholesale
price increases averaging 5 percent of
both soluble and ground coffees, effective
immediately. Trane Corp. follows Carrier
Corp. lead, advancing prices on air-con-
ditioning products by about 5 percent.
Phelps Dodge upped prices on copper
and zinc.

Latest Department of Commerce fig-
ures show sales in the Nation’s retail
stores dropped 11 percent in 1 week.
Manufacturers expect fourth guarter
factory sales to dip to a 0.6 percent gain
over the third quarter, which had posted
a 2.7 percent jump. Used machinery deal-
ers across the Nation are faced with a
disastrously depressed market.

The President of the Federal National
Mortgage Association states that total
demand for credit has not eased, pre-
dieting the Nation may experience more
stringent credit restrictions before any
relief arrives. Yet this is a nation living
on the thinnest of credit, cash, and
weekly paycheck margins, now being
narrowed and ruptured by administra-
tion economic steps.

Revised Government figures show a
reported drop in wholesale prices last
month, hailed by the administration, did
not oceur at all. Now we discover whole-
sale prices for food and industrial raw
materials did not fall after all.

Cumulative Government efforts to cool
off inflation at expense of our average
worker and consumer are dismal fail-
ures, All they are succeeding in doing is
encouraging industry to raise prices, with
all increases being passed on directly to
the public. The real cure, Government
pressure on business to hold the line, has
gone the way of prosperity and progress.
Fat cats and major industries quietly
tote up new profits as housewives count
pennies and confront supermarket prices
with dismay. The worst is yet to come,
for most of these round-robin price hikes
have not yet struck our consumer econ-
omy with full force. If this is logical,
then so is a 90-story igloo or a ballpoint
refrigerator.

People running our economy resemble
a group of children at the controls of a
machine that fascinates but dumfounds
them. Or like a mob of frightened, queru-
lous old men brought from retirement
to run a plant which has drastically
changed since their heyday. Ignoring
corporate greed, they run things by ex-
perimentation with the well-being of all
of us at stake. Again and again they
raise powerful bludgeons to deliver
mighty blows against the average wage
earner, thinking that by destroying his
purchasing power they will cure the dis-
ease, It is like attempting to run the zoo
from the monkey cage.

NOW IT IS THE TURN OF OUR
NATIONAL PARKS

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks af this
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point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, millions of
Americans have watched in growing dis-
appointment, bitterness, and despair as
the administration has dismantled,
destroyed, or delayed one essential na-
tional program after another. Almost
every day another disastrous departure
from the Nation's agenda is announced
or revealed. This time, the President has
allowed the Bureau of the Budget to
place restrictions on spending by our
country on new park and recreation
areas. How shortsighted. What a short-
changing of our people, who are even now
inereasingly desperate for further reec-
reational areas.

Already, existing national parks and
forests are bulging with too many visi-
tors. As of this year, reservations are
required to visit many of them. Con-
stantly, Americans are seeking to leave
overcrowded, decaying cities for the out-
doors and such facilities as our national
park system offers. Now President Nixon
seeks to cripple the program of acquisi-
tion, creation and expansion of that sys-
tem. Now the Bureau of the Budget has
refused to permit full use of a $200 mil-
lion annual fund voted by Congress
under President Johnson to accelerate
acquisition of badly needed park and
recreation land whose costs are rising
almost daily. This year, only $124 million
is to be used, and the Budget Bureau
projection for next year is similar.

Land values are increasing as a general
rule by 5 to 10 percent annually. Private
land in areas designated as national
parks, seashores, and recreation areas
is constantly shooting upward in price.
Speculators only fuel the rises, and ele-
mentary commonsense tells us that the
longer we wait to acquire such properties
for all the people, the dearer the price
we shall eventually have to pay. Con-
gress recognized this last year when the
fund was increased and made available
for expansion of the system. Now the
President’s decision eviscerates perhaps
the most crueial element and very linch-
pin of the Nation's long-range environ-
mental policy.

In previous years, inadequate funding
of Federal parkland acquisition has re-
sulted in a massive backlog of unfunded
obligations. The Interior Department’s
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation estimated
in January that $500 million would be
required to purchase land already des-
jgnated as parks, without adding new
areas. This in turn would be dependent
upon no further rises in prices, a doubt-
ful premise at best.

Mr. Speaker, this is alarming in the
extreme. Medical research funds have
been cut. Job Corps and the Office of
Economic Opportunity have been anni-
hilated. Manpower Training by the Fed-
eral Government has been crippled.
VISTA and the Peace Corps have felt an
ax wielded viciously by the President.
Federal construction all over the Nation
is slated for cuts of 75 percent. He lopped
$1 billion off aid to education, including
the Nation’'s libraries in efforts to cut
budgets. Aid to arts and humanities has
been cut to the bone. Now 19 research
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centers, seven of which specialize in chil-
dren’s diseases, will have to close their
doors because of such cutbacks,

But agricultural subsidies remain un-
touched, as fat farmers grow fatter. ABM
marches ahead, untouched. AMSA, a
proposed new manned bomber, feels no
razor edge of a budget cutter's knife,

Yet our park system is expendable.
Future recreation needs for an expand-
ing, exploding population are to be ig-
nored and shoved under the national rug,
along with pollution problems which
make people flee cities in search of
cleaner environments in the first place.
When the Congress itself takes the initia-
tive and orders action, providing neces-
sary funds, the President takes it upon
himself to order that these funds re-
main unused in the people’s interest. The
intent of Congress is ignored. Our peo-
ple's needs are heaved away with a fine
disregard for tomorrow’s problems. Hopes
for future recreational development go
aglimmering.

I wonder what the response would have
been had interests of the people been
replaced by those of United States Steel,
General Motors, Ford Motor Co., Chase
Manhattan Bank.

Congress must act to override this de-
cision, insuring that in spite of the Pres-
ident’s action, the people’s future recrea-
tional needs will be at least partially met.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mr. Forton of Pennsylvania (at the
request of Mr. GeraLp R. Forp), for to-
day, on account of official business ac-
companying the President to the United
Nations.

Mr. JonEes of Tennessee (at the request
of Mr. Furton of Tennessee), for today,
on account of official business.

Mr. HosMER, for 1 week, on account of
illness in family.

SFECIAL 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. Ropivo, for 60 minutes, on Sep-
tember 22, to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DanieL of Virginia), to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. FaresTEIN, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. StaceeRs, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr, Farion, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr, Rivers, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. FaresTEIN, for 20 minutes, on Sep-
tember 22.

Mr. ScHWENGEL (at the request of Mr.
Burke of Florida), for 20 minutes, on
September 22, to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
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Mr. BroyHILL of North Carolina to re-
vise and extend his remarks during gen-
gg:;l debate on House Joint Resolution

Mr, Savror and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Manon and to include certain
tables and printed matter involving a
summary review of the 1970 budget.

Mr. ALserT immediately following pas-~
sage of House Joint Resolution 681 today.

Mr. BroyHILL of Virginia to extend his
remarks following those of Mr, CRAMER
on the conference report on H.R. 6508
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, DanI1eL of Virginia) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr, DENT.

Mr. BiaceI.

Mr. BRaDEMAS in six instances.

Mr. BARING.

Mr, Nix.

Mr. STUCKEY in two instances.

Mr, GARMATZ.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in two in-
stances.

Mr. Dawier of Virginia in two
stances.

Mr. MoorHEAD in six instances.

Mr. DELANEY in two instances.

Mr. pE LA GARza in two instances.

Mr. GonzaLez in two instances.

Mr. EILBERG.

Mr. NicHOLS.

Mr. DADDARIO.

Mr, HUNGATE.

Mr. MeeDS in two instances.

Mr. CHARLES H, WILSON.

Mr. FisHER in two instances.

Mr. BingHAM in two instances,

Mr. UpaLL in eight instances.

Mr. WaITE in two instances.

Mr, Rivers in two instances.

Mr, FArSTEIN in five instances.

Mr. Epmonpson in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BurkE of Florida) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. FisH.

Mr., GUDE.

Mr. SPRINGER in three instances.

Mr. QUIE.

Mr. MESKILL.

Mr. BusH in three instances.

Mr. CONTE. *

Mr, SteicEr of Wisconsin.

Mr. ROBISON.

Mr. PirniIE in two instances.

Mr. ASHEROOK.

Mr. Tarr in two instances.

Mr. WIDNALL.

Mr, RHODES.

Mr. MicHEL in two instances.

Mr. HoGAN.

Mr, MI1zELL.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH.

Mr. SCHADEBERG.

Mr. BRown of Ohio.

Mr. GOLDWATER.

Mr, McEWEN.

Mr. Teacue of California.

Mr. WHITEHURST.

Mr. SHRIVER in two instances.

Mr. Rem of New York in two instances.

Mr. COWGER.

Mr., WyMan.

Mr. Forron of Pennsylvania In five
instances.

in-'
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SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

8. 728. An act for the relief of Capt. Richard
L. Schumaker, U.S. Army.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DANIEL of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 22 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday,
September 19, 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:

1158. A letter from the Secretary of the
Treausry, transmitting the third semi-
annual report on (1) U.S. purchases and
sales of gold and the state of the U.S. gold
gtock and (2) International Monetary Fund
discussions on the evolution of the inter-
national monetary system; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

1159. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on progress and problems relating to
improvement of Federal agency accounting
systems as of December 31, 1968; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

1160, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on economic assistance funds improperly
used to finance vehlcles for defense require-
ments, Agency for International Develop-
ment, Department of State; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

1161, A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior, transmitting a copy of
an application by the Water Supply & Stor-
age Co. of Fort Collins, Colo, for a loan
under the Small Reclamation Projects Act
(70 Stat. 1044, as amended, 71 Stat. 48),
pursuant to the provisions of section 4(c)
of that act; to the Committee on Interlor
and Insular Affairs.

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. DULSKI: Committee on Post Office and
Civil BService, Postal Systems of the U.S.
Armed Forces, San Francisco Critique (Rept.
No. 91-496). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. STEED. Committee of Conference.
H.R. 11582 (Rept. No. 81-497). Ordered to be
printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANNUNZIO (for himself, Mr.
Anperson of California, Mr, BUTTON,
Mr. BYrNE of Pennsylvania, Mr.
DaNIELs of New Jersey, Mr. FarB-
STEIN, Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr. GALLAGHER,
Mr. GArMATZ, Mr, GraY, Mr. KOoCH,
and Mr, Mixva) :

H.R. 13870. A bill to amend title XII of the
National Housing Act to provide, under the
urban property protection and reinsurance
program, for direct Federal insurance against
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losses to habltational property for which in-
surance is not otherwise available or is avail=-
able only at excessively surcharged rates, to
make crime insurance mandatory under such
program, to provide assistance to homeowners
to aid in reducing the causes of excessive sur-
charges, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.
By Mr. BURTON of Utah:

H.H. 13871. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide a 10 percent
across-the-board increase in the benefits pay-
able thereunder, with subsequent cost-of-liv-
ing increases in such benefits, and to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
for cost-of-living adjustments in social se-
curity taxes in order to assure continuing
financing for such increases in benefits; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FISH:

H.R.13872. A bill to afford protection to
the public from offensive intrusion into their
homes through the postal service of sexually
oriented mail matter, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H.R. 13873. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the penal-
ties for the unlawful transportation of nar-
cotic drugs and to make it unlawful to solicit
the assistance of or use a person under the
age of 18 in the unlawful trafficking of any
such drug; to the Committee on. Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FRIEDEL:

H.R. 13874. A bill to amend the Military
Selective Service Act of 1967 to provide for
the uniform application of the position clas-
sification and general schedule pay rate pro-
visions of title 6, United States Code, to all
employees of the Selective Service System;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho (for himself,
Mr. Apamr, Mr. Tarr, and Mr.
TUNNEY) :

H.R. 13875. 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 educational
benefits under chapter 34 of such title; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. HAYS:

H.R.13876. A bill to amend title VIII of
the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 13877. A bill requiring a review by the
Secretary of the Army of certain reports on
the Delaware River ports; to the Committee
on Public Works.

By Mr. ROSTENEOWSKI:

H.R.13878. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions to be wused for the elimination of
certain rail-highway grade crossings in the
State of Illinois; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. BOB WILSON:

H.R. 13879. A bill to provide additional
benefits for optometry officers of the uni-
formed services; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr., ASPINALL (for himself and
Mr. SAYLOR) :

H.R. 13880. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Lyndon B. Johnson National
Historic Site, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BETTS (for himself and Mr,
MOSHER) :

H.R.13881. A bill to authorize a survey of
the Huron River and tributaries, Ohio, In
the interest of flood control and allied pur-
poses; to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R. 13882, A bill to authorize a survey of
the Vermilion River and tributaries, Ohio,
in the interest of flood control and allled
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. DORN:
H.R.13883. A bill to amend the Internal
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Revenue Code of 1054 to provide an addi-
tional income tax exemption to a taxpayer
supporting a dependent who is mentally
retarded; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 13884. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide a 10 percent
across-the-board increase in benefits there-
under; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 13885. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to provide for a mid-decade cen-
sus of population in the year 1975 and every
10 years thereafter; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. GOLDWATER:

H.R. 13886. A bill to establish the Presi-
dent’s Award for Distinguished Law Enforce-
ment Service; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. BARReTT, Mr. BIESTER,
Mr. BYyrNE of Pennsylvania, Mr. Ca-
HILL, Mr. CoucHLIN, Mr. EILBERG, Mr.
Hunt, Mr. Nmix, Mr, RorH, Mr.
THOMPSON of New Jersey, Mr. WaT-
KINS, and Mr, WILLIAMS) :

H.R. 13887. A bill requiring the Secretary
of the Army to review certain reports on the
Delaware River ports; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr, RAILSBACK:

H.R. 13888. A bill to amend the antitrust
laws to provide that the refusal of nonprofit
blood banks and of hospitals and physiclans
to obtain blood and blood plasma from other
blood banks shall not be deemed to be acts
in restraint of trade, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. REID of New York:

H.R. 13889. A bill providing for Federal
railroad safety; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. STOKES.

H.R. 13890. A bill to reinforce the Federal
Bystem by strengthening the personnel re-
sources of State and local governments, to
improve intergovernmental cooperation in
the administration of grant-in-aid programs,
to provide grants for Improvement of State
and local personnel administration, to aus
thorize Federal assistance in training State
and local employees, to provide grants to
State and local governments for training of
their employees, to authorize interstate com-
pacts for personnel and training activities, to
facilitate the temporary assignment of per-
sonnel between the Federal Government and
State and local governments, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr, UDALL:

H.R. 13891. A bill to promote the domestic
and foreign commerce of the United States
by modernizing practices of the Federal Gov-
ernment relating to the inspection of per-
sons, merchandise, and conveyances moving
into, through, and out of the United States,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROTZMAN (for himself, Mr.
DeENNEY, Mr., FRIEDEL, Mr. COWGER,
Mr. WEICKER, Mr. Dices, Mr. WoLbp,
Mr. NELSEN, Mr. CarTER, and Mr,
LOWENSTEIN) :

H.J. Res. 904. Joint resolution providing
for the display in the Capitol Building of a
portion of the moon; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.J. Res. 905. Joint resclution authoriz-
ing the President to proclaim the period
April 20 through April 25, 1970, as “School-
bus Safety Week'; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DORN:

H.J. Res. 906. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the period April
20 through April 25, 1970, as “Schoolbus
Safety Week"”; to the Committee on Judi-
ciary.
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By Mr. RAILSBACE (for himself, Mr.
AwnpeErsoN of Illinois, Mr. HANSEN of
Idaho, Mr. MeskrLn, Mr. WHALEN,
Mr. HarrErN, Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN,
Mr., Tarr, and Mr. COWGER) :

H.J. Res. 907. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that the right to
vote in Federal elections shall not be denied
on account of age to persons who are 18 years
of age cr older; to the Committee on the
Judieiary.

By Mr. WHITEHURST:

H.J. Res. 908. Joint resolution to provide
fcr the issuance of a special postage stamp
in commemcration of Senatcr Everett Me-
Kinley Dirksen; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H. Con. Res. 366. Concurrent resolution
for humane treatment and early release of
Amerlcan prisoners of war held by North
Vietnam; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. BEROWN of California:

H. Con. Res. 367. Concurrent resolution
expressing the esense of the Congress with
respect to the establishment of United Na-
tions Day as a permanent international
holiday; to the Commitiee on Foreign
Affairs.
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By Mr. REES:

H. Res. 552. Resolution expressing the
gense of the House of Representatives with
respect to U.S. ratification of the Conven-
tions on Genocide, Abolition of Foreed Labor,
Political Rights of Women, and Freedom of
Association; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 13892. A bill for the relief of Aurora
Matia Moranta; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts:

H.R. 13893. A bill for the relief of Nicholas
Francis Canny; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN:

H.R.13804. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Rosenda Herminia Nieto and her minor son,
Fernand Javier Nieto Rodriguez; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MATLLIARD:

H.R.13895. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Maria Eloisa Pardo Hall; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.
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H.R.13896. A bill for the relief of Mauro
Pereyra and his wife, Fausta; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PELLY:

HR.13897. A bill for the relief of Maria
Boledad dela Cruz; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TIERNAN:

H.R. 13898. A hill for the relief of Dimi-
trios Covosdis; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

H.R. 13899. A bill for the relef of Radha
Majumdar; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr, MILLER eof California:

H. Res. 553. Resolution to refer the bill,
H.R. 13830, entitled A bill for the relief of
Genisco Technology Corp." to the Chief Com-
missioner of the Court of Claims in accord-
ance with sections 1492 and 2509 of title 28,
United States Code; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

254. By the SPEAKER: Fetition of the City
Councll, Stanton, Calif., relative to the pro-
posed expansion of the Los Alamitos Naval
Air Station, Los Alamitos, Calif.; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

SENATE—Thursday, September 18, 1969

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by Hon. GEORGE D.
AIKEN, a Senator from the State of
Vermont.

The Chaplain, Rev. Edward L. R. El-
son, D.D., offered the following prayer:

Eternal Father, with each new day we

thank Thee for the call to serve Thee in
all of life’s vocations, but especially for
the stewardship of office in this Chamber.
Give understanding, humility, and char-
ity to those who in Thy name, and for
the Nation’s sake, are entrusted with
power to act for the Republic in this
place. Keep ever before them the high
vision of Thy kingdom and the abiding
truth that while the pressing problems
require economic and political solutions,
all deeper human needs are moral and
spiritual. Give them open ears, quick to
hear the whisper of Thy word, and hearts
tuned to the unseen presence which en-
folds us, supports us, and lights the path-
way of life's changing scenes. In the
name of Him who is the light of the
world. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read a communication to the Senate.
The legislative clerk read the following
letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMFORE,
Washington, D.C., September 18, 1969.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. GeorGcE D. AIKEN, a Senator
from the State of Vermont, to perform the
duties of the Chalr during my absence.
RICHARD B. RUSSELL,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr., President, I
ask unanimous consent that the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, September 17, 1969, be dis-
pensed with.

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN-
ING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, after the swear-
ing in of our new Member, the distin-
guished Senator-designate from Illinois,
there be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business, with a time
limitation of 3 minutes on statements
therein.

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

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE
GOVERNOR OF ILLINOIS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I should
like to note the presence in the Chamber,
in the minority leader’s seat, of the very
distinguished Governor of Illinois, Rich-
ard B. Ogilvie.

SENATOR FROM ILLINOIS

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I present
the certificate of appointment of the
Honorable Rarpa T. SmiTH as a Sen-
ator from the State of Illinois.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The certificate of appointment will
be read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

STATE OF ILLINOIS,
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT,
Springfield, IlL.
To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that, pursuant to the
power vested in me by the Constitution of
the United States and the laws of the State
of Illinois, I, Richard B. Ogilvie, the Governaor
of satd State, do hereby appoint Ralph Tyler
Smith a Senator from sald State to represent
said State in the Senate of the United States
until the vacancy therein caused by the
death of the Honorable Everett McKinley
Dirksen is filled by election as provided by
law.

Witness: His Excellency, our Gaovernor,
Richard B. Ogilvie, and our Seal hereto af-
fixed at Epringfield, Illinois, this seventeenth
day of September, in the year of our Lord,
nineteen hundred and sixty-nine,

Ricaarp B, OGILVIE,
Governor.
[sEAL]
By the Governor
PauL POWELL,
Secretary of State.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If the Senator-designate will pre-
sent himself at the desk, the oath of
office will be administered to him.

Mr, SMITH of Illinois, escorted by Mr.
Percy, advanced to the desk of the Vice
President; the oath prescribed by law was
administered to him by the Acting Presi-
dent pro tempore; and he subscribed to
the oath in the official oath book.

| Applause, Senators rising.)

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a resolution and ask unanimous
consent for its immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be read.

The legislative clerk read the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 260), as follows:
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