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cally practicing spiritual and mental
genocide on over 1,500 American prison-
ers of war and their families.

How long?

TRIBUTE TO HOWARD HEIMBACH

HON. HERMAN T. SCHNEEBELI

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, September 10, 1970

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, on
July 27, our distinguished colleague, the
Honorable James G. Furron, called the
attention of the House of Representatives
to the death of Howard Heimbach, of
Pittsburgh. His thoughtful remarks are
most mesningful to me, for Howard
Heimbach was a close friend.

I first became associated with him as
a fellow Pennsylvanian and classmate at
Dartmouth College., My respect for him
stemmed both from college and our later
business association.

Ever since I have been a Member of
Congress, he was most helpful in his ad-
vice regarding business reaction to pro-
posed legislation, showing unusual
awareness and insight. Indeed, he was
a forceful and effective infiuence on both
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the State and National scenes, as exhib-
ited through the chamber of commerce.

All of us who have had the privilege
of knowing him shall miss his engaging
and relaxed approach to his important
assignments and many worthwhile vol-
untary activities.

It was with a great deal of sadness that
I learned of his recent death. I join with
our distinguished colleague and Howard
Heimbach’s many other friends in ex-
pressing my sincerest sympathy to his
family.

IMPORTANT LEGISLATION PASSED

HON. J. J. PICKLE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, Seplember 10, 1970

Mr. PICKELE. Mr. Speaker, because of
a longstanding commitment in my home
State, I was unable to be in the House
Chamber today for several votes. I want,
therefore, to register here my strong sup-
port for these measures and note that I
saw that my vote was paired as in favor
gr all the bills that were considered to-

ay.

The first is H.R. 17795, the Emergency
Community Facilities Act of 1970. This
bill authorizes an additional $1 billion
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for grants for water and sewage facili-
ties. In a time of growing population and
pollution problems, I feel that this meas-
ure is one of high priority, and not an
issue which can be shuttled aside or
funded on a haphazard or token basis,
This is particularly crucial in rural areas
and small cities, many of whiech are cur-
rently in desperate need of help in deal-
ing with a mounting shortage of water
and sewage facilities.

From my committee have come HR.
17982, extension of financing for Cor-
poration for Public Broadeasting; and
H.R. 11913, Communicable Disease Con-
frol Amendment of 1970. Though in
widely different fields, these two meas-
ures are ‘both vital. The first hopefully
will encourage the administration to pro-
pose a plan of permanent financing for
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.
The second will fill a gap in our public
health services by strengthening com-
municable disease programs. Committee
testimony showed that there was a dan-
gerous absence of programs operating in
this fleld and that this lack presented a
serious public health hazard.

In addition, I was proud to be able to
support the several conservation bills
from the Interior Committee. With the
deep concern for our environment now
pervading our thoughts, it was good to
see this action taken.,

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. JamEs B. ALLEN,
a Senator from the State of Alabama.

The Reverend Jimmy O. Phifer, pastor,
Wesley United Methodist Church, Sikes-
ton, Mo., offered the following prayer:

O God, our Father, help us, we pray, to
love our country and to give to it our very
best that America might become a bless-
ing to the world.

We thank You, O Lord, for these Sena-
tors who provide leadership for America
at such an important time in its history.
We pray Your blessings on them. Give
them strength and courage, we pray, to
discharge their responsibilities,

Today we pray for our President, and
also for him who will preside over the
Senate.

We pray today, our Father, for the
blessing of peace. It is our prayer that
peace will come soon to all the world.

O God, our Father, bless Your church.
Make her strong. Remove her weak-
nesses. Give to us duty and honor when
You forgive us. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., September 11, 1970.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. James B. ALLEnN, a Senator
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from the State of Alabama, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
RICHARD B. RUSSELL,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the Journal of the proceed-
ings of Thursday, September 10, 1970,
be dispensed with.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

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

THE CALENDAR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendars Nos. 1178 and 1180.

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

AMENDMENT OF THE NATIONAL
AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ACT OF
1958

The bill (H.R. 16539) to amend the
National Aeronautics and Space Act of

1958 to provide that the Seeretary of
Transportation shall be a member of the
National Aeronautics and Space Coun-
cil, was considered, ordered fo a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 91-1161), explaining the
purposes of the measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REEcorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to provide that
the Secretary of ortation shall be a
member of the Natlonal Aeronautics and
Space Couneil.

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL

Public Law 85-568, which was enacted on
July 29, 1958, established the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration and, in
addition, established the National Aero-
nautics and Space Council. Public Law 87-
26, passed April 25, 1861, amended section 201
of the Space Act of 1958 to provide that the
National Aeronautics and Space Council
(hereilnafter called the Council) should be
composed of :

(1) The Vice President, who shall be Chair-
man of the Councll;

(2) The Secretary of State;

(3) The Secretary of Defense;

(4) The Administrator of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration; and

(6) The Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission,

The Department of Transportation was
created by Public Law 89-6T0 on October 15,
1966, and almost immediately the question
arose as to whether or not the Secretary of
Transportation should be a member of the
Couneil, The desirability of such a move was
explored In hearings on “Aeronautical Re-
search and Development Policy” held by the
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committee on January 25, 26, and February
27, 1967. Since the DOT did not officially be-
gin business until April 1, 1967, it is under-
standable that witnesses to these hearings
were divided and somewhat uncertain on
this point. The general feeling seemed to be
that this might be a desirable but not neces-
sary move, in view of the fact that DOT
could be invited to participate in Council
deliberations whenever its interests were in-
volved (as, in fact, it was on subsequent
occasions) . This issue was discussed, but no
specific recommendations in this regard were
made in the report filed by the committee
(S. Rept. 967, “Aeronautical Research and
Development Policy,” Jan. 81, 1968).

The committee did make the following rec-
ommendations in that report:

2. An in-depth study should be made to
analyze the relationship between benefits
that accrue to the Natlon from aviation and
the level of aeronautical R. & D. effort. The
study should try to determine—or at least de-
velop criterla for such a determination—what
level of R, & D, should be maintained in order
to achleve the desired results. This study
should be an in-house effort of NASA and the
Department of Transportation or accoms=-
plished under contract by the private sector.
The study might also include a detalled
analysis of the divergence of military and
civillan aseronautical requirements in order
to assess better the diminishing benefits to
civillan needs from military R. & D. The com-
mittee recommends that NASA and the De-
partment of Transportation jointly sponsor
such a study.

3. As soon as the results of the study are
avallable, the National Aeronautics and Space
Council, with the Department of Transporta-
tion and the Bureau of the Budget as par-
ticipants, should determine the level of Fed-
eral Government involvement, and the rela-
tive effort of participating agencies.

It is clear, therefore, that the committee
was anxious for the DOT to become involved
in the highest levels of interaction with
other interested agencles in the area of aero-
nautical R. & D.

While the study suggested in recommenda-
tion No. 2 above is now well underway and
the Council has taken a sharp interest in the
problems of aeronautics, the time for the ex-
ecution of recommendation No. 3 has not yet
arrived. It is now anticipated that results of
the joint study may be available for such
consideration by the Counecll in time for its
recommendations to have an impact on the
fiscal year 1973 budget. In view of the im-
portance of these decisions on the future of
aeronautical R. & D. and inasmuch as the
Department of Transportation has principal
responsibility for civil aviation, the commit-
tee belleves that it would be appropriate to
make the Secretary of Transportation a stat-
utory member of the Council.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
The committee favorably reported the bill
with no amendments and recommends its
enactment.
COST AND BUDGET DATA
There is no cost associated with the bill.

VOLUNTARY ADMISSION OF PA-
TIENTS TO DISTRICT INSTITU-
TION—FOREST HAVEN

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 4182) to authorize voluntary
admission of patients to the District of
Columbia institution providing ecare,
education, and treatment of mentally
retarded persons, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on the
District of Columbia with amendments,
on page 2, at the beginning of line 2,
strike out “mentally” and insert ‘*‘sub-
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stantially'”; in line 9, after the word
“term”, strike out ‘“mentally” and in-
sert “substantially”; on page 3, at the
beginning of line 6, strike out “mentally”
and insert ‘‘substantially”; in line 186,
after the word “sections”, strike out
“mentally” and insert “substantially’:
on page 4, line 1, after the word “admit”,
insert “a person”; in line 2, after the
word “Haven”, strike out “as a patient
any adult who has been a resident of
the Distriet of Columbia for one year
next preceding the date of application or
any child under the age of twenty-one
whose parents or legal guardian has been
a resident of the District of Columbia
for one year next preceding the date of
application. A person may be admitted
to Forest Haven”; in line 10, after the
word “be”, strike out “mentally” and
insert ‘‘substantially”; on page 5, line 4,
after the word “the”, where it appears
the first time, strike out “mentally re-
tarded”; at the top of page 6, strike out:

*(e) The Director, with the approval
of the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia, shall prescribe such rules and
regulations as he may deem necessary to
carry out the provisions of this section.”

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

“(e) The District of Columbia Coun-
cil is authorized to issue regulations to
carry out the purposes of this section.

“(f) The authority contained in this
section shall extend to January 1, 1975,
unless repealed prior to that date.”

At the beginning of line 19, strike out
“mentally” and insert “substantially”;
on page 7, line 24, after the word “insert-
ing”, strike out “mental” and insert
“substantial”; on page 8, line 7, after the
word “inserting, strike out “mentally”
and insert “substantially”; in line 18,
after the word “inserting”, strike out
“mentally” and insert “substantially”;
on page 9, at the beginning of line 2,
strike out “Mentally” and insert “Sub-
stantially”; in line 3, after the word
“title"”, strike out “2le” and insert “21”;
and at the beginning of line 6, strike out
“Mentally” and insert “Substantially”.

The amendments were considered and
agreed to en bloc.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to authorize voluntary admission
of patients to the District of Columbia
institution providing care, education,
and treatment of substantially retarded
persons.”

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 91-1163), explaining the
purposes of the measure,

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL
The purpose of this bill is to accomplish

the following:
1. To authorize voluntary admission of
substantially retarded persons to the District

Training School, whose name is changed to
Forest Haven.
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2. To require that a prerequisite to such
voluntary admissions be a financial arrange-
ment with the District of Columbia on be-
half of such persons when they or their rela-
tives are financially able to pay for all or a
part of the expenses involved,

3. Delete certain archaic terminology in
the present law and substitute modern ter-
minology in its place.

BACEGROUND

The District Training School (Forest
Haven) is an institution at Laurel, Maryland,
operated by the District of Columbia De-
partment of Public Welfare for certain men-
tally retarded citizens of the District, where
such persons are cared for and given suitable
education and training,

Under present law, admission to the Dis-
trict Tralning School (Forest Haven) can
be accomplished only by court order, the is-
suance of which must be preceded by a pe-
tition to the court and a hearing. It is the
opinion of this committee that families
should be spared the emotional ordeal in-
volved in bringing their mentally retarded
relatives before the court, and that the
time of the court could more profitably be
used for other purposes. In this connection,
we are informed that these petitions are
nearly always uncontested,

HR. 4182 would provide, in addition to
this present system of admission to the Dis-
trict Training School (Forest Haven) by
court order, for voluntary admission in cases
where the District of Columbia Director of
Public Health determines that the appli-
cant is eligible for admission, and where the
patient expresses no objection to being ad-
mitted.

A patient voluntarily admitted would have
the privilege of petitioning for his own re-
lease, and would be discharged 5 days after
filing his petition with the Superintendent
of the Training School, unless during this
period the Director of Public Welfare peti-
tions the court to detain the patient for
court hearing. In this event, the patient
would be retained until the court has dis-
posed of the case.

The bill provides further that where the
term “District Training School” occurs in
the present law, the more commonly used
title “Forest Haven™ shall be substituted.
Similarly, the more humane term, “substan-
tially retarded,” would replace “feeble-
minded,” and the word “patient” would be
inserted in lieu of “inmate.” This committee
Teels that these changes in terminology
would serve to a degree to spare the feelings
of the familles of these retarded persons and
thus lighten the burden upon them.

The various amendments to HR. 4182
change the word “mentally” to *“substan-
tially” and reflect the similar change made
in the District of Columbia Court Reform
and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970, Public
Law 91-358 (Sec. 160). The use of the term
“substantially retarded” instead of simply
“mentally retarded” was chosen in order not
to refiect harshly upon the many independ-
ent and productive citizens in society who
are t0 a lesser degree or at least educably
mentally retarded.

Following passage of the bill by the House
on April 24, 1969, this committee held a pub-
lic hearing on July 31, 1969. The District of
Columbia Government reported at that time
that 1t no longer favored passage of H.R. 4182
but planned to submit more comprehensive
legislation which was drafted by the Com-
mittee on Laws pertaining to Mental Disor-
ders of the Judicial Conference of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circuit.

Since that time, however, the District Gov-
ernment has advised the Committee that ad-
ditional study will be needed before new
legislation can be recommended to the Con-
gress. In view of that development, it has
recommended enactment of H.R. 4182 as an




September 11, 1970

interim measure to meet the need for im-
proved admission procedures at Forest
Haven.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, that concludes the call of the un-
objected-to items on the legislative cal-
endar at this time.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. At this time, pursuant to the pre-
vious order, the Chair now recognizes the
distinguished Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Youne) for not to exceed 20 minutes.

IS IT FOR THIS THAT AMERICANS
ARE DYING?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
recently in a Saigon cabaret three South
Vietnamese officers, Lt. Col. Nbuyen Viet
Can, Capt. Do Ngoc Nuoi, and Capt.
Pham Van Bach assaulted Sgt. Calvin T.
Yates of Paintsville, Ky. Sergeant Yates
defended himself vigorously, but the odds
were too great. He called for help. Two
U.S. military policemen responded. Im-
mediately the three South Vietnamese
army officers shot them down. Our MP’s
were killed before they had time to draw
their revolvers. Sergeant Yates was badly
bruised, but fortunately, though the Viet-
namese officers fired at close range or
point blank, he was not wounded.

Later he and others testified against
the three defendants before a Saigon
military tribunal. The tribunal composed
of South Vietnamese army officers found
the two captains guilty of murder and
their lieutenant colonel guilty of man-
slaughter. The South Vietnamese mili-
tary judges then gave all three suspended
sentences. Their fellow officers and rela-
tives jamming the courtroom applauded
wildly when the suspended sentences
were announced.

Is it for this that Americans are fight-
ing and dying?

MURDER ON KENT STATE
UNIVERSITY CAMPUS

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the Congress of the United States should
make an appropriation of a very sub-
stantial sum of money to compensate
those students—boys and girls—who on
the campus of their university were vic-
tims of rifle fire shortly after high noon
on Monday, May 4, and also the fam-
ilies of the two boys and two girls who
were shot and killed by Ohio National
Guardsmen on that day. There has been
some talk of soliciting contributions and
then giving that money to some of the
vietims and to the families of the boys
and girls who were killed to compensate
them to some extent for the medical ex-
penses incurred.

I propose, Mr. President, that we in
the Congress appropriate $5 million and
that a board of five members including
not less than two physicians and sur-
geons be authorized to determine the
compensation that should be paid by
the Federal Government to those boys
and girls who were shot by National

Guardsmen and injured, many of them
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permanently injured, and to determine
adequate compensation for the families
of the two girls and two boys who were
killed by guardsmen's bullets. Then I
will make the same proposal nex{ Janu-
ary that the general assembly of Ohio
consider the facts and determine what
compensation the State of Ohio should
pay.

It is astonishing to me that no public
official in Ohio nor any member of the
President’'s Commission on Campus Un-
rest has spoken out that the Congress of
the United States has a moral and, no
doubt, a legal obligation to compensate
these young men and young women,
nearly all of whom are minors, for the
injuries they received and the pain they
suffered due to being shot by National
Guardsmen’s rifle fire. Many of them
suffered a disability that will continue as
long as they live. Their fathers have been
compelled to ineur financial obligations
for medical and hospital attention and
treatment. As for the two boys and two
girls who were killed by the National
Guard, their fathers and mothers who
sustained such great loss and sorrow and,
in addition, paid out financially for fu-
neral expenses, must be compensated as
far as it is possible to accomplish this.
In Ohio we lawyers have been taught
that for every wrong there is a remedy.

Very definitely, due to the relationship
of the National Guard in every State of
the Union to the Federal Government
and the faet that article I, section 8 of
the Constitution of the United States
provides:

The Congress shall have the power to pro-
vide for calling forth the Militia to execute
the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrec-
tions and repel Invasions.

The Congress shall have the power . . . to
provide for the organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining, the Militia, and for governing such
Part of them as may be employed in the
Service of the United States, reserving to
the States respectively, the Appointment of
the Officers, the Authority of training the
Militia according to the discipline prescribed
b}' Congress.

An appropriation should be made and
I am suggesting an appropriation of $5
million to provide compensation from the
Federal Government. Also, I assert that
the General Assembly of Ohio, which will
convene next January, has an obligation
to appropriate an additional and a very
substantial sum of money for this same
purpose.

It is crystal clear now that there was
no riot whatever on the campus of Kent
State University at any time on the
morning of May 4 or around the noon
hour up to the time of the shooting. Some
100 FBI agents following a most inten-
sive investigation over a period of 2 weeks
have reported their conclusions. In addi-
tion, seven investigative reporters of the
Knight newspaper chain, including the
Detroit Free Press, the Akron Beacon-
Journal, and the Miami Herald, com-
pleted an intensive 2-week investigation
at Kent State. Their report also proves
that the students who were killed or
wounded were innocent of any attacks
or assaults on any National Guardsmen
or of any rioting on the campus of their
own university on this day when the uni-
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versity was functioning. Classes were be-
ing held and as a matter of fact, Presi-
dent Robert I. White of the university
had not asked for National Guardsmen
and did not want them on the campus.

Not one National Guardsman required
first-aid treatment at any time on May
4 due to any act of any student. One
fainted. One had an apparent heart at-
tack and fell down, and a third in a fran-
tie frenzy shouted:

I shot two teenagers! I shot two teenagers!

Of the four students who were killed,
Jeff Miller’s body lay a distance of be-
tween 85 to 90 yards from the first line
of guardsmen, Allison Erause fell some
110 yards distant. Sandy Scheuer, who
was shot and killed, was 130 yards away
from the frontline of guardsmen. She
was on the university commons walking
to her speech therapy class. Her school-
books lay on the ground beside her.

Joseph Lewis who was wounded made
an obscene gesture toward the Ohio Na-
tional Guardsmen. He was the closest of
all the students to the frontline of the
guardsmen. He had thrown no rocks,
He had resorted to no violence whatever.
He made an obscene gesture and a
guardsman named Shaffer shot him.

John R. Cleary was more than 100 feet
away standing by a metal sculpture near
Taylor Hall. He was not facing the
guardsmen. He was apparently standing
laterally to the Guard as a guardsman’s
bullet entered his left upper chest and
the main fragments exited from the right
upper chest. The bullet that struck him
was apparently a dumdum bullet or one
cut by the guardsman to be more lethal.

Donald MacKenzie was seriously
wounded at a distance of approximately
250 yards away from the Guard. He was
running in the opposite direction from
the Guard, The projectile entered the
left rear of his neck.

James Dennis Russell was wounded
while standing in an area 90 degrees re-
moved from the locations of the other
students who were shot. He was at a
distance of 125 yards from the Guard.

Alan Canfora, according to the FBI,
was in the parking lot when he was shot,
a distance of 100 yards or more from
the Guard.

Thomas Grace was shot in the back
of his left ankle and the bullet pene-
trated downward and fragments from
the projectile exited from the top of his
foot. According to investigative reports
and the FBI, Grace was at a distance
of more than 20 yards from the National
Guardsmen, perhaps as far as 100 yards.
That is immaterial as it is evident he was
not facing the Guard. In fact, of all those
killed and wounded only Joseph Lewis
and Jeff Miller were shot from the front.

Regarding seven of the boys and girls,
the shots entered from the side and four
had their backs turned to the guards-
men. The bullets entered their bodies
from the rear.

William Schroeder, who was killed,
was shot while apparently in a prone
position facing away from the Guard.

Douglas Wrentmore was at least 110

yards from the Guard when he was shot.
The bullet entered the left side of his

right knee, caused a compound fracture
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of the right tibia and exited on the right
side of the knee.

Of all the Kent State University stu-
dents killed and wounded not one was
involved or even associated remotely
with any disorder at any time in Eent
on the preceding Friday night or with
the burning of the ROTC building on the
preceding Saturday night.

The conclusion of FBI and other in-
vestizators was that they were merely
spectators on the campus of their own
university in the middle of the day,
Monday, May 4, at the time the uni-
versity was functioning even though
rough National Guardsmen had arro-
gantly taken over.

Robert Stamps was very seriously
wounded and is no doubt permanently
injured. He was hit by a National
Guardsman’s rifle bullet at a distance of
609 feet from the frontline of the Na-
tional Guardsmen. Furthermore, the bul-
let struck him in the buttock about 3
inches below his belt, penetrated his
body, missing his spinal column by about
an inech and exited from the front part
of the body.

Dean Kahler was shot down at a con-
siderable distance from the National
Guardsmen. He is hospitalized and is
paralyzed from his waist down.

Mr. President, National Guard officers
and men responsible for the killing and
wounding of these students violated the
law of the State of Ohio. They should be
charged ‘with second degree murder and
also with ‘& 'second count of shooting
with infent to kill. This, in violation of
the law of our State. I have no confidence
whatever that the State authorities will
prosecute such charges, this due to the
political influence “of Governor Rhodes
and his attorney general. Next January
there will be another Governor and attor-
ney general of my State, I am glad to
report. =3

Very definitely, later this year a Fed-
eral grand jury of the northern distriet
of Ohio—and the shootings and killings
occurred within this district—should be
convened to investigate these killings
and ' shootings, It is evident there is
probable ‘cause that the constitutional
rights ‘of Sandra Scheuer and others
who were shot were violated. This in
accord with' 'U.S. Criminal Code 18, sec-
tion 242, and is'a violation of that code.

Maj. Gen. Winston P. Wilson, sta-
tioned in the Pentagon as commanding
officer’ of the National Guard of the
United States, has been proven guilty
of making utterly false allegations. This
fellow seeks 'to be beneficiary of a bill
passed in the House of Representatives
sponsored by the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee of the other body.
This bill, which I am glad to report is
being held in the Senate Armed Services
Committee, proposes to make the Na-
tional Guard general, who is the com-
manding officer of the National Guard, a

lieutenant general. General Wilson has
been bucking to be promoted to lieu-

tenant general. I report to him that of-
ficials of the rDepartment of Defense
hdave expressed opposition to the enact-
ment of this bill;

- In ‘fact, it is stated on pages 4 and 5
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of the commitiee report of the other
body that “the Department of Defense
recommends against enactment of H.R.
15143.” In other words, top officials
at the Pentagon have expressed their
opposition to this bill,

Mr, President, I am not at all con-
cerned that General Wilson be granted
an additional star. What I am gravely
concerned about is that he is permitted
to continue in his present position at
the Pentagon.

On May 17, 3 days after the tragedy on
the campus of Kent State University,
General Wilson had the unmitigated gall
and astonishing effrontery to make out-
landishly false allegations on this sub-
Jject. He pontificated that the students
who were fired upon, 14 of whom were
killed or wounded, were lawbreakers in
violation of the “Governor’s ban, in vio-
lation of the Riot Act and the lawful
order to disperse.” He made the lying
statement that a sniper fired at the
guardsmen. He falsely asserted the
Guard fired in seli-defense,

This fellow expressed no sympathy
whatever toward the families of two
girl and two boy students who were killed
nor for the 10 who were wounded. Then
this arrogant general told the Senators
of the Armed Services Committee that
he had an unconfirmed report that a
nonmilitary spent shell casing was
picked up on the campus. Then he made
the outstanding lying statement:

I have an unconfirmed report that four
shots were fired by & person in the dissident
group.

The FBI agents who investigated and
officers and members of the Ohio State
Highway Patrol who were present on
the campus all reported that no such
ineident occurred. Furthermore, he al-
leged that snipers were shooting at the
guardsmen from the roof of a university
building. He stated again that there was
an unconfirmed report a “witness had
seen a girl dashing out of the dormitory
who fired a weapon at the guardsmen
as they turned away.” He was indulging
in the big lie technique of Adolf Hitler
that by making false statements repeat-
edly, in the end some credence is bound
to be given them.

Following the time General Wilson
made these outlandish and fantastic
speculative, unconfirmed, and false
statements, a newspaper in a small city
in Ohio quoted the general. The next
thing I knew I received a telephone call
from a radio station in Toledo that what
I had been saying in the Senate re-
garding the Kent State tragedy had been
altogether different than the facts given
out by General Wilson following his in-
vestigation.

This general, and no other person, told
of an unconfirmed rumor that a witness
had seen a girl dashing out of a dormi-
tory and firing a weapon at the guards-
men as they turned away and they
turned back and returned the fire. State-
ments given me by college students and
a graduate Kent State College counselor
and others are positive that no such in-
cident oceurred. One hundred FBI agents
following their intensive investigation in
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their report refuted every allegation Wil-
son made. They were equally positive
that the guardsmen were the only ones
who fired guns early that fatal Monday
afternoon.

I have said enough about this General
Wilson and his testimony. Mr. President,
I do say now that officials of our Gov-
ernment should dismiss him from the
high position he holds in the Defense
Department.

He has my contempt. I deem his testi-
mony before the Armed Services Com-
mittee, of which I am a member, as being
lying and arrogant testimony. He has
been proved to be unfit to be commander
of the National Guard of the United
States.

I yield the floor.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the Sen-
ator from Wiseonsin (Mr. NELsoN) is to
be recognized at this time.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
there be a quorum call, without prejudice
to the Senator from Wisconsin under the
previous order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

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

Under the previous order, at this
time the Chair recognizes the Senator
from Wisconsin for not to exceed 20
minutes.

WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY STU-
DENTS BEAT 1980 FEDERAL
STANDARDS IN 1971 FORD WITH
POLLUTION CONTROL DEVICES

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, while
the mighty auto industry has been loud-
ly protesting its inability to meet pro-
posed engine pollution standards, four
Wayne State University students
equipped a 1971 Ford with pollution con-
trol devices and beat the 1980 Federal
standards.

It is nothing short of hilarious that
the largest concentration of engineers
and experts in the world cannot match
the wits and creativity of a group of
college students.

For 20 years the auto industry has
been running a gigantic con game
telling the public their autos were safe
and the engines were clean. Finally Con-
gress passed auto safety legislation over
the strenuous objections of the industry.
Now is the time to set engine pollution
standards. Obviously, the industry is
going to continue to fillibuster, dissemble
and delay the installation of pollution
control devices. Industry engineers and
corporate executives are swarming all
over Washington telling the Congress
they cannot meet Federal standards.
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The fact is they can meet these standards
and Congress should not let them get
away with further delay.

Mr. President, I will read the letter I
have sent this morning to members of
the Committee on Public Works:

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
September 11, 1970.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR: You are no doubt aware of
the 1970 Clean Alr Car Race from Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts to Pasadena, California
during the last days of August. This is the
second such event in which several hundred
students from universities throughout the
U.S. and Canada have made a great con-
tribution of time and money to assist in re-
solving the major air pollution problem of
today—contaminant emissions which result
from the large population of autos powered
by internal combustion engines and fueled
by gasoline.

The 1970 Collegiate Clean Alr Car Race was
just concluded. The dramatic test results of
that race have not yet been made public, but
the auto industry knows the results and are
deeply embarrassed by them.

Based upon a formula which took into ac-
count both performance characteristics as
well as emissions control, the overall winner
of the 1870 Clean Air Car Race was the entry
from Wayne State University in Detroit,
Michigan, What the glants of the automobile
industry are cl cannot be done, was
demonstrated to the American public by a
team of night students at Wayne State who
are employed as techniclans by Ford Motor
Co. during the day. Without the financial or
technical resources available to the auto in-
dustry, these students equipped a 1971 Ford
Capri powered by a 302 cubic inch V8 engine
with four platinum catalytic mufflers, an ex-
haust gas recirculation system, electric fuel
pump, Insulated fuel lines, and a temperature
sensing carburetor and raced across the
United States.

When the Wayne State University entry
reached California it was tested for pollution
control. The results after this 3,600 mile race
showed that the student-modified internal
combustion engine using non-leaded gaso-
line surpassed not only the proposed 1875
Federal Standards, but were far below the
proposed 1980 Federal Standards which your
subcommittee has recommended be advanced
for 1975.

Emission from the student-modified Ford
Caprl at the end of the race were .19 grams
per mile of hydrocarbons, 1.48 grams per
mile of carbon monoxide, and .29 grams per
mile of oxide of nitrogen. The proposed
1980 Federal Standards, advanced to 1975 in
the legislation before the committee, would
set a limit of .25 grams per mile of hydro-
carbons, 4.7 grams per mile of carbon mon-
oxide, and 45 grams per mile of oxides of
nitrogen. The significance of these dramatic
results perhaps can best be understood when
compared with the emissions of the uncon-
trolled internal combustion engine of a few
years ago which spewed 73.0 grams per mile
of carbon monoxide, 11.2 grams per mile of
hydrocarbons, and 4.0 grams per mile of
oxides of nitrogen into the air.

The results of this student-initiated clean
car race appear to me to be particularly
significant to members of the Senate Public
Works Committee and others who have an
immediate interest in eliminating automo-
bile emissions as the major source of air pol-
lution and the largest single contributor to
damages arising from contaminated air. This
subject is currently the subject of heated de-
bate and I am sure that you are well aware
of the statements of the automobile indus-
try which questions the possibility of con-
trolling automobile air pollution in the next
five years.
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The 1970 Clean Air Car Race was a stu-
dent-organized 3,600-mile transcontinental
test of cars developed to meet both safety
and performance requirements while reduc-
ing air pollution emissions to a minimum.
Vehicles were to be entered and driven only
by students, who were to do their own road-
side repairs. Vehicles applying for entry in-
cluded those powered by steam, electric bat-
teries, liquefied natural gas, compressed nat-
ural gas, liguid petroleum gas, electric-
hybrid combinations, diesel, propane, alco-
hol, liquid hydrogen-oxygen mixtures, and
special gasolines.

To qualify to enter the race, the vehicles
were required to have the potential for meet-
ing the Federal air pollution emission stand-
ards which are proposed by the National Air
Pollution Control Administration for 1975
cars. In actual competition, the cars were
to be judged on such points as student par-
ticipation in developing the wvehicle with its
control equipment, degree of innovation, car
performance, thermal efficlency, maintenance
of speed, practicality, cost, safety, mass pro-
duction capability, and degree of contribu-
tion to resolving the air pollution problem.

Check points were established from
Boston to Los Angeles which represented
the mileage to be covered safely and reason-
ably for each day of a six-day driving period.
Emissions tests were performed by qualified
government or contract Ilaboratories at
Cambridge, Massachusetts, ¥Ypsilanti, Mich-
igan, and Los Angeles so that possible
deterioration in performance could be
evaluated.

Thirty-five cars finished the race. Nine of
these vehicles did in fact meet the proposed
1976 U.S. emission standards. What is per-
haps more significant is that two of these
nine cars met the proposed U.S. emission
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standards for 1980, a goal which the auto
manufacturers have contended to this com-
mittee that they cannot meet in 1875!

Of the nine which met or bettered the
proposed 1975 emission standards six were
powered by standard Internal combustion
engines using compressed (CNG), or lique-
fied natural gas (LNG), or liquefied petro-
leum gas (LPG).

The remaining three also utilized the
standard internal combustion engine, but
were fueled by alcohol. LNG combined with
hydrogen, and, in the case of the one ad-
judged the overall winner, unleaded gaso-
line,

The latter car, the winner of the race, met
the proposed U.S 1980 emission standards
for all contaminants and deserves particular
consideration for it utilized an {internal
combustion engine and unleaded gasoline.

It is & 1971 Ford Capri powered by a 302
cubic inch V8 engine supplied by Ford. It
was entered and driven by four night stu-
dents of Wayne State University at Detroit—
Alden Raquepau, John 8. Earol, Bryan
Geraghty, and Mike Riley. The last two
young men are employed as technicians in
branches of the Ford Motor Co. They
equipped the car with two platinum cata-
lytic mufflers for control of hydrocarbons
and carbon monoxide and two additional
for control of oxides of nitrogen. They also
equipped the vehicle with an exhaust gas
recirculation system, electric fuel pump, in-
sulated fuel lines, and a temperature sensing
carburetor. As previously noted, the vehicle
was operated exclusively on non-leaded
gasoline,

The test results obtalned at Cambridge
and Los Angeles on the declared winner as
compared to the proposed Federal emission
standards for 19756 and 1980 are as follows:

Ypsilanti
test (cold
start

Cambridge
test (hot

Pollutant start)

Proposed Federal standards®
1975 1980

Los Angeles test
(Hot start) (Cold start)

Carbon monoxide Tl b re MR SN
Hydrocarbons._..._.__. %
Oxides of nitrogen._.__

ercent_... 148 gr./mi... 11.0 gr./mi_.. 4.7 gr./mi.
.p.m. 019 gr./mi_.. Sgr/mi___.. 25 gr.fmi.
p.pm__.. .29 gr./mi____ .9 gr./mi_____ .45 gr./mi.

d Federal standards based on cold start.
2 The Ypsilanti tests were ignored because of excusable fault.

The above results demonstrate the fact
that & 1971 Ford internal combustion en-
gine can meet the proposed 1980 standards
today. They also show that deterioration in
vehicle emissions performance between
Cambridge and Los Angeles was negligible.
This evidence supports those provisions of
the legislation proposed by your Subcommit-
tee on Alr and Water Pollution which would
require compliance with the proposed 1980
Federal emissions standards by 1975.

One can also conclude that the accom-
plishment of the Wayne State University
students with a minimum of experience with
a major manufacturer should be well within
the expertise of all segments of the entire
automobile industry.

However, I do not wish to arrive at this
conclusion on the basis of one vehicle with
one type of control operated by one team
of students.

As I mentioned earlier, another entrant
met the proposed 1980 standards. It was
one of the six entrants in the race powered
by internal combustion engines fueled by
compressed or liguefied natural gas or lig-
uefied petroleum gas,

The 1970 American Motors Hornet entered
by students of the California Institute of
Technology was operated entirely on com-
pressed natural gas and was equipped with
one catalytic mufiler as agalnst the four
installed on the Capri. Its test data is as
follows:

Proposed
Federal
Standards
(gr./mil.)

1975 1980

Cam- Ypsilanti Los
bridge test Angeles
test (cold test
(hot start) (hot

Pollutant start) (gr./mi.) start)

Carbon monoxide. 11 1.0 L !
Hydrocarbons_._. 211 o | 176

Oxides of
nitrogen.__.... %128 47 31000 .9 .8

1L0 4.7
5 "B

1 |n percent.

* Parts per million.

2 With 0.50 correction for nonreactive hydrocarbons which is
allowed by State of California procedures and pending in
Federal procedures. Hydrocarbon emission from vehicles using
natural gas are largely methane which does not react in the
atmasphere.

This vehicle, along with the other five op-
erating on CNG, LNG, or LPG was placed in
the same category as those with an internal
combustion engine using gasoline because
they shared the same basic power plant.
Therefore, these vehicles did not place well
in the final judging because of the official
ruling on the accessibility of fuel, While
natural gas is available in one form or an-
other to the majority of stationary fuel users
throughout the country, it is not yet possible
for a motorist to drive into service stations
and have his fuel cylinders filled with this
fuel and the individual vehicle owner does
not have low-cost compression equipment for
home use.

However, present day vehicles powered by
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internal combustion engines fueled with nat-
ural gas or LPG have a great potential for
fleet operations in major urban areas. Fleet
operators capable of providing their own gas
refueling facllitles can take advantage of this
low-cost clean fuel and its attendant low-
cost operation and maintenance factors, Both
the General Services Administration and the
Post Office Department are presently evaluat-
ing the desirabllity of utilizing this fuel in
their large fleets.

Before concluding my discussion of indi-
vidual entrants in the race, I would like to
inject a note of local pride. Students of the
University of Wisconsin qualified to enter
two of the 43 vehicles which started the race.
They were both powered by standard internal
combustion engines, one fueled with LNG
and the other with unleaded gasoline. They
both performed very well. The vehicle pow-
ered by LNG met the 1980 standards for all
contaminants except oxldes of nitrogen.,

In summation, it is apparent that the fuels
used are as important to alr pollution con-
trol as the power plants used in motor vehi-
cles at the present time, The Clean Air Car
Race demonstrates that an internal combus-
tion engine can meet the proposed 1980 emis-
slon standards—with unleaded gasoline and
maximum catalytic control, or with natural

as.
8 While steam powered vehicles did not fin-
ish the race and electric powered vehicles had
difficulty meeting the speed requirements
between check points, they cannot be ignored
as having real potential over the long term.
Both electricity and steam have been ignored
for too long a period of time as a method
for motor vehicle propulsion for the gap to
be closed in a few short years.

The Clean Air Car Race of 1970 must be
considered as an important contribution to
the continuing effort to provide environmen-
tal guality for this nation. The Initiative and
efforts of several hundred students from
campuses throughout the country have made
a dramatic demonstration that automobile
air pollution can be controlled and is a
practical goal for 1975. This is certainly a
constructive and responsible contribution of
our youth that has been made for all our
citizens.

Sincerely yours,
GAYLORD NELSON,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
announcement of the Clean Air Car Race
winners, a comparison of emission stand-
ards, and a description of the entrant
vehicles for the Clean Air Car Race.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REc-
oRbD, as follows:

CLEAN AIR CAR RACE WINNERS
SELECTION BY RACE COMMITTEE
Class and entry numbers

I: ICE, Gaseous; Worcester Polytechnic
Institute, 18. ICE, Liquid; Standford, 41.

II: Brayton (Turbine) M.IT., 90.

III: Electrics, Cornell, 65.

IV: Hybrids, Worcester Polytechnic Insti-
tute, 71 and University of Toronto, 76 (Tie).

Overall winner selected by the Judge:
Entry No. 36, Wayne State University, Ford
Capri, 302 cublc inches, V8 with 4 platinum
catalyst mufflers, fuel Iinjectlon, exhaust
recirculator and unleaded gasoline.

JUDGES FOR CLEAN AIR CAR RACE

John Brogan, Director, Motor Vehicle R&D,
National Alr Pollution Control Adminisira-
tion.

Harry Barr, President, Soclety of Automo-
tive Englneers and Vice President, Engineer-
ing, General Motors.

Dave Ragone, Dean, School of Engineer-
ing, Dartmouth.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Willlam Gouse, Office of Sclence and Tech-
nology.

John Maga, Executive Officer, State of Cali-
fornia Air Resources Board.

COMPARISON OF EMISSION STANDARDS

{in grams per mile]

Oxides of

I‘.‘.a rhun

Uncontrolled internal com-
bustion engine.

1970 Federal Standards. .
Actual achieved control___

Projected Federal Standards
for 1975 under Senate
Clean Air R:t
for 1980 by

Natural gas fueled ICES_ ..
Organic anhine—cydn
reciprocating®___. i .05
Modified ICE with non-
leaded gas?___._._. __. .19

1 None.

1 Tha control of h bons and carbon ide for 1970
Federal standards ﬂas increased the emissions of oxides of
nitrogen over the level of the trolled internal b
engine (4 grams per miialj

1 Based upon the Williams Bros, steamcar tested by Mobil
0il Corp. in mber 1966,

¢ Based upon Chrysler Corp. experimental gas lurbine car.

¢ Based upon Cal Tech compressed natural gas ICE in 1970
Clean Air Race,

7 Based upon 1971 mudl ed Ford Capri overall winner in 1970
Ciean Air Car Race entered by Wayne State University.

ENTRANT VEHICLE DESCRIPTIONS

The following descriptive data were taken
from the preliminary technical descriptions
of CACR entrants, In some cases, items such
as ‘Transmission’ are omitted, indicating
that they were not mentioned in the report.
In general, this means that the stock item
was refained in the modified vehicle. Some
vehicles are not list debecause technical data
was not finalized by press time.

Entrant No. 1

From: California Institute of Technology.

Vehicle: 1970 American Motors Hornet.

Fuel: CNG.

Fuel system: dual fuel capability.

Emission controls: catalytic muffler.
Entrant No. 2

From: California Institute of Technology.

Vehicle: 1870 Ford Ranchero,

Engine: 351 cu. in,

Transmission: 4-speed manual,

Fuel: ONG.

Fuel system: dual fuel capability,

Emission controls: catalytic reactor.

Entrant No. 4

From: Worcester Polytechnic Institute,
Vehicle: 1970 Chevelle 4-door hardtop
sedan.
Engine: 350 cu. in. V8, 300 hp., 10.25:1
compression ratio.
Transmission:
rear end ratio.

Fuel: LNG.

Fuel system: Impco model 425 carburetor.

Emission controls: (1) Englehard model
PTX-4D23856 exhaust purifiers; (2) reduced
spark plug gap; (8) timing 0° BTDC with no
vacuum advance; (4) capacitive discharge
ignition system.

Entrant No. 5

From: Northeastern Unilversity.

Vehicle: 1870 Ford Fairlane 4-door sedan.

Engine: 250 cu. in. 6 cylinder, 9.1:1 com-
pression, 155 hp. at 4400 rpm.; Impco CA
126 air valve type carburetor,

Transmission: 3-speed automatle.

Fuel: LNG.

Emission controls: intrinsic.

3-speed automatic, 2.66
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Entrant No, 10

From: San Jose State College.

Vehicle: 1870 Toyoto Corona.

Engine: 1200 cc,

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: standard conversion and heat
exchanger on input air.

Emission controls: (1) thermal reactor
with air injection; (2) catalytic reactor; (3)
cooling of input air,

Entrant No. 11

From: Stanford University.

Vehicle: 1971 Capri.

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: standard conversion.

Emission controls: (1) water injection; (2)
exhaust gas recirculation; (3) thermal reac-
tor; (4) catalytic reactor.

Entrant No. 12

From: University of California at Berkeley.

Vehicle: 1970 Plymouth Belvedere, 4-door
sedan.

Engine: 318 cu. in.

Transmission: standard.

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: Impco propane carburetor
model 225.

Emission control: (1) exhaust recircula-
tion; (2) catalytic exhaust reactors for un-
burned HC and CO control; (3) heat risers
to intake manifold have been blocked; (4)
heat control valve in passenger-side exhaust
has been removed; (5) capacitive discharge
ignition system; (6) reground valves lapped
into place in the cylinder head; (7) air for
carburetion is collected by a scoop below the
front bumper.

Entrant No. 15

From: University of South Florlda.
Vehicle: 1970 Chevrolet El Camino.
Engine: 454 cu. in,

Transmission: 4-speed manual.
Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: standard conversion.
Emission controls: intrinsic,

Entrant No. 16

From; University of Evansville.

Vehicle: 1969 Oldsmoblle Cutlass 4-door.
Engine: 350 cu. in.

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: standard conversion.
Emission controls: intrinsic.

Entrant No. 17

From: Tufts University.

Vehicle: 4-door Chevelle Malibu.

Engine: 250 cu. in. 6 cylinder.

Transmission: standard.

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: standard conversion and
static mixing tube between carburetor and
intake manifold.

Emission controls: (1) air injection and
catalytic reactor; (2) CuO plated exhaust
static; (3) exhaust recirculation.

Entrant No. 18

From: Worcester Polytechnic Institute—
“Propane Gasser” team.

Vehicle: 1970 Chevy II Nova 4-door sedan.

Engine: 350 cu. in.

Transmission: automatic 3-speed.

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: standard conversion.

Emission control: (1) 2 catalytic reactors;
(2) lowered compression ratio.

Entrant No. 19

From: Buiffalo State College.

Vehicle: 1961 Austin Healy Sprite.

Engine: rebullt standard 948 cc. 4 cylinder
engine; 8.3:1 compression; maximum output
50 hp.

Transmission: 4-speed manual; modified
3.70:1 gear train ratio.

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: Beam propane conversion
unit with dual carburetor.
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Emission control: (1) new cylinder with
longer stellite valves; (2) lengthened pistons.

Enirani No. 21

From: South Methodist University.

Vehicle: 1970 Ford Mustang.

Engine: 302 cu, in. V8.

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: standard conversion.

Emission controls: (1) 2 catalytic reactors
alr injection; (2) exhaust recirculation.

Entrant No. 22

From: University of Wisconsin,

Vehicle: 1970 Opel GT.

Engine: 1900 cc.

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: Standard conversion.

Emission controls: (1) exhaust gas recir-
:ﬁtlpm (2) catalytic reactor and air injec=

Entrant No. 23

From: St. Clair College.

Vehicle: 1970 Dodge Coronet.

Engine: 315 cu. in.

Transmission: 3-speed automatic.
i Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: standard conversion,

Emission controls: 2 eatalytic mufflers.

Entrant No. 30

From: University of California at Berkeley.

Vehicle: 1970 Plymouth Belvedere 4-door
sedan.

Engine: 318 cu. in. V8. 1

Transmission: 3-speed automatic.

Fuel: unleaded gasoline,

Fuel system: standard.

Emission controls: (1) 2 thermal reactors
with synchronous air injection: (2) 1
catalytic reactor; (3) exhaust recirculation.

Entrant No. 3r

From: Louisiana State University.

Vehicle: 1970 Pontiac LeMans.

Fuel: leaded gas.

Emission controls: (1) lean fuel mixture;
(2) retarded spark; (3) exhaust recirculation;
(4) thermal reactor.

Entrant No. 32

From: Worcester Polytechnic Institute
{Saab).

Vehicle: Saab 99E 2-door sedan.

Engine: 1.7 liter (modified to 1.851).

Transmission: mannual 4 speed.

Fuel: unleaded gasoline.

Fuel system: Bosch fuel Injection.

Emission controls: (1) lowered compres-
sion ratio; (2) increased valve overlap; (3)
spark retardation; (4) richer mixture; (5)
thermal reactor with air injection.

Entrant No. 33

From: Worcester Polytechnic Institute—
‘Dark Horse' team.

Vehicle: 1970 Ford Mustang.

Engine: 302 cu. in. V8,

Transmission: 3-speed automatic.

Fuel: leaded gasoline.

Fuel system: fuel injection.

Emission controls: (1) decreased compres-
sion ratio; (2) retarded spark; (3) catalytic
reactor; (4) particulate trap; (5) evapora-
tive emission control.

Entrant No. 34

From: University of Michigan.

Engine: standard.

Transmission: standard.

Fuel: unleaded gasoline.

Fuel system: fuel injection.

Emission controls: (1) water injection; (2)
2 catalytic reactors and air injection.

Entrant No. 35
Prom: University of Michigan.
Engine: 350 cu. in, V8,
Transmission: Automatic.

Fuel: unleaded gasoline.
Fuel system : standard

Emission controls: (1) 2 catalytic reactors
for NOx; (2) % catalytic reactors for CO and
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HC downstream of NOx; (3) air injection in
exhaust stream between NOx: reactors and
HC/CO reactors.

Entrant No. 36

From: Wayne State University.

Vehicle: 1971 Ford Capri.

Engine: 302 cu. in, V8.

Transmission: automatiec.

Fuel: unleaded gas.

Fuel system: electric fuel pump; insulated
lines; temperature-sensing carburetor.

Emission controls: (1) exhaust gas re-
circulation; (2) eatalytic reactors for NOx;
(8) alr injection and 2 catalytic reactors for
HC and CO.

Entrant No. 37

From : University of Wisconsin.

Vehicle: 1970 Lotus Europa.

Engine: Renault R-16.

Transmission:

Fuel: unleaded gas.

Fuel system: standard.

Emission controls: (1) spark retard; (2)
exhaust gas recirculation; (3) catalytic re-
actor and air injection; (4) W.U. thermal
reactor; (6) evaporative loss control.

Entrant No. 41

From: Stanford University.

Vehicle: American Motors Gremlin.

Fuel: methyl alcohol.

Emisslon controls: (1) exhaust gas re-
circulation; (2) water injection; (3) catalytic
reactor.

Entrant No. 42

From: University of California at Los
Angeles.

Vehicle: 1965 Mustang.

Engine: 4 cylinder 138 cu. in. diesel.

Transmission: 4-speed manual.

Fuel system: standard and model TO-4
Airesearch turbocharger.

Emission controls: intrinsic.

Entrant No. 51

From: University of Arizona.

Vehicle description: 1970 Plymouth Valiant
Duster, 3500 1bs.

Engine: 318 cu. in. V8.

Transmission: 3-speed manual.

Fuel: liquid methane (90%) anw com-
pressed H, (10%).

Fuel system: fuels mixed before being in-
troduced into carburetor.

Emission controls: fuel cutoff on decelera-
tion.

Entrant No. 52

From: Putnam City West High School.

Vehicle: 1970 Opel.

Engine: 1,875 cc. (115 cu. in.)

Transmission: 4-speed manual.

Fuel: LPG/CNG (dual).

Fuel system: standard conversion.

Emission controls: (1) catalytic reactor
and air injection; (2) exhaust recirculation.

Entrant No. 61

PFrom: Qeorgla Institute of Technology.

Vehicle: 1970 VW fastback sedan.

Engine: 25 hp. DO series field electric
motor.

Transmission: fixed 2:1 drive ratio; con-
trol circultry—variable pulse width constant
voltage (144V) output from dual SCR switch~
ing network.

Power storage: 24 6V Prestolite batteries.

Charging: 26 kW 220V 3-phase 60 Hz input
is rectified to 80 amps DQC; rheo-
stats to compensate for battery impedance
changes during charging; a reverse voltage
pulse of 300 V for 26 ms. is applied every b
sec. to repress gas accumulation and excess
heating during recharging.

Entrant No. 65

From: Cornell University.

Vehicle: five-passenger four-door sedan
with metal and fiberglass body.

Engine: 34 kW-hr. battery pack consisting
of 24 BV lead-cobalt batteries with a 240
amp-hr, capacity at 4 hrs.
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Transmission; dual chopper SCR. cireuit
which controls the across-motor voltage by
pulse \width and repetition rate modulation
of ithe battery voltage; a four-pole DC series
motor, rated at 20 hp. with an additional
shunt winding for regenerative braking.:

Entrant No. 70

From: Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
0gy.
Vehicle: 2-door Corvair.

Engine: hybrid electric—dual piston ICE.

Transmission: 14 lead-acid batterles with
total rating of 90 amp-hrs. at 163V, power
controller between batteries and motor;
shunt wound DC electric traction motor; 4-
speed manual transmission and axle assem-
bly.

Fuel: gasoline.

Fuel system: standard,

Emission control: (1) lean fuel-air mix-
ture; (2) catalytic reactor for HC and CO;
(3) reduced compression ratio; (4) water in-
jection.

Entrant No. 71

From: Worcester Polytechnic Institute.

Vehicle: 1970 Gremilin.

Engine: Jeep Corp. Dauntless V6 ICE.

Transmission: 20 Exlde type SEC-19 6V
lead-acid batteries rated at 200 amp-hours
(20 hrs.); G.E. type BY401 25 hp., 5150 rpm
series wound traction motor, controlled by
G.E. model 300 modifitd SCR controller; G.E,
triclad brushless AC generator model SJ-286,
which provides 25 kVA 3-phase power, recti=
fied by 3 G.E. type A-90DB Schron Rectifiers.

Fuel: unleaded gas.

Fuel system: standard.

Emission control (1) air pumps supplying
oxygen to the exhaust manifold; (2) 2 Engle-
hart exhaust gas purifiers for unburned HC
and CO reduction;(3) exhaust gas recircula-
tion (5-10%); (4) constant air-fuel ratio by
running engine at constant load.

Entrant No. 74

From: University of New Hampshire.

Engine: Hybrid!

Propane ICE: ‘4 cylinder, 4 ¢ycle Bearcat—56
outboard motor engine, equipped with cata-
lytic reactor.

Generator: 20 kW 120 VDC G E. alr force
generator.

Battery buffer: 1012V lead acld units,

Control circultry: switches to form various
serles-parallel - motor combinations, plus
standard SCR chopper circuitry.

Motors: 2 20kW motors, one for front
wheels, one for rear wheels.

Vehicle: Saab sedan.

Entrant No. 75

From: University of Toronto.

Vehicle: 1970 Chevelle.

Engine: 302 cu. in, converted to LPG with
catalytic mufflers. Engine can run generator
and/or wheels. Electrie motor-connected to
drive shaft.

Can run in 4 modes:

(1) pure electric; (2) ICE: (3) hybrid-
electric; (4) ICE directly linked to drive
shaft and electric motor directly linked, to
drive shaft. ICE runs at constant load; motor
and generator act to keep that load con-
stant.

Entrant No. 80

From: University of California at San
Diego.

Vehicle: 1970 Javelin.

Engine: water storage tanks (formerly gas
tanks); priming pump in series with an
engine-driven feed water pump. (a Vickers
hydraullc .oil pump) Wwhich leads to the
boller via 8/8 in. copper tubing; recirculat-
ing type boiler; steam generator controller is
a pressure-actuated switch in header pipe
which turns flame on and off; water level
controller has also been incorporated; ex-

pander is converted Harley-Davidson T4 cu.
in. motor cyele engine.
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Transmission: 1962 Chevrolet 3-speed,
2.87:1 rear end ratio.

Electrical system: 24 V system consisting
of 2-12 V lead-acid batteries and 3-24 V 35
amp alternators; wiring system controls the
sutomatic control clrcult, manual override
circuit, the solenoids, the ignition, and the
blowers.

Fuel: LPG.

Fuel system: 36 gallon tank containing a
pressure regulating valve in series with a
vaporizing coll through which the flame
passes; vaporized propane enters a small
combustion can where air mixing is effected;
a propane nozzle shoots the mixture into a
high voltage spark which runs at all times
when the fuel system is activated.

Emission control: intrinsie.

Entrant No. 83

From: Worcester Polytechnic Institute.

Vehilcle: 1970 Chevelle 4-door hardtop.

Engine: monotube steam generator; ro-
tary steam distribution valve; 6 cyclinder
unifiow expander.

Fuel: kerosene.

Fuel system: standard external combus-
tion.

Transmission: fixed ratlo.

Emission controls: intrinsic.

Entrant No. 90

From: Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology—Bennet team.

Vehicle: 1970 Chevrolet C/10 half-ton
pickup truck.

Engine: Airsearch GTP-70-52 gas turbine,
M-12004A electric motor,

Transmission: electric.

Fuel: kerosene or JP-4.

Emission controls: intrinsle.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. At this time, under the previous
order, the Senate will proceed to the
transaction of routine morning business,
with a 3-minute limitation on speeches.

Is there morning business to be
transacted?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will please call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one of his
secretaries.

REPORT OF THE AMERICAN REVO-
LUTION BICENTENNIAL COMMIS-
SION—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLEN) laid before the Senate
the following message from the President
of the United States, which, with the ac-
companying report, was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

To the Congress of the United States:
The report of the American Revolu-
tion Bicentennial Commission, which I
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am transmitting to the Congress today,
presents cogent suggestions for com-
memoration of the 200th anniversary of
the birth of our nation.

I strongly endorse the Commission’s
primary recommendations that:

—The commemoration be national in
scope, seeking to involve every State, city
and community;

—The Bicentennial be a focal point
for a review and reaffirmation of the
principles on which the nation was
founded and for a new understanding of
our heritage;

—This be the occasion for looking
ahead, for defining and dedicating our-
selves to our common purposes, and for
speeding the accomplishment of specific
local projects responsive to our changing
national priorities.

The goal which the Commission has
established is most appropriate for our
nation at this time: “to forge a new
national commitment, a new spirit for
76, a spirit which vitalizes the ideals for
which the Revolution was fought; a
spirit which will unite the nation in pur-
pose and dedication to the advancement
of human welfare as it moves into its
third century.”

I concur with the Commission’s con-
cept of a Bicentennial Era with its focal
point in 1976.

The Commission is now moving from
the planning to the development stage
of the Bicentennial Era. To assist it in
its task, I have these comments on some
specific areas:

ON MAEING THE CELEBRATION NATIONAL IN
BCOPE

1. I invite the Bicentennial Commis-
sions now formed or forming in each
of the fifty States, along with Puerto
Rico, the District of Columbia, and the
Territories, to share in a special effort
to ensure active and nationwide partici-
pation in the celebration of America’s
200th birthday. In the year preceding
July 4, 1976, I invite each of those areas
to accept the responsibility for a single
week in which national focus would be
on that area’s local traditions and com-
memorative activities, in a way that
would permit the nation and the world
to observe both our historic development
and our local activities to meet the chal-
lenges of the third American century.

2. The Commission urges a “multi-city
exposition” and quite properly concludes
“there should be no commercially-
oriented world’s fair in the {raditional
sense anywhere in the nation during the
Bicentennial Era.” I agree. There can
be no single Bicentennial city. Nor is any
traditional type of world's fair in one
city adequate to the challenge of a na-
tional celebration.

However, since American civilization
has drawn on the genius and traditions
of nations throughout the world, and
has contributed as well to their develop-
ment, we should actively encourage inter-
national participation in our celebration.
To do this in an orderly and well-planned
way, we should select a principal site on
which that international participation
can focus. Philadelphia, site of the sign-
ing of the Declaration of Independence,
and the creation of our Constitution,
would be the natural place for this
activity.
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Accordingly, I am now instructing the
Secretary of State to proceed officially
with appropriate registration procedures
with the Bureau of International Ex-
positions for an international exposition
in Philadelphia in 1976. Such an exposi-
tion, however, is to be primarily cultural,
inspirational and non-commercial in
character, with the emphasis on quality
rather than size.

Pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law 91-269, I am directing the Secretary
of Commerce to review the financial and
other support to be secured for the Phila-
delphia exposition from both govern-
ment and private sources and, together
with David J. Mahoney, Chairman of
the Commission, and George P. Shuliz,
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget, to report to me the result of this
review.

If suitable financing arrangements can
be worked out, Philadelphia can be an
exciting focal point for international
participation in a way that will carry
forward the regard of our Founding
Fathers for “the opinion of mankind”
without in any way restricting the scope
of the celebration to a single city. In
fact I hope that foreign visitors and visit-
ing groups, including artists and per-
formers, will travel to every corner of
the nation and participate in as many
Bicentennial events as possible,

3. It would be appropriate for the na-
tion’s capital to play an important role
in helping to set the tone for the national
celebration. I have already made known
my support for such long-range projects
as a new rapid transit system, the Fed-
eral City Bicentennial Development Cor-
poration, and an acceleration of urban
renewal plans. I am directing Chairman
Mahoney to begin a series of meetings
with Mayor Washington, the National
Capital Planning Commission, Chairman
Mark Evans of the National Capital His-
toric Region Bicentennial Committee,
Counsellor to the President Daniel P.
Moynihan and Director Shultz to define
specific plans and costs for my review
and to recommend ways to achieve com-
munity participation in the planning and
development process.

4, The Commission report asks the City
of Boston “to develop a program fo ex-
plore and examine the revolutionary
roots of Ameriea through its great his-
torical resources” and endorses the com-
pletion of Miami’s permanent Trade and
Cultural Center (Interama) “as a part of
the Bicentennial cbservance.” These
plans, as well as others from cities in
other sections of the country, are to be
strongly encouraged.

5. The Commission pointed out that
improved travel facilities would ‘“con-
tribute greatly to a successful Bicenten-
nial celebration,” and expressed particu-
lar interest in special urban corridor
projects in the Northeast which would
not only expedite the flow of visitors
from one historical site to another, but
would also provide permanent benefits
for a significant percentage of the Amer-
ican population. I am instructing Secre-
tary Volpe and Director Shultz to ana-
lyze these projects, including costs and
timing, and to submit their recommen-
dations to me.
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ON FINANCE AND ORGANIZATION

1. I will refrain from making com-
mitments to any particular project rec-
omniended by the Commission until tim-
ing and cost data are submitted and
studied. As policy choices and costs be-
come evident, Chairman Mahoney will
resubmit some of these recommendations
to the Commission and will inform me
of the Commission’s preferences.

2. The Commission will have impor-
tant operational responsibilities: the Bi-
centennial Calendar, publications, films,
the setting of standards and the coordi-
nation and monitoring of many projects
closely tied to the national celebration.
It may be advisable to enlarge the Com-
mission and constitute it as the “Board
of Directors” of a corporate structure
equipped to deal with operating funec-
tions. I am asking Chairman Mahoney to
meet with Director Shultz and to rec-
ommend to me a plan for future Com-
mission organization and funding.

ON THE OVERALL THEME

A “Festival of Fredom” does not, in
my opinion, grasp the unique character
of the American experience. True, this
event will be festive, colorful, and affirm-
ative; yet it must also be thoughtful,
profound, and searching.

There is a phrase in the Declaration of
Independence that is based on English
political philosopher John Locke’s con-
cept of “life, liberty and property” be-
ing the inalienable rights of man.
Thomas Jefferson’s dream for the new
nation transcended the material; he saw
property rights not as an end in itself,
but as one means to human happiness.

For that reason, he substituted the
phrase “the pursuit of happiness,” and
that ideal has constantly reasserted it-
self—most recently as a renewed con-
cern for “the quality of life.”

That thread is woven through the
fabric of American life over two cen-
turies. It keeps us from getting smug
about our success; it reminds us of the
need for the spiritual as we attain more
of our material needs; it keeps us mov-
ing, growing, changing for the better.

Improving the quality of life is, in a
sense, a more compelling concept in this
era of advanced technology than it was
in the time of Jefferson. I believe that
this is the area in which we will find
the fundamental theme for our anniver-
sary observance of the continuing revo-
lution  that is the United States of
America.

RicuARD NIXON.

TrE WHITE HoUsE, September 11, 1970.

A CALL FOR COOPERATION—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
ident, there is at the desk a message from
the President of the United States on “A
Call for Cooperation.” I ask unanimous
consent that the message be ordered to
lie on the table and be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL-
:anc;). Without objection, it is so or-

ered.

The message from the President is as
follows:
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To the Congress of the United States:
A CALL FOR COOPERATION

In the course of the past year and one-
half I have sent more than 50 messages
to the Congress proposing legislation to
deal with certain problems, or to achieve
certain national objectives. On two oc-
casions I have sought fo provide a com-
prehensive summation of these messages,
thereby presenting an administration
philosophy.

In the first of these, my message of Oc-
tober 13, 1969, I asserted that if ours is
not to be an age of revolution it must be
an age of reform, and declared that this
would be the watchword of the Admin-
istration: REFORM. I listed then a series
of such measures already proposed:

Reform of the Draft

Reform of the Welfare System
Reform of the Tax Code
Revenue-Sharing Reform
Postal Reform

Manpower Reform

Social Security Reform
Reform of the Grant-In-Aid System
Electoral Reform

D.C. Government Reform
OEO Reform

I spoke then of further issues for
which the Administration proposed new
initiatives: with respect to hunger and
malnutrition; population; crime; nar-
cotics and pornography: manpower fa-
cilities and unemployment insurance;
public transportation and air facilities.

In my State of the Union Message of
January 22, 1970, I returned to this
theme, proposing that as we enter the
seventies, we should enter also a great
age of reform of the institutions of Amer-
ican government.

The first principle of reform is that
Government programs and institutions
should be effective. They should deliver
what they promise. Too many promises
of the 1960s have not been kept. The na-
tion is now paying a price for this.

This principle is a cornerstone of the
New Federalism. We seek to develop a
new sense of partnership between the
Federal government and State and local
governments, to assign responsibility and
authority for publie functions to the level
best qualified to carry them out. In the
name of the “urban crisis,” for example,
the 1960s saw the Federal government
inereasingly caught in issues of muniei-
pal housekeeping that are most appro-
priately the business of a city counecil.
But simultaneously the great fiscal
power of the Federal government was
never brought to play—through revenue
sharing—to provide local governments
with sufficient resources to enable them
tc solve their own problems in their own
WAays,

The second principle of reform is that
America must find a way to direct its own
growth. We have entered a decade in
which our gross national product will
increase by $500 billion, an amount great-
er than the entire growth of the Ameri-
can economy from 1790 to 1950. Out of
this vast increase in wealth we can create
a life of unprecedented achievement for
ourselves, and for the Nation. Or we can
choke on it. “Toward Balanced Growth:
Quantity with Quality,” the theme of the
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report of the National Goals Research
Staff, could well be the theme of the
1970s.

In foreign affairs I have held out the
hope that if our new policies succeed
America may have the best chance since
World War II to enjoy a generation of
uninterrupted peace, More then is the
reason to consider forthwith how we are
to use the abundance of peace.

The great question of the seventies, as
I pointed out in my State of the Union
Message, is, shall we surrender to our
surroundings, or shall we make our peace
with nature and begin to make repara-
tions for the damage we have done to our
air, to our land and to our water? I
promised a national growth policy, to
bring balance and order to the great
changes in population, industry, and
patterns of education and training that
would affect the quality of life in the
three decades ahead.

In February I sent to the Congress the
most comprehensive proposals in the
area of environmental protection and
enhancement ever set forth by any ad-
ministration. Since then I have proposed
the creation of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to establish a focal point
for setting general environment pollu-
tions standards affecting all media and
forms of pollution.

I have now virtually completed the
domestic legislative proposals I will make
to the present Congress. I would like
then to take one further opportunity to
sum up. I would like to acknowledge the
important achievements already behind
us, and also to stress the very consider-
able amount of work which is still before
the Congress and which must be done if
we are to meet our responsibility to this
new decade, much less to begin to fulfill
its promise.

In my message of last October I stated
that if a working partnership between
men of differing philosophies and differ-
ent parties is to continue, then candor on
both sides is required.

Candor requires first that we acknowl-
edge the exceptional circumstances which
were thrust upon us by a relatively rare
event in American history. For the first
time in 120 years an incoming President
of one party has faced a Congress
dominated by another.

Given the system of “checks and bal-
ances” built into our government, it
would be reasonable to predict that in
such a situation the institutions of the
Presidency and the Congress would
thwart one another, and that stalemate
would ensue. The American Constitution
was devised in large measure to limit the
exercise of power. We should not be sur-
prised if on occasion it makes such exer-
cise difficult.

Yet this need not be. It is not less a
quality of our Constitution that by pro-
viding a voice to wide ranging and di-
verse interests it makes it possible from
time to time to face up to issues of na-
tional importance, and to make genuinely
national decisions about them. Some de-
cisions can be reached only if both
parties are willing to share responsibil-
ity; some programs can be enacted only
if both parties share the credit.
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This, then, is a timé to face such is-
sues. ‘AS President, I have sought to do
so0. I have proposed to Congress legisla-
tion dealing 'with issues about which
there has been an unmistakable national
judgment that something needs to be
done. Revenue sharing, for example, was
pledged by both parties lin their 1968
platforms. We mneed it; the public sup-
ports it. ¥et, until now, no President has
felt it possible to propose revenue shar-
ing, no Congress has made any move to-
ward enacting it. Draft reform,; welfare
reform, ecrime control, environmental
protection; are other issues that need
urgent actions. I have felt it'possible to
approach these matters as national is-
sues about which we could make national
decisions in which both  parties would
participate, for which both would honor-
ably accept responsibility and: justly
claim recognition.

Whatever will be the judgment of his-
tory, the record of this moment is that
Congress has not responded. There are
exceptions, of which all involved ean and
should be proud. But the larger fact is
that Congress, in a/mood of nostalgia and
partisanship, has' too much: devoted its
energies to tinkering with programs of
the past while ignoring the realities of
the present/ and the opportunities of the
future.

Time now slips away: The Congress is
coming to a close. Its work is not done.
The issues T have asked to be considered
have not been considered. And yet mat-
ters press. We cannot wait for polities.
We must seek a record of achievement
all can share.

As we build this record, we must not
lose sight of the overriding need for fis-
cal responsibility. Year after year dur-
ing the 19605 the Federal government
incurred a deficit. In the early years of
the decade there was a justification for
‘this. The economy was operating at less
than full employment capacity. In the
later years there was no justification
whatever: persistent deficits could lead
only to a disorderly and punishing infla-
tion. This was predictable; it was pre-
dicted; it came to pass.

It need not happen again; and it must
nof: This is why I have been forced to
veto appropriation bills sent me by the
Congress in amounts‘well above those re-
auested. I understand full well the {eel-
ing for worthy purposes that inspires
such action. But' there is a higher na-
tional interest. Economics has taught us
to think in terms of the entire economic
system. To affeet one  part is to affect
all parts. The Federal government must
act in ‘accordance with that knowledge
and reality. Just as the President sends
a unified Budget: to the Congress, the
Congress surely should devise some man-
ner of unified response. I have suggested
that Congress establish an overall spend-
ing ceiling, and adjust the various ap-
preoriation bills to accord with that ceil-
ing. There may be other and better ways
of attaining this goal. But we can no
longer avoid the necessity of finding some
means whereby the present. fragmented
and eompetitive legislative process that
mandates and promotes Federal spend-
ing can be brought under control so that
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the impact of the total Federal budget is
to sustain and encourage economic
growth, rather than to disrupt it. This
is the course of fiscal responsibility.

If restraint is one condition of fiseal
responsibility, timeliness is surely an-
other. In recent years Congress has more
and more tended to put off the enact-
ment of appropriations bills until months
after the beginning of the fiscal year.
It is now September. The fiscal year be-
gan July 1st. Yet only four out of four-
teen appropriations bills have been en-
acted. This practice begins to threaten
the very basis of orderly and effective
government.

Fiscal restraint in no sense precludes
a reordering of national priorities. To
the contrary, it is only when such re-
straint is exercised that a purposeful
direction of events can. occur. In fiscal
1971, for example, for the first time in
two decades, the expenditures of the
Federal government on Human Resources
are greater than the expenditure on De-
fense and Defense-related activities. We
have reversed the trend of the 1960's.
Our priorities have changed. But this
change can be effective only in the con-
text of disciplined and responsible fiscal
policy. The matter may be put more
strongly. Anyone who seriously wishes
to see a reordering of priorities for the
nation either must insist on doing so
in a responsible and disciplined manner,
or must be judged not to be serious.

REFORMING. THE INSTITUTIONS OF THE PAST

Of the major items of reform which
I have proposed to the Congress, and
which I described in my message of Oc-

tober: 13, 1969, some have been acted
upon.

The Tax Reform Act of 1969, which
had some troublesome features never-
theless did incorporate most of the meas-
ures reforming the Tax Code which I
had proposed. g

The Administration asked for and ob-
tained .the extension of the Eeconomic
Onportunity Act to permit the OEO to
carry out its new role.

One of the most important measures
of reform passed by this Congress so far
is the Postal Reorganization Aect estab-
lishing the United States Postal Service.
It is a-landmark bill demonstrating not
only ability to respond to a complex and
persisting problem with bold and crea-
tive measures, but demonstrating as well
the power of bipartisan effort when it
is exercised with determination and will.
This Act will. need to be improved upon
as the new system is established, but we
have a sound structure.

Last year the Congress passed legisla-
tion I réecommended to permit a change
from the oldest-first to a youngest-first
order of call in Selective Service, to re-
duce the period of prime vulnerability
to one year, and to select individuals
through'a lottery system.

Thus we have made a beginning. But
our work is-nmowhere near ended. The
other major reforms I listed last October
still have not been enacted. Since that
time T have proposed a wide range of
measures ' of equal importance. In far
the greater proportion there, too, await
action by Congress. '
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‘BEFORM OF THE DRAFPT

~As long as the draft is necessary to
meet our military manpower needs, it
must be made to operate as equitably and
consistently as possible.

This year, by Executive Order, future
occupational, agricultural, and paternity
deferments were eliminated. At the same
time, I requested the Congress to restore
the discretionary authority of the Presi-
dent on undergraduate student defer-
ments so that these deferments could
also be eliminated in the future. I also
proposed that legislation be enacted to
improve the random selection system by
permitting the establishment of a direct
national call of inductees. The Congress
has not acted on these proposals. But the
only long range solution is to end our
need to draft by attaining an all-volun-
teer armed force. On April 23, 1970, T
proposed military pay legislation to the
Congress as an important step toward
achieving an objective of reducing draft
calls to zero. Unfortunately, this legis-
lation has not been enacted.

In the meantime—and for all time—
America owes an obligation to the men
who have fought in Vietnam, and not
less to -those who backed them in the
Armed Forces elsewhere. The Vietnam
Veterans Assistance Aet which I have
proposed to the Congress would provide
important new GI Bill benefits relating
to post-secondary school training, the
provision of Small Business Adminis-
tration loans to veterans from minority
groups, and the provision of guaranteed
loans for the purchase of mobile homes.
This legislation has not been enacted;
it should be.

REFORM OF THE WELFARE SYSTEM

The Family Assistance Act has been
properly described as the most important
piece of domestic legislation to go before
the Congress in thirty-five years. It is
one of the dozen or half-dozen most im-
portant pieces of domestic legislation in
American history. The Act provides a
basic national income supplement for
all needy families with children. It abol-
ishes the bankrupt welfare system of the
past, which has so greatly contributed to
our present crisis, and creates an alto-
gether new system based upon work in-
centives (including support for child care
services), job training and provision, and
direeted primarily to creating self-suffi-
cient independent families. Where per-
sons are genuinely dependent, as are the
aged and disabled, or female headed fam-
ilies with young ‘children, the bill pro-
vides national standards of benefits
which will enormously improve the con-
dition of the poor in many parts of the
Nation.

In April of this year the Family As-
sistance Act passed the House of Repre-
sentatives by a resounding and gratify-
ing vote. Hearings are now taking place
in the Senate. It would be tragic beyond
words if this historic opportunity were
to be allowed to slip away from us. I am
confident that this will not happen, but
to prevent it the Senate will, of course,
have to move with some dispatch.

The Family Assistance Plan is the key-
stone of an income strategy for the
elimination of poverty in the United




September 11, 1970

States. In 1969 the first move in this
strategy was accomplished when Con-
gress adopted the Administration's pro-
posal to abolish income taxes for the
poor. Reform of the Manpower Program
and Unemployment Insurance are
equally essential, and the latier has now
also been enacted. But the strategy will
be incomplete until the Family Assist-
ance Plan is enacted as well.

On May 6, 1969, before the Family
Assistance Plan was proposed, I sent to
Congress a message on hunger and mal-
nutrition, in which I declared that the
moment is at hand to put an end to
hunger in America itself for all time.
Since then, major reforms have been
carried through toward this goal. But
legislation is required. The Food Stamp
Act Amendments, which I recommended
to the Congress, established the path-
breaking prineciples that very poor fam-
ilies would receive free stamps, that for
other families cash requirements would
be limited to 30 percent of family in-
come, that uniform minimum' national
eligibility standards would' be estab-
lished, and a range of similarly impor-
tant reforms. This legislation still has
not been enacted.

Family welfare is necessarily related
to family size and the availability of
health services. On July 18, 1969, I sent
the first Message to Congress ever on
the subject of population. At the time
I proposed that we should establish as
a national goal the provision of ade-
quate family planning servieces within
the next five years to all those who want
but cannot afford them, adding that in
no circumstances will the activities asso-
ciated with our pursuit of this goal be
allowed to infringe upon the religious
convictions or personal wishes and free-
dom of any individual, nor will they be
allowed to impair the absolute right of
all individuals to have such matters of
conscience respected by public author-
ities. Part of this program has gone for-
ward, but in order to reach our goal of
being able to serve the estimated five
million women who are in need of sub-
sidized, publicly assisted family planning
services, family planning legislation
should be enacted by the Congress this
year.

On the broader question of the future
course of population growth and its im-
plications for our society, I am pleased
to observe that the Commission on Popu-
lation Growth and the American Future
which I proposed in my Message has been
approved by the Congress and is now in
operation.

In February of this year this Adminis-
tration sent to the Congress the Healih
Services Improvement Act dedicated to
the creation of integrated, effective, con-
sumer-oriented health care systems by
the consolidation of four existing and
overlapping programs in this field. The
Act would “decategorize” certain aspects
of these programs, provide *“joint fund-
ing”, authorize the transfer of funds
among these programs and encourage
experimentation in the delivery of health
services, The Congress has not yet taken
final action on this legislation.
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REVENUE-SHARING REFORM

As I stated in October, for the first
time in the history of this government,
we have recommended a national policy
of permanent sharing of the Federal in-
come tax revenues with the States and
lesser political units of fthe country. My
proposal, the Repenue Sharing Act of
1969, would begin with $1 billion in its
first full fiscal year, and rise to approxi-
mately $5 billion by FY 1976: It would
be difficult to identify another proposal
that has received such widespread en-
dorsement. It is elemental economics,
elemental good sense, elemental good
government. Both parties endorsed Rev-
enue Sharing in their 1968 platforms,
and it has widespread public support.
Yet neither the House nor the Senate
has held hearings on this Administra-
tion’s bill.

MANPOWER REFORM

Earlier in this message I stated that
the first principle of reform is that gov-
ernment programs should be effective.
With this object in view'I have proposed
a Manpower Training Act which would
consolidate the major manpower train-
ing programs carried on by the Depart-
ment of Labor into one funding author-
ity, abolish eategorical programs, provide
that the administration of the programs
be progressively decentralized to the
States and metropolitan areas, and fur-
ther provide an automatic inerease of 10
percent in manpower funds when the
national unemployment rate equals or
exceeds 4.5 percent for three consecutive
months,

Here is the New Federalism in action,
Consolidate in the interests of flexibility.
Decentralize where operations are best
managed locally. Assert national stand-
ards of performance, and provide auto-
matic adjustments to changes in the
national economy. In the history of
American Federalism there has been no
comparable transfer of functions: a
process that for more than a third of a
century has taken responsibilities away
from State and local governments and
lodged them in Washington would now
for the first time be reversed, not to re-
establish an old arrangement, but to
create a new one. Hearings have been
held in both the House and Senate, but
as yet neither body has responded to the
essentials of this historic legislation.

One of the most important measures to
pass either session of the Congress thus
far is the recently enacted Employment
Security Amendments of 1970, which I
recommended July 8, 1969. This prece-
dent-shattering legislation will not only
cover 4.75 million additional jobs—in
small businesses, nonprofit organizations,
State hospitals, and State institutions of
higher education among others—it will
also provide an extension of the benefit
period up to 13 weeks which is auto-
matically triggered when the insured un-
employment rate for the nation reaches
4.5 percent for three consecutive months,
and would remain in operation until that
rate drops below 4.5 percent for a cor-
responding three months. These provi-
sions become effective Januarv 1, 1972.
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This is the most extensive reform of
the unemployment insurance program
ever enacted. Something of moment has
occurred. This important income mainte-
nance program has been made flexible,
responsive, equilibrating. This is what
modern government should be doing in
a dozen such areas,

SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM

In the Social Security Amendments
currently before the Congress, I request-
ed an automatic cost-of-living adjust-
ment in Social Security benefits to com-
pensate elderly Americans, as I stated in
October, for the losses they are suffering
because of an inflation they could do
nothing either to prevent or to avoid.
This is an act of fairness which I pro-
posed in my 1968 campaign for the Presi-
dency and which the Congress should no
longer deny fo our senior citizens. In
addition, I proposed several benefit lib-
eralizations and reforms which would
make social security a more equitable
and effective instrument of income secu-
rity for the aged. This measure has
passed the House and awaits action in
the Senate.

REFORM OF THE GRANT-IN-ATD SYSTEM

The Congress consented to my reorga-
nization plan which provided for the es-
tablisment of the new Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and the Domestic
Council. I am confident that these new
entities will be major factors in improv-
ing the management of domestic affairs
in the years ahead. However, there are
other aspects of management reform
which require legislation which has not
been acted upon.

In the fourth month of the Adminis-
tration I proposed to reform the in-
creasingly chaotic and unmanageable
grant-in-aid system of the national gov-
ernment by providing the President with
power, subject to Congressional veto, to
consolidate related assistance programs.

This is no small matter. It is one of the
reforms that is absolutely necessary if
our present governmental system is to be
made to work. Again we face a familiar
situation. We have made some improve-
ments through action by the Executive
Branch, but legislation is necessary:
Hearings have been held on the Grant
Consolidation Act in both the House and
the Senate, but neither body has acted.

We have recently proposed dramatic
changes in the manner in which Secial
Services are delivered to their intended
beneficiaries. As an amendment to the
Family Assistance Act, we proposed
greater flexibility in the use of services
money and related HEW programs—in-
cluding permissive authority for State
and local governments to transfer up to
20 percent from one appropriation to an-
other under certain conditions. More-
over, we woulld launch a new Government
Assistance Program to help Mayors and
Governors strengthen their policy direc-
tion and management of important HEW
services. The Senate Finance Committee
was gra.tifying'}y prompt in holding hear-
ings on this important amendment, and
I hope, the Congress will enact it th
year. -
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The Federal Economy Act is a related
measure. Programs need to be consoli-
dated; from time to time they need to be
eliminated. This is an elemental prin-
ciple of the decent management of pub-
lic affairs. In February, 1970, I proposed
program changes that would save $2.1
billion in Fiscal Year 1971—money
urgently needed for other programs.
More than half of those changes that
require Congressional approval have not
been put into effect. Further, the Con-
gress is blocking over $170 million of the
savings I proposed to achieve by execu-
tive action. In all, Congress is not acting
on over $700 million in savings, or one-
third of my proposals. In those areas
where I have been left free to act I am
accomplishing 100 percent of the savings
planned.

ELECTORAL REFORM

No one subject more profoundly in-
volves the issue of popular sovereignty
than the method of electing the Presi-
dent. For almost two centuries the sys-
tem of the Electoral College has some-
how worked, albeit just barely at times,
and at other times even doubtfully.
Every four years the American demoec-
racy places a large, unacceptable, and un-
necessary wager that it will work one
more time, that somehow an institution
that never in any event functioned the
way the framers of the Constitution an-
ticipated, will somehow confer the Presi-
dency on that candidate who obtains the
largest number of votes. The Electoral
College need not do so. Indeed on occa-
sion it has not done so. But far more im-
portantly—whatever the popular vote—
it need not confer the Presidency on any
candidate, if none has a majority of the
electoral vote.

Our ability to change this system in
time for the 1972 elections is a touch-
stone of the impulse to reform in Amer-
ica today. It will be the measure of our
ability to avert calamity by anticipating
it.

As I stated in my October 1969 mes-
sage, I originally favored other methods
of reforming the electoral college system,
but the passage by the House of a direct
popular election plan indicated that this
thoroughly acceptable reform could be
achieved, and I accordingly supported it.
Unfortunately, the Senate has not com-
pleted action. Time is running out. But it
is still possible to pass the measure and
to amend the Constitution in time for the
1972 elections.

D.C. GOVERNMENT EEFORM

Last October I called to the attention
of Congress one of the truly unaccept-
able facts of American life, and asked for
the enactment of legislation I had pro-
posed which would bring about the or-
derly transfer of political power to the
people of the District of Columbia. I
called for a Constitutional amendment
giving the District at least one represent-
ative in the House and such additional
representatives as Congress may approve,
and providing for the possibility of two
U.S. Senators. (We need to keep continu-
ally in mind that the population of the
District is greater than that of at least 10
States.) I asked for an interim arrange-
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ment providing the District with a non-
voting Congressional representative, and
the creation of a Commission on Govern-
ment for the Distriet of Columbia to pro-
pose a permanent governmental arrange-
ment. I have been heartened by progress
toward the non-voting representative,
but I share the chagrin that most Amer-
icans feel at the fact that Congress con-
tinues to deny self-government to the
nation’s capital. I would remind the
Congress that the founding fathers did
nothing of the sort. Home rule was taken
from the District only after more than
seventy years of self-government, and
this was done on grounds that were
either factually shaky or morally doubt-
ful. Surely we cannot allow this inadmis-
sible situation to persist as the American
Bicentennial dawns.
FOREIGN TRADE

In a message to the Congress of No-
vember 18, 1969, I proposed the Trade
Act of 1969 which would significantly
strengthen the trade agreements pro-
gram of the United States, recognizing
that ultimately it is rising world trade
and production that must form the base
for the prosperity of developing nations.
At the same time, the bill would estab-
lish a viable program of tariff adjust-
ments for industries and adjustment as-
sistance for firms and workers affected
by imports. It would also promote the
reduction or elimination of non-tariff
barriers to trade, by eliminating the
American Selling Price System. While
this legislation awaits enactment, I again
express my concern about the growing
tone of protectionism in the arguments
being made in the Congress.

The Merchant Marine Act Amend-
ments provide for a long-range mer-
chant marine building program of 300
ships in the next ten years, with a
lessening of dependence on operating-
differential subsidy for liner carriers,
and the buildup of the bulk commercial
carrier fleet for the foreign commerce
of the United States. This is a trade
expansion measure of fundamental im-
portance. The bill has passed the House
of Representatives, but has not as yet
passed the Senate.

CRIME

In my October, 1969 Message I declared
that there is no greater need in this free
society than the restoration of the indi-
vidual American’s freedom from violence
in his home and on the streets of his
city or town, These words were carefully
chosen. The issue of crime is easily mis-
understood, and on occasion deliberately
so. The issue of crime is freedom. When
individual citizens are the direct victims
of violence, or the indirect victims when
they are forced to restrict their own
movements out of fear of violence, funda-
mental liberties are abridged. A govern-
ment that fails to protect those liberties
is not worthy of the name. At the time
of my statement the issue had been the
source of more legislative requests from
the Administration than any other single
subject. Today, not far from a year later,
only two bills have passed. One was the
District of Columbia Court Reform and
Criminal Procedure Act—a measure of
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major importance. It provides for the
expansion and strengthening of the en-
tire system of law enforcement and
criminal justice in the nation’s capital.
As I said in October, the Act provides
more judges, new enforcement tools,
reorganization of the archaic court sys-
tem, a new public defender’s office, and
reform in the procedures for dealing
with juvenile offenders.

The second was an amendment to the
Federal Youth Corrections Act to provide
more effective and improved methods for
dealing with young people in the Federal
criminal justice system.

Among the most important crime pro-
posals that have been before the Con-
gress for more than a year, and which
have not been enacted, are these:

—The Controlled Dangerous Sub-
stances Act. This Act would substantial-
1y revise existing drug laws by providing
new means for controlling dangerous
drugs by establishing a new, comprehen-
sive and realistic penalty structure de-
signed to provide courts with guidance
and flexibility in handling offenders,
and by providing more effective enforce-
ment tools for diminishing the availabil-
ity of dangerous drugs.

—Organized Crime Control Act. This
is an omnibus bill embodying recom-
mendations of the President’s Crime
Commission, the National Commission
on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws,
and other groups. The ten titles codify
and strengthen existing Federal laws
relating to the prosecution of organized
crime. Again, this is an issue easily mis-
understood. The most important issues
involved in organized crime are not
those which are most commonly dis-
cussed. It has been estimated that as
much as $50 billion a year passed through
the hands of organized crime in illegal
gambling alone. What is involved here
is not the act of gambling by the in-
dividual citizen, but the corruption of
government that invariably accompanies
it. Similarly, the soecial consequences of
the drug traffic controlled by organized
crime spread far beyond the personal
tragedy of the addict. They weaken the
fabric of society itself.

This proposal would make large-scale
gambling a federal offense and would
make it a felony for large-scale gam-
blers and law enforcement officers or
public officials to obstruct enforcement
of State and local laws against gambling
through bribery of government officials,
And it would replace numerous dispar-
ate witness-immunity laws scattered
throughout the United States Code with
a single uniform provision. It is a long
overdue reform. This bill provides,
among other things, for increased sen-
tences, up to 30 years, for dangerous
adult special offenders—the recidivist,
the professional offender, and the orga-
nized crime leader.

—Wagering Tar Amendments. This
proposal would prohibit the use against
the taxpayer of information obtained
through his compliance with the wager-
ing tax, while at the same time increas-
ing the coverage and amount of the
taxes, and authorizing a grant of im-
munity to essential witnesses.




September 11, 1970

—The Bail Reform Act Amendments.
This proposal would authorize a judge
to detain, after a hearing, a person
charged with certain categories of Fed-
eral crimes who was found to pose a
danger to another person or the com-
munity if released.

—Protection of Minors from Obscenity
Act and the Prohibition of Transporta-
tion of Salacious Advertising Act. These
two bills would prohibit the use of the
mails for the distribution of matter
harmful to minors or advertisements ex-
plicitly designed and intended to appeal
to a prurient interest in sex.

—Crimingl Justice Act Amendments.
This proposal would institute fundamen-
tal and urgently needed reforms in the
provision of legal defenders for poor per-
sons. Crime involves the issue of free-
dom, and that includes freedom from
unjust arrest and conviction. Vigorous
and competent legal defense is funda-
mental to this freedom, and it results in
justice for not only the accused but also
the accuser.

These crime control measures have
been before the Congress for more than
a year. There are further measures of
equal and as great urgency also before
the Congress.

—The Omnibus Crime Conirol and
Safe Streets Amendments. The Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration
was established in 1968 in the Depart-
ment of Justice to assist, through a grant
program, State and loeal governments
in strengthening and improving law en-
forcement. These amendments now
pending in Congress would authorize ap-
propriations for this important program
for fiscal year 1971 and beyond and
would amend the basic authority to per-
mit better utilization of the available
funds.

—Explosives Regulation Proposals and
Amendments. We have proposed legisla-
tion to regulate the business of import-
ing, manufacturing or dealing in explo-
sives through a system of licenses and
permits as well as prohibiting the pur-
chase of explosives by mail-order. In ad-
dition, we have proposed amendments
to the U.S. Criminal Code which would
provide urgently needed powers to con-
trol the epidemic of terrorist bombings
and nihilist destruction which has sud-
denly become a feature of American life.
Here again the object of crime control
is not simply to deter people from break-
ing the law and to punish persons who
have broken the law, but more impor-
tantly to maintain and protect the free-
dom of citizens to live their lives with-
out fear and without injury. The sta-
bility of demoecratic society is what really
is at stake.

EDUCATION REFORM

If the impulse to reform may be muted
with respect to some areas of American
life, there would seem to be near univer-
sal agreement that reform is overdue and
urgent at every level in the field of edu-
cation. There is a difference, however,
between reform and retribution. If edu-
cation has failed—where it has failed—
the remedy is not to destroy it, but to
restructure it. Moreover, failure as per-
ceived by one group may be success in
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the eyes of another. Opinions about edu-
cation must be informed by knowledge
about the subject. From this it follows
that the first thing to understand about
education is that our understanding of
the process is weak indeed. At most, it
can be described as just beginning. This
is a lesson we learned in the 1960s at no
little cost.

During that decade, Congress was ex-
traordinarily generous in its support of
education, particularly in its enthusiasm
for trying to compensate through educa-
tion for the environmental disadvan-
tages of our least fortunate children.
Support for education comprised the
fastest-growing segment of the Federal
budget by the mid-point of that ten-
year period. This support—regarded as
long overdue by most Americans, and
begrudged by almost no one—generated
an extraordinary flurry of activity in
American education at all levels.

Much of this activity was based on the
familiar premise that if only the re-
sources available for education were in-
creased, the amount that youngsters
learn would increase, too. Somehow, it
seemed reasonable to assume that the
amount of dollars invested in education
was all that really mattered. For we
thought we knew what education was all
about.

It is, therefore, perfectly understand-
able that we, as a nation, have been re-
luctant to accept the findings of massive
research and bold scholarly analysis
which suggest that perhaps our cher-
ished assumptions may simply not be
true. Or, if true, they are far more com-
plex and difficult to understand than we
thought. It is entirely understandable
that we have all been reluctant to ac-
knowledge how little return our invest-
ment has brought, how disappointing the
educational results of our ambitious pro-
grams have been. But the simple and
alarming fact has gradually become ap-
parent, that we did not really understand
the educational process well enough to
have a purposeful effect on its outcome,
which is, of course, what children learn.

There is no shame associated with
this conclusion, and no blame to be
assigned. But it is time to realize that
every time we invest a billion dollars
in a compensatory program, we raise
the hopes of millions of our most dis-
advantaged citizens; which hopes are
more than likely destined to be dashed,
for the programs and strategies on which
they rest are themselves based on faulty
assumptions and inadequate knowledge.
This is bad government. It is bad poli-
ties. It is bad education.

This Administration did not take the
easy way out of this sad paradox. The
easy response would have been to ignore
the research findings or to stop spending
money across the board on education.
In fact, the total sums budgeted by this
Administration for education have risen
steadily—to nearly $12 billion this
year—and will continue to do so. For
many of these programs have auxiliary
benefits that should not be denied our
young people. Far from cutting back—
or pretending that programs “work”
when in faet they do not—this Admin-
istration has chosen the tougher route
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of reform and research. For we are con-
fident that the day will come when in
fact every young American can learn
as much and go as far as his abilities
will permit. But that day will be slow
in coming if we fail now to abandon
outmoded precepts and to move beyond
simplicities. (While at the same time
giving full honor and credit to those
who re-awakened the nation to its edu-
cational shortcomings.)

Accordingly, this Administration has
taken a number of executive actions
aimed at the reform and renewal of
American education, eonsistent with the
prineciple of the New Federalism that
elementary and secondary education are
properly the province of States and lo-
calities, The Office of Child Develop-
ment has been created within HEW as
the focal agency for our Early Learning
Program and other activities aimed at
enhancing The First Five Years of Life.
The President’s Commission on School
Finance is now at work examining the
pressing and complex problems asso-
ciated with the financial support of
public and non-public schools. The
Right to Read has been established as
a prime educational goal and a National
Reading Council has been appointed to
monitor the nation’s progress toward it.
We initiated a rigorous—and continu-
ing—review of the Title I program.

But the reforms in Federal education
programs that are most needed must rep-
resent the combined efforts of the Con-
gress and the Administration. In two
major Messages to Congress last March,
I made a series of proposals for reform
and renewal, first in elementary and sec-
ondary education, then in higher educa-
tion. These were augmented by our pro-
posed Emergency School Aid Act, and
by the thorough-going reform of the Im-
pacted Aid Frogram transmitted as part
of the Federal Economy Act.

In these proposals I asked that the
Congress establish a National Instiiute
of Education, within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, in order
to bring to education the intensity and
quality of research and experimentation
that we have grown accustomed to in
biomedical research under the National
Institutes of Health. Staffed by scholars
and experts from many fields, and free
of many of the constraints on established
agencies, the National Institute would
offer reasonable hope that in time we
might convert our present ignorance
about the processes of education into
hard knowledge about learning and how
to effect it. Its purpose is to assist schools
in solving the pressing problems which
beset them. Congress has not held hear-
ings on this important and far-reaching
proposal.

I asked that the Congress reform the
mammoth—and, in its present form, in-
excusable—program popularly known as
Aid to Federally-impacted Areas. As 1
observed in March, this program neither
assists States to determine their own
education expenditures nor re-directs
funds to the individual districts in great-
est need. Four Presidents, representing
both parties, have asked Congress to take
up the long overdue but politically un-
popular task of eliminating its most egre-
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gious flaws. Although hearings have been
held on this long-needed reform, no
Committee action has been taken in
either house.

I asked the Congress to enact a special
two-year Emergency School Aid Program
to expedite and encourage the process of
desegregation in the United States, and
to enhance the possibility that our
youngsters can benefit from interracial
educational experiences. Surely there
has been no domestic public issue in
twenty years to engage the attention and
concern of more citizens than the rela-
tionship of the races within our nation's
schools. To the extent that this rela-
tionship can be eased and assisted
through the use of Federal funds, I have
asked Congress to join with the Admin-
istration in doing so. I hope that Con-
gress will complete action on this legisla-
tion at an early date.

My request that Congress speedily
appropriate $150 million under existing
authority so that we might begin this
challenging task before schools open this
September was regrettably cut in half
to $75 million.

In higher education, the Administra-
tion submitted one of the most compre-
hensive pieces of education legislation in
history, the Higher Education Oppor-
tunity Act., Its key elements bear
repeating.

By substantially revising the present
structure of student financial aid, it
would be possible, for the first time, to
assure every lower-income student enter-
ing college a combination of Federal
grants and subsidized loans sufficient
to give him the same ability to pay as a
student from a family earning $10,000.

At the same time, I proposed to make
Federally-guaranteed loans available to
every college and graduate student in the
United States, regardless of income. The
National Student Loan Association—a
“secondary market” for student loan
paper—would make this possible, and the
loans that we propose to guarantee would
be sufficient in amount, and  flexible
enough in length of repayment, that any
student prepared to invest in his own
future could finance his own education.
By making loans available to all, and by
concentrating subsidies on those who
need them most, the United States would
finally be able to tell its young people
that no qualified student who wants to
go to college need be barred by lack of
money.

In looking at the complex ties between
institutions of higher education and the
Federal government, this Administration
concluded that for three decades now the
Federal government has been hiring uni-
versities to do work it wanted done. The
time has come for the Federal govern-
ment to help academic communities to
pursue excellence and reform in fields of
their own choosing as well, and by means
of their own choosing. Accordingly, I
asked Congress to create a National
Foundation for Higher Education, to be
funded initially at $200 million a year,
and to be guided in its policies by a
Board representative of the general pub-
lic as well as the higher education com-
munity itself. In creating this Founda-
tion, it would also be possible to consoli-
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date a series of narrow categorical pro-
grams that have long distorted the needs
and wishes of our colleges and universi-
ties.

It would be naive to ignore the all-too-
apparent fact that higher education may
not be as popular in the United States
as formerly. There has been a serious
loss of faith in our universities, not least
within the institutions themselves. The
specter of “student unrest”—and the al-
leged political consequences of appearing
to reward disruptive students and fac-
ulty—has tended to paralyze efforts in
this fleld. But it is too easy to do nothing
to let our dismay over the behavior of
individual persons and institutions pre-
vent us from sustaining and reforming
our long-range investment in education.
This is the time to move beyond polities,
to move even beyond our individual sen-
timents, and to take the bold steps that
alone can assure the continuation of ex-
cellence and the opening of opportunity
in American higher education. I there-
fore urze the Congress to look again at
the Higher Education Opportunity Act
that I submitted, to understand the Ad-
ministration’s complete openness to re-
sponsible amendments, and to join with
me in moving together on behalf of our
young people.

TRBAN AFFAIRS

In my October 1969 message I also
asked the Congress to enact an Urban
Mass Transportation Assistance Act.
This measure will provide the nation’s
deteriorating publie transportation sys-
tem an unprecedented measure of public
support. In the six year period that ended
in June of this year, the Federal govern-
ment provided only $800 million to aid
the public transit industry. The Urban
Mass Transportation Assistance Act
would provide for a program that is four
times greater over the next five years,
and altogether totals $10 billion over the
next twelve years. Both the Senate and
the House have been actively concerned
with this legislation, and a reasonably
similar bill has passed the Senate. But
I am still waiting for a sound bill for
signature.

Beyond this, the Administration has
sent to the Congress a wide range of leg-
islation dealing with transportation—in-
cluding highway authorization and user
charges, railroad safety, and emergency
transportation assistance.

The Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1970 is a measure of comparable
importance. The object of the bill is to
reform the primary Federal housing pro-
grams in such a way as to markedly in-
crease their effectiveness in stimulating
the production of housing for families
of low, moderate, and middle income.
The improvements take the form of sim-
plifying, consolidating, and making con-
sistent the numerous programs now on
the books. There are now more than 50
narrowly conceived programs in the Fed-
eral Housing Administration which
would be reduced to eight basic programs
with sufficient flexibility to meet widely
varying needs. The various subsidized
housing programs would be combined
into three ‘basic' programs, each provid-
ing the same level of subsidy to families
in similar circumstances. This measure
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is urgently needed if Federal housing
programs are to be made effective and
equitable. Unfortunately, although hear-
ings have been held in both the House
and the Senate, neither body has acted.
The Congress did enact the vitally-
needed Emergency Home Finance Act,
and the Department of HUD launched
its creative “Operation Breakthrough”
applying new technology to housing. But
basic reform is necessary to help move
these forward steps toward the goal.

CONSUMER PROTECTION

In a Message to the Congress at the
end of October last year I proposed a
comprehensive program of consumer
protection, involving eighteen recom-
mendations for the advancement of con-
sumer interests, Five bills were subse-
quently introduced, embodying eleven
of these recommendations requiring leg-
islative action. The Consumer Repre-
sentation Act provides for the establish-
ment of an Office of Consumer Affairs in
the Executive Office of the President and
a Consumer Protection Division in the
Department of Justice. The Consumer
Protection Act would broaden the pow-
ers of the Federal Trade Commission in
the fleld of consumer protection, and
would create for the first time on a na-
tional basis a cause of action in Federal
courts in cases of unfair and deceptive
practices without regard to the amount
in controversy. The Consumer Product
Testing Act would promote the develop-
ment of adequate and reliable methods
of testing characteristics of consumer
products. The Drug Identification Act
and the Consumer Warranty Act would
provide important new standards in their
respective areas, e

Almost a year has passed. Not one of
these bills, except for a modified war-
ranty bill passed by the Senate, has been
acted on by either body of the Congress.

EMPLOYEE WELFARE AND PUBLIC INTEREST

PROTECTION

In a Message to Congress on August 6,
1969, on the subject of Occupational
Safety and Health I proposed the estab-
lishment of a comprehensive Federal oc-
cupational safety and health program. It
does not exaggerate to declare that such
a program ought to have become Fed-
eral law three generations ago. This was
not done, and three generations of Amer-
ican workers have paid for it. I pro-
posed legislation to ereate a Presiden-
tially-appointed independent Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Board to pro-
mulgate standards on a national basis,
and to provide broad powers of enforce-
ment by the Secretary of Labor. Unac-
countably, this urgent legislation has not
been enacted.

On March 13, 1970 I proposed the Em-
ployee Benefits Protection Act which
would broaden and strengthen the provi-
sions of the Welfare and Pension Plan
Disclosure Act. This proposal has re-
ceived wide endorsement from labor and
management groups which would be af-
fected by it, but Congress to date has not
acted,

In August, 1969, the Administration’s
proposed Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Enforcement Act was introduced in
the Senate and the House. Unfortunately,
in the thirteen months that have passed,
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neither House has acted to provide these
powers necessary to improve the effec-
tiveness of the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission.

On February 27 of this year I proposed
to Congress the Emergency Public In-
terest Protection Act which would add
important new procedures to the emer-
gency disputes provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act. In addition, T proposed the
establishment of a National Special In-
dustries Commission to conduct a wide
ranging study of labor relations in in-
dustries which are particularly vulnera-
ble to mnational emergency disputes.
Again, Congress has not acted.

CREATING THE CONDITIONS OF THE FUTURE

The first task of government in the
post-industrial age, as I have stated, is
that of reforming the institutions of the
past. The second task is that of creating
the conditions of the future. The funda-
mental fact is that of choice. We can
choose to debase the physical environ-
ment in which we live, and with it the
human society that depends on that en-
vironment, or we can choose to come
to terms with nature, to make amends
for the past, and build the basis for a
balanced and responsible future.

The most neglected and the most rap-
idly deteriorating aspect of our national
life is the environment in which we live.
In my State of the Union Message last
January, I promised to arrest that de-
cline and begin to revive our habitat.
In the eight months that have followed,
the Administration has proposed a pro-
gram that fulfills that promise, the most
comprehensive and costly program in
this field in Ameriea’s history. During the
same period, the Administration has
taken a series of executive actions aimed
at the same goals. But the Congress has
not yet seen fit to take final action on
any of our legislative proposals. If it was
not evident before, it must surely now
be apparent to anyone who lived through
the grim smog and pollution that gripped
the Eastern Seaboard in late July, that
prompt and vigorous action is necessary
if our lives and those of our children are
not to be blighted by preventable and
curable environmental deterioration.

As my first official act of the decade, on
January first I signed into law the
National Environmential Policy Act
establishing the Council on Environ-
mental Quality. The Council is charged
with analyzing important environmental
conditions and trends, making a
thorough review of -all Federal programs
which affect the environment, and ree-
ommending policies for protecting and
improving the quality of the environ-
ment.

On July 9 I sent to the Congress a
reorganization plan which would estab-
lish an Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, consolidating the major environ-
mental pollution standard setting re-
sponsibilities of the Federal government
together with certain related research,
enforcement and abatement programs.
At the same time I proposed formation
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration within the Department
of Commerce to consolidate Federal pro-
grams for monitoring and understanding
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the environment. Among other things,
this would provide better coordination
and direction of our oceanic programs.

Responsibility for anti-pollution pro-
grams is now fragmented among several
Departments and agencies, thus weaken-
ing our overall Federal effort. Air pollu-
tion, water ' pollution and solid wastes
are different forms of a single problem,
and it becomes increasingly evident that
broad systems approaches are going to
be needsd to bring our pollution prob-
lems under control. The reorganization
would give unified direction to our war
on pollution and provide a stronger or-
ganizational base for our stepped-up
effort.

On February 10 of this year, I sent to
the Congress a special message on the
environment. This presented a 37-point
action program, with special emphasis
on strengthening our fight against water
and air pollution.

In the field of water pollution, my
major legislative recommendations in-
cluded:

—Authorization of $4 billion to cover
the Federal share of a $10 billion pro-
gram to provide expanded munieipal
waste treatment facilities.

—Establishment of an Environmental
Financing Authority to help finance the
local share of treatment plant costs.

—Reform of the rigid formula by
which funds are allocated under the
treatment grant programs.

—Greatly strengthened enforcement
authority, including provisions for court-
imposed fines of up to $10,000 a day for
violations. )

The Senate has held hearings on the
water pollution proposals, but has taken
no floor action. The House has not even
held hearings;

Among my major legislative recom-
mendations for the control of air pollu-
tion were:

—More stringent procedures for re-
ducing pollution from motor vehieles.

—Establishment of national air qual-
ity standards.

—Establishment of national emissions
standards for pollutants from stationary
sources.

—A major strengthening of enforce-
ment procedures, including extension of
Federal air pollution control authority to
both inter- and intra-state situations
and provisions for fines of up to $10,000
a day for violators.

While the House passed these propos-
als in June, the legislation has not yet
been reported to the Senate for floor
action.

In addition, the message spelled out 14
separate measures I was taking by ad-
ministrative action or Executive Order.
These included such wide-ranging initi-
atives as launching an extensive Federal
research and development program in
unconventionally-powered, low-pollution
vehicles, requiring the development of
comprehensive river basin plans for wa-
ter pollution control, re-directing re-
search on solid waste management to
place greater emphasis on re-cycling and
re-use, and the establishment of a Prop-
erty Review Board to recommend spe-
cific Federal properties which should be
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converted to other high priority uses
including conversion to parklands, or
sold.

I again urge the Congress to act soon
and favorably on the legislative propos-
als contained in that message. They are
vital to our growing effort to protect and
improve our environment.

On February 4, I issued an Executive
Order directing a prompt clean-up of air
and water pollution caused by Federal
facilities. The task is well underway. As
I said then, the Federal Government
should set an example for the rest of the
country. We are doing so.

On April 15, I sent a message to the
Congress requesting legislation +that
would, if enacted, bring to an end the
dumping of dredged spoils into the Great
Lakes as soon as disposal sites are avail-
able. Neither the House nor the Senate
has even held hearings on this bill.

On May 20, I submitted to the Congress
two treaties and amendments to another
treaty dealing with the prevention of oil
spills. At that time, I also submitted a
comprehensive Ports and Waterways
Safety Act to aid further in attacking
the causes of oil pollution. Although Sen-
ate hearings have been initiated on one
of the treaties, Congressional action on
these important measures remains un-
completed.

On May 23, I announced that the
United States would propose a new treaty
placing the natural resources of the deep
seabed beyond the 200 meter depth under
international regulation.

On June 1st, a revised National Con-
tingency Plan for dealing with oil spills
was announced at my direction by the
Chairman of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality.

On June 11, T sent a message to the
Congress requesting the enactment of
legislation cancelling twenty Federal oil
leases for off-shore drilling which had
been granted in 1968 in the Santa Bar-
bara Channel, and creating a Marine
but taken no floor action. The House has
Sanctuary. The Senate has held hearings
not even held hearings, this despite the
fact that oil spillages near our beaches
and shores may be the single most offen-
sive and reprehensible assault on the en-
vironment that we have yet witnessed.

To repeat, the most comprehensive
and costly program of environmental
control in the history of the nation is
now before the Congress. The clock is
running. We dare not be too late.

THE CHALLENGES OF CHANGE

In a review such as this, extended as it
is, not all of the important measures
proposed by my Administration and still
pending before the Congress could be dis-
cussed. Some others must be mentioned—
the legislation to reform the Federal gov-
ernment’s relationship to the American
Indians, to enhance the role of public
broadcasting, to limit the operations of
one-bank holding companies. Of crucial
importance also are the revenue-pro-
ducing measures proposed but not acted
upon—including the extension of cer-
tain excise taxes, the acceleration of col-
lection of gift and estate taxes, the stock-
pile disposal bills, the proposed Postal
Revenue Act, and a special tax on the




31342

lead used in gasoline—which are so nec-
essary to the maintenance of a sound fis-
cal position. Legislation is also needed
to establish a realistic and effective farm
program.

I have sought here to describe the
issues of substance and of process which
confront us at this time, setting them
in the framework of a general approach
to government as we come to the end of
one era of social policy and begin the
grand adventure of another.

For I believe the nation to have moved
into a new era. I believe further that this
view is shared by commentators and
analysts of widely varying political po-
sitions. It is a view increasingly voiced
by political leaders. It has become a
matter of increasing public perception,
and in measure, common acceptance.

The era upon which we are entered is
not so easily defined as it is perceived.
But it is not on those grounds any less
real. To the contrary, the emergence of
a post-industrial society is the dominant
social reality of the present moment.
Our task is to understand, and to re-
spond to these changed circumstances.

The problems of this new era surround
the question of choice: what kind of
life would we live; what kind of society
would we have? Growth becomes less
of a goal and more of an issue. What
kind of growth? For what purposes?
With what consequences?

Our present problems in large degree
arise from the failure to anticipate the
consequences of our past successes. It
is the fundamental thrust of techno-
logical change to change society as well.
The fundamental task of government in
the era now past was to somehow keep
abreast of such change, and respond to
it. The task of government in the future
will be to anticipate change: to prevent
it where clearly nothing is to be gained;
to prepare for it when on balance the
effects are to be desired; and above all
to build into the technology an increas-
ing degree of understanding of its im-
pact on human society. With this in
mind, the National Commission on
Productivity, which I recently ap-
pointed, will be evaluating the impact
of technology and other factors related
to achieving higher levels of produc-
tivity vital to the healthy growth of
our economy.

What is true of technology is equally
true of government. It must become
more self-aware, self-examining, self-
correcting. There are amends to make
promises to keep that will engage our
energies for years to come. But most of
all there is a great adventure to be lived.
For a period in the not distant past it
might have seemed that American soci-
ety was faltering. It may have been. But
we have steadied now. We are regaining
a. sense of balance, of direction, and of
forward thrust. This has been the
achievement of the people. The measure
of government—the challenge to govern-
ment—is to sustain that movement.

This challenge is now before the Con-
gress. It is a challenge not merely to the
men who now hold office there but to the
institution itself. Congress has not been
spared the attacks on the institutions of
American democracy which have in-
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creasingly characterized this period of
our history.

There is but one answer to such
charges, and that is to respond with
energy and good faith to the legislative
issues before it.

It is the responsibility of the Presi-
dent to take the initiative in such mat-
ters, and I have done so. A legislative
program that will mark this era in his-
tory has been presented, and is ready
for enactment. More is at stake than the
issues with which that legislation deals,
transcendent as some of these may be.
More is at stake than the reputation of
one political party or another for legis-
lative wisdom or political courage. What
is at stake is the good repute of Ameri-
can government at a time when the
charge that our system cannot work is
hurled with fury and anger by men
whose greatest fear is that it will.

Matters press, we cannot wait for poli-
tics. We must seek a record of achieve-
ment all can share. It may be that none
of us knows how fateful the outcome will
prove.

Ricuarp Nrixonw.

TaE WaITE HOoUSE, September 11, 1970.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. ArLLEN) laid
before the Senate messages from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the appropriate committees,

(For nominations received today, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

COMMUNICATION FROM AN
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr, ALLEN) laid before the Senate
the following letter, which was referred
as indicated:

REPORT OF THE District oF CoLUMBIA
REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY

A letter from the Chairman, District of
Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re-
port of the Agency for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 1969 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session, the following
favorable report of a nomination was
submitted:

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency:

Herman Nickerson, Jr., of Maine, to be
Administrator of the National Credit Union
Administration.

SENATE RESOLUTION 459—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION EX-
PRESSING THE CONCERN OF THE
SENATE FOR THE WELL-BEING
OF HIJACKED PASSENGERS AND
AIRCREWS

Mr. PERCY submitted the following
resolution (S. Res. 459); which was
referred to the Committee on Commerce:
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8. Res. 459

Whereas the lives of innocent travelers and
aircrews are threatened by the hijacking of
aircraft; and

Whereas hijackings of alrcraft constitute
criminal actlons against the safety, security
and welfare of travelers and aircrews, be it

Resolved, it is the sense of the Senate
that (1) the full influence of all govern-
ments and all international air line associa-
tions should be brought to bear for the
release of all passengers and aircrews, regard-
less of race or creed, of hijacked aircraft now
detained involuntarily in Jordan, and (2)
such governments and assoclations should
take such actions as may be necessary to
prevent any further hijacking of aircraft.

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF THE
PRESIDENT AND THE VICE PRES-
IDENT—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 887

Mr. EAGLETON submitted an amend-
ment, in the nature of a substitute, in-
tended to be proposed by him, to the
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 1) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution to
provide for the direct popular election
of the President and Vice President of
the United States, which was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

PROVISION FOR THE DEFENSE OF
SUITS AGAINST FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. BBB

Mr. McCLELLAN submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (8. 4112) to improve judicial
machinery by amending title 28 of the
United States Code, to provide for the
defense of suits against Federal em-
ployees, and for other purposes, which
were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary and ordered to be printed.

EXTENSION OF AGRICULTURAL
TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954—AMEND-
MENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 889
Mr. MONDALE (for himself and Mr.

NeLsoN) submitted amendments, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the bill (HR. 18546) to establish im-
proved programs for the benefit of pro-
ducers and consumers of dairy produets,
wool, wheat, feed grains, cotton, and
other commodities, to extend the Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 890 THROUGH B94

Mr PERCY (for himself and Mr.
Smry of Ilinois) submitted five amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to House bill 18546, supra, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. PERCY subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp three state-
ments, prepared by me, relating to cer-
tain amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
ScHwWEIKER) . Without objection, it is so
ordered.
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The statements, presented by Mr.
Percy, are as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 890—CorTOoN ACREAGE RE-
DUCTION ACREAGE AMENDMENT

Now the bill allows 14.6 million acres for
cotton allotment. Originally 11.5 million
acres were proposed by the House. In 1970
the crop was 11.1 million.

Cost increase: $150 million per year.

Senate version encourages inefficient high
cost producers to increase cotton production
and require efficient producers to reduce non-
subsidized production from 6 million in 1970
to 1.8 million acres in 1971,

Further Objections: No flexibility for cot-
ton to move toward market but keeps tied
to government.

Secretary Hardin: “The Government can-
not spend this much money to save an in-
dustry and at the same time preclude free-
dom of action by those who will try to save
it without being subsidized.”

AMENDMENT No. 801—EXPLANATION OF PoOOR
FARM AMENDMENT

As is, the Bill gives 30% more subsidy pay-
ments to cotton farmers with on-farm in-
come of less than $5,000 and off-farm income
less than §2,000. Neither wheat nor corn
farmers in similar necessitous circumstances
are afforded this increase.

This amendment gives poor wheat and
feed grain farmers the same 30% payment
increase.

Note: While, of the 21, million recipients
nationally, about 10,000 receive more than
$20,000 annually, the average payment is
$1,450 and one-third of all recipients receive
less than $500.

Cost: The Agriculture Department esti-
mates the amendment will bring a maximum
of $250 additional per farmer. Administra-
tion opposes; belleves poverty in agriculture
should be dealt with through Presldent's
Family Assistance Plan.

Feed grain_

$630, 000

Total cost

AMENDMENT No. B92—PERCY EXPLANATION OF
ALTERNATIVE CROPS ON SET ASIDE ACREAGE
AMENDMENT
As is, cotton producers can, with the Sec-

retary’s permission, plant cotton on land set

aside from cotton production, as well as
other commeodities.
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Both wheat and corn farmers are permitted
to graze such land, and may plant on set
aside acres relatively little-used, com-
mercially insignificant crops including guar
sesame, safflower, sunflower, castor beans,
mustard seed, crambe, plantago ovato, flax-
seed, if and only if “such production is
needed to provide an adequate supply, Is
not lkely to increase the cost of the price-
support program, and will not adversely af-
fect farm income."”

This amendment adds the above-gquoted
restriction to cotton, making additional set-
aside production subject to the same limits
as corn and wheat.

In actuality, this would permit no cotton
set aside land to be planted to cotton, since
there is already an immense over supply of
cotton.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 880 THROUGH 894

Mr. PERCY (for himself and Mr.
SmiTH of Illinois) submitted five amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to House bill 18546, supra, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 895 AND 896

Mr, SMITH of Illinois (for himself
and Mr. PErcY) submitted two amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to House bill 18546, supra, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. PERCY subsequently said: Mr.
President, on behalf of the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. SmrreH) I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
three statements prepared by him on cer-
tain amendments,

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CorroN PROMOTION BONZANA AMENDMENT

Mr. SmrrH of Illinois. Cotton interests on
the Senate Agriculture Committee added a
new section providing $10 million “for the
conduct . . . of market development, re-
search or sales promotion. . . ."

Source of Money: The funds are to come
directly from funds authorized to be made
avallable to cooperators under the cotton
program but not paid “because of a statu-

PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE SCHEDULE
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tory limitation on the amounts of such funds
payable to any producer.”

CORN BLIGHT AMENDMENT

Mr. SmrrH of Illinols, At the present cot-
ton payments are based on previous three
years' ylelds, but in case of “drought, flood
or other natural disaster’” actual ylelds may
be adjusted by the Secretary because of ab-
normal yields.

For corn only “such adjustments as the
Secretary determines (are) necessary to pro-
vide a fair and equitable yleld” is permitted.

With the corn blight threatening from 25%
to 50% of Illinois corn crop, this amendment
enumerates the same considerations given
cotton to provide an equitable yield, and adds
specifically “corn blight.”

Thus if the blight proves as pernicious as
it may, the next years' payments to farmers
will not be commensurately reduced.

SKIP Row PROSCRIPTION AMENDMENT

Mr. SmrrH of Illinois. Simply this amend-
ment forbids the Secretary to count land
between the rows as “Set aside land.” It is
the custom and practice for cotton producers
to leave largish spaces between rows of cot-
ton for more light and higher production,

Corn and wheat farmers do not, of course
use this practice, Hence on land that al-
ready would be left idle for purposes of a
better crop, the cotton producer gets paid
by the government as set aside acreage.

This amendment forbids that practice to
be counted.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR FOR THE
REMAINDER OF THE YEAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
yesterday, during its closed door session,
the Senate dismissed the matter of the
legislation scheduled for the remainder
of the year.

That proposed schedule has been re-
duced to calendar form and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in this
form in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the calendar
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Monday Tuesday

Wednesday Thursday

Friday

SEPT.7 SEPT. 8

Labar day.

SEPT. 14 SEPT. 15

10 a.m. Direct elections.

About 5 p.m. Commence consideration
of H.R. 18546, Farm bill.

About 5
tion of

Start H.R. 6778, 1 bank holding.

SEPT. 21

10 a.m. Military construction authori-
zation.

SEPT. 22

About 5 p.m. C

10 a.m. Direct elections.

10 a.m. Direct elections.
.m. Complete considera- About5 p.m. Complete 1 bank hold-
.R. 18546, Farm bill in

10 a.m. Complete air pollution con-
trol

SEPT.9

10 a.m. Direct elections.

About 5 p.m. Commence considera-
tion of amendments to Public
Health Service Act; H.R. 18110,
H.R. 17570, S. 3355, S. 3418 and

About 5

ments; H.
S, 3355

SEPT. 10

10 a.m. Direct elections.
.m. Complete consideration About 5 p.m. Complete Disaster Relief
of Public Health

SEPT. 11
10 a.m. Direct elections.

rvice Act amend-

Act If not completed Thursday.
17570,

R. 18110, H.R.

,S. 3418 and 5. 437,

S. 437 a bill to amend annuity pro- Commence consideration of 5. 3619

visions of Civil service retirement.
SEPT. 16

10 a.m. Direct elections.
About 5 p.m.

B-
Start S. 3867, Employment oppor-
tunity and training.

SEPT. 23

10 a.m. Complete Labor-HEW ap-
propriations.

10 a.m. Direct elections.
ment opportunity and trainins
Start S, 3678, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Act amendments.
SEPT. 24

10 a.m. Complete transportation ap-
propriations.

Disaster Relief Act.

SEPT. 18

10 a.m. Complete direct elections.
About 5 p.m. Finish S. 3678, Federal De-
posit Insurance Act amendments.

SEPT. 17

Finish 5. 3867, employ-

SEPT. 25
10 a.m. Military construction appro-
priations.
About 5 p.m. H.R. 17825 Law Enforce-

Labor- C transportation appro- Upon

Upon completion of military construc-
tion turn to consideration of air
pollution.

HEW appropriations.

SEPT. 28 SEPT. 29

10 a.m. Foreign aid appropriations.

Upon completion of Foreign aid ap-
propriation 5.3201 class action suits.

10 a.m. Equal rights for women,

About 5 p.m. §. 2453, Equal employ-
ment opportunity amendments.

priations. propriation

SEPT. 30
10 a.m. Equal rights for women.
About p.m. 5. 2453. C

WO men.

10 a.m. Complete equal rights for

ration ap-
15424, Merchant
Marine authorization.

ion of tr
H.R. ment Assistance Act authoriztion.

0CT. 1 OCT. 2-0ct. 9
10 a.m. Commence family assistance
plan—social security benefit increase.

Hi About 5 p.m. Evenings do remaining

Upo
EEDC amendments, Lesislalfun

4260
Act Extansinn of Q?D DoD,

UD supplemental appropria-
tions.
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THE TESTIMONY OF PROF. PHILIP
KURLAND, OF THE UNIVERSITY
OF CHICAGO LAW SCHOOL, IN OP-
POSITION TO SENATE JOINT RES-
OLUTION 61, THE EQUAL RIGHTS
FOR WOMEN AMENDMENT

Mr, ERVIN. Mr. President, one of the
most amazing facts in the present debate
on the House-passed equal rights for
women amendment is that no law profes-
sors were called to testify by either the
House or the Senate subcommittees con-
sidering the matter. It is unbelievable to
me that the Congress would seriously
consider a proposed amendment to the
Constitution which was not discussed af
all by those who have spent their lives
studying and teaching constitutional law.

In the Senate Judiciary Committee
hearings this week, we have attempted
to hear several law professors discuss the
ramifications of the equal rights for
women amendment, if it passes. Yester-
day, I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp the statement of Paul J. Freund, of
the Harvard Law School, in opposition to
this amendment. Today, I ask you to
consider the testimony of another out-
standing . constitutional law expert—
Prof. Philip Kurland of the University
of Chicago Law School. Professor Kur-
land is editor of the Supreme Court Re~
view and is truly one of the most knowl-
edgeable men in the United States in his
field.

In his statement, Professor EKurland
writes that the equal rights amendment
is an “instant and simplistic” solution to
a complex problem. He foresees many
problems resulting from the amendment,
including the possible use of quota fig-
ures in Federal agencies as a guide to
discriminations against women.

While Professor Kurland feels that
“the proper answer to the very real prob-
lem of inequality now. bedeviling some
women in this country would be better
answered by specific legislation than by
the proposed constitutional amendment,”
he does state that the amendment which
I introduced, Senate Joint Resolution
231, would be preferable to the House-
passed version.

The passage of a constitutional
amendment is serious business, and I
hope that every Senator will be able to
thoughtfully, consider Professor Kur-
land’s statement.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Professor Eurland’s testimony
be printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

BTATEMENT OF PHILIP B. KURLAND

1 am honored by the Committee's invita-
tion to appear before it today. I am, however,
dublous that I can materially contribute to
a solution of the problems confronting you.
I come with questions not answers.

_ My bilas should be made clear. I am satis-
fled, though I cannot provide the Committee
with documentary evidence, that women in
this country suffer from unreasoned discrim-
ination against them in many phases of their
lives, not least in the sphere of employment,

I am anxious to help diminish such unjusti-
fled diserimination. But I am not sure that
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the proposed constitutional amendment of-
fers a realistic means for bringing about
such a result.

My doubts may be based in part on my

notions about constitutional
amendments. I think that they are clearly
the best means of bringing about changes
in governmental structure, I think they offer
an appropriate means for reversal of consti-
tutional construction by the Supreme Court.
I think they may be the means
for protecting minorities from imposition by
majorities and the unenfranchised from im-
position by the enfranchised. Women, how-
ever, are neither a minority nor unenfran-
chised. This would suggest to me that the
most appropriate means for securing the de-
sired results on their behalf would be by
way of appropriate legislation rather than
constitutional amendment.

The answer which this Committee is con-
sidering, however, is an amendment to the
Constitution. H.J. Res. 264 has already
passed the House by an appropriate major-
ity. Its provisions also seem to have been
endorsed, if not finally, by the necessary
majority of the Senate. Such an answer is
in keeping with much of the temper of our
times that demands instant and simplistic
solutions to complex problems, that assumes
that the cure for such problems is the ut-
terance of the magic word “equality,” and
that the proper governmental agency for
effecting the cure is the judiclary. All three
of these contemporary attitudes are repre-
sented in H.J. Res. 264.

I don't think the answer is that easy,
much as I wish it were.

The arguments against the amendment,
putting aside that of the unenlightened who
would endorse the notion that the only
proper place for women is as helpmates for
men, are four.

Pirst. It is contended that in light of the
newly expanded meaning of the Equal Pro-
tection Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment, there is no need for further consti-
tutional provision to protect women against
invidious discrimination. It is clear that, to
the extent the proposed amendment author-
izes legisiation by Co and the States,
no addition is needed. Section 5 of the Four-
teenth .Amendment plus the Commerce
Clause gives the Congress an almost unlim-
ited reach in commanding equality between
the sexes, There are no inhibitions on State
legislatures that would prevent them from
doing the same, except for the concept of
preemption by either federal legislation or
the Commerce Clause. The question remains,
however, whether the equality talked about
by the Court In construing the Fourteenth
Amendment is the same equality as is the
subject of the posed amendment. Only
if the answer to that question is in the
affirmative does the proposed amendment
become redundant. The ambigulty of mean-
ing of the proposed amendment does not
make clear its equation with current Equal
Protection Clause doctrines.

Second. It is argued that the proposed
amendment will raise a myriad of legal prob-
lems involving such matters as family law
and decedent’s estates to the status of con-
stitutional issues that will have to be de-
cided by a Supreme Court already unduly
burdened with an unbearable load of con-
stitutional business. The answer offered to
this argument 1s that any fundamental
change in the social structure of our society
to be brought about by constitutional
amendment will place such a burden on the
federal judiclary. The Court itself has shown
no reluctance to add similar soclal issues to
its docket. Insofar as more important mat-
ters make claims on the Court’s jurisdiction,
it remains within the discretion of the Court
to decide which cases it will decide. Again,
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the extent of the burden may well depend
upon the clarity of purpose and meaning of
the proposed amendment. The more ambig-
uous it is, the greater the problem of con-
stitutional adjudication will be.

Third. It is said that the proposed amend-
ment will invalidate a host of state laws en-
acted not for the purpose of discriminating
against women but with the objective of
favoring them. One can readily see the diffi-
culty of determining whether a law favors
or discriminates against women. For exam-
ple, my classical economist friends would
say that laws protecting women against over-
time work and night work do not in fact
favor them because these laws place women
at a competitive disadvantage in the em-
ployment market. In any event, the question
of the extent to which laws classifying on
the basis of sex would be invalidated would
again depend on the meaning and purpose
of the proposed amendment.

Fourth. It is suggested that the proposed
amendment seeks not equality of the two
sexes before the law but identity of them.
Surely the elimination of differences between
men and women cannot be obliterated by
constitutional fiat. And the current state of
knowledge of the bioclogical sciences is: not
yet adequate to bring this about as & fact.
But once more we are thrown back to the
question of the meaning and purpose of the
proposed amendment.

It is evident that the language of the pro-
posed amendment is ifself too barren to pro-
vide sure answers to these objections. It
simply provides that: “Equality of rights
under law shall not be denied or abridged
by the United States or by any State on ac-
count of sex.” With all due respect to Sena-
tor Ervin, I cannot agree with his statement
on the floor of the Senate that the difficulty
inheres in the construction of the word “‘sex.”
For me, at least, it derives rather from the
use of the word “equality.”

It was almost a century ago that Sir James
Fitzjames Stephen, in his book, Liberty,
Equality, and Fraternity, asserted that
“equality is a word so wide and vague as to
be by itself almost unmeaning.” Nothing that
has happened in the intervening years has
done anything to make it more specific.

It seems to me, therefore, that it is in-
cumbent on Congress, unless it wishes to
leave the matter wholly in the hands of the
federal judiciary, to attempt to define, to
the extent that it can, what it means by
the word “equality” as it is used in the pro-
posed amendment. It can do this in two
ways. The first and better way would be to
write its meaning into the language of the
amendment itself. Certainly this is a difficult
undertaking. And perhaps the political situ-
atlon being what it is, Senators and Con-
gressmen may well belleve that it is the
greater part of wisdom not to risk the costs
of delay in the preparation of the amend-
ment. I would remind them, however, that
constitutions are not written for the mo-
ment. Henry Clay once sald on the floor of
the Senate, admittedly with some hyperbole,
that constitutional provisions are “not
merely for the generation that then existed,
but for posterity—unlimited, undefined,
endless, perpetual posterity.” Perhaps, then,
it 1s worth the cost of delay to present an
amendment the meaning of which is as
clear as 1t is In the power of Congress to
make it.

The alternative to careful drafting of the
amendment itself is the careful preparation
of the legislative history, primarily by way
of the report of this Committee to the Sen-
ate. This {8 no certaln cure for the defects
of ambiguity. The resort by Justices of the
Supreme Court to the Ilegislative history
behind the Reconstruction Amendments
makes clear the dangers of this game. Legis-
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lative history will as frequently compound
the confusion as resolve it. Nevertheless, if
this is the only open road, it must be taken.

The essential question to be answered by
this Committee's report then, if nowhere
else, is what it understands to be the mean-
ing of “equality” as used in the proposed
amendment. Again, this is no easy task.
Hints may be found in some data of Mr,
Justice Frankfurte: in his coustruction of
the Equal Protection Clause of the Four-
teenth Amendment, In Whitney v. Tax Com~-
mission (309 U.S. 530, 542 (1940)) he said:
“The Equal Protection Clause was not de-
signed to compel uniformity in the face of
difference.” And during the same Term, he
announced in Tigner v. Tezas (310 U.S. 141,
147 (1940)): “The Constitution does not
require things which are different in fact or
opinion to be treated by the law as though
they were the same.,” It was his belief, as
stated in Dennis v, United States (339 U.B.
162, 184 (1950)) that “there is no greater
inequality than the equal treatment of un-
equals.” And it was Mr. Justice Holmes who
told us that: “The Constitution is not to be
satisfled with a fletion.” (Hyde v. United
States, 226 U.S. 347, 300 (1912).) I should
think that these statements would provide
a clue for the meaning of the word “equal-
ity” in the context that it is to be used.
Governmental distinction between males
and females must be justified in fact be-
fore it can pass muster under the proposed
amendment. If the distinction is based on
reason, then the legislation should be pre-
sumptively valld. The mere fact that there
are two sexes Is not reason in itself for
distinguishing between them in legislation.
On the other hand, that a distinction is
drawn between them in legislation should
not be sufficient to invalidate the law.

It may be sald that this is already the
command of the Equal Protection Clause,
And it may well be, But there are cases that
suggest this is not true. Nor has such a clear
doetrine emerged from the Supreme Court's
Equal Protection cases as to make this con-
struction certain.

There are other questions to which the
Committee should address itself, questions
revealed by recent Supreme Court cases and
others on their way to adjudication in that
tribunal.

One question is whether the proposed
amendment would tolerate in cerfain cir-
cumstances a doctrine of separate but egual
facilities. Certainly there are still some,
albeit old-fashioned, notions of privacy that
might properly evoke the use of such a rule.

A second area of concern should be to
what extent does the amendment by its
terms condemn only governmental action
and when does private action become gov-
ernment action for purposes of the amend-
ment. Still further, to what extent is it con-
templated that the authorization for legisla-
tion contained in the proposed amendment
is to be restricted by a limitation to “state
action?"

Finally, the Committee might like to speak
to the issue whether the proposed amend-
ment contemplates legislation authorizing
“compensatory discrimination” or “benign
quotas.” This necessarily involves the prob-
lem of what constitutes proof of discrimina-
tion and the problem of remedies. Should it
be enough, for example, to show that the
ratio of male employees to female employees
at the executive level in the Department of
Labor or the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare is not in the same propor-
tion as men to women in the population at
large? If proof of discrimination is made,
what are appropriate remedies for its elimi-
nation?

When the time comes for the Supreme
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Court to look to the legislative history of
the proposed amendment to ald it in pro-
viding answers to these duestions, the an-
swers should be there for them to find.

Let me turn to the proposed alternative
in 8.J. Res. 231. It must be apparent that
the Senate proposal answers more of the
questions that I haye raised than does the
House amendment. It certainly does not
answer all of them. And it creates a problem
of its own, to define more precisely the area
covered by the general proposition in light
of the exceptions thereto.

There is clearly one fact that speaks up
loudly for the cholce of the Senate proposal.
Times have changed in such a way that it
may well be possible for the generation of
women now coming to maturity, who had
all the opportunities for education afforded
to their male peers and who had an expecta~
tion of opportunities to put that education
to the same use as their male peers, to suc-
ceed in a competitive soclety in which all
differences in legal rights between men and
women were wiped out. There remains a very
large part, of the female population on whom
the imposition of such a constitutional
standard would be disastrous. There is no
doubt that soclety permitted these women
to come to maturity not as competitors with
males but rather as the bearers and raisers
of their children and the keepers of their
homes. There are a multitude of women who
still find fulfillment in this role. In the eyes
of some, this may be unfortunate, but it is
true. It can boast no label of equality now
to treat the older generations as if they were
their own children or grandchildren, Nor can
women be regarded as unified in their de-
sire for change. Certainly the desire to open
opportunities to some need not be bought at
the price of removal of legal protections
from others. The Senate proposal would allow
for such differences, the House proposal
would not.

In summary then, I think that the proper
answer to the very real problem of inequality
now bedeviling some women in this country
would be better answered by specific legisla-
tlon than by the proposed constitutional
amendment. If the route of constitutional
amendment is taken, the amendment ought
clearly to spell out what it means, If this
cannot be accomplished by new drafting,
then it should be attempted by explanation
in this Committee’s report to the Senate. As
between the House yersion and the Senate
version of proposed constitutional amend-
ments, there are good reasons for choosing
the latter.

AMBASSADOR HUGO MARGAIN—
IN APPRECIATION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, it is
generally agreed that relations between
this country and our sister Republic of
Mexico have never been better. Commu-
nications have improved immeasurably.
Longstanding border disputes have dis-
appeared. Trading continues in record
volume. The number of tourists from
each country keeps growing., The heads
of state of our countries are meeting with
increasing frequency. Members of the
respective Congresses find greater
grounds for cooperation with each inter-
parliamentary meeting.

This happy e¢ircumstance is no acci-
dent, Mr. President. Rather, it has come
about as a result of a great deal of hard
work and accommodation by officials who
are committed to this goal. And one of
the men most deeply involved in the
negotiations for the past 6 years has been
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my good friend, Hugo Margain, until last
month the Mexican Ambassador to the
United States.

Mr. Margain leaves his post to become
the new Secretary of the Treasury and
Public Credit, & position he will hold
under the incoming administration of
President-elect Luis Echeverria. He
leaves behind scores of well-wishers and
friends who remember the brilliance of
his performance as ambassador. And he
leaves as a monument to his service the
absence of any outstanding points of
conflict between our countries.

I, for one, am most sorry to see him go.
But I know of the importance of his new
post, and am confident that he will dis-
charge his new duties with the same
competence and enthusiasm which he
showed here in Washington. Certainly
there is no one more qualified to be the
top financial official of the Mexican Goy-
ernment. Mr. Margain formerly headed
the Sales Tax and Income Tax Bureaus
of the Government and served as both
Assistant Secretary and Under Secretary
for administration in the Ministry of In-
dustry and Commerce. He has also au-
thored several books on such subjects
as tax law and finances. Add to this rec-
ord his performance as ambassador fo
Mexico's major trading partner and you
have a truly splendid background for his
new position.

Mr. President, Mrs. Mansfield and I
wish all the best to Hugo and his wife,
Margarita, and to their children. We do
not say ‘farewell,” but rather “hasta
luego,” for we are looking forward to re-
newing our friendship in the near future.

THE PENTAGON

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
recently, & Presidential blue-ribbon
panel having completed a study of the
Defense Department recommended that
more than 10,000 military and ecivilian
staff members in the Pentagon be dis-
missed. Most of these staff members re-
ceive high salaries and perform no work
whatever. The panel termed the Penta-
gon “an amorphous lump.” Its size
makes it almost impossible to run. Ad-
miral Rickover told a House subcom-
mittee if the United States does not
abolish make-work jobs in the Pentagon,
our defense may collapse of its own
weight. Admiral Rickover, one of our
Nation’s most knowledgeable and dis-
tinguished citizens, expressed amaze-
ment that in light of the mess in the
Pentagon our defense posture has not
already been surpassed by the Russians.
He offered a simple solution for curing
the problem. His presecription:

On a given Monday morning close off the
4th floor of the Pentagon and allow in only
enough people to fill the first three. Then,
on the following week rope off the 8rd floor
and permit only those who fill the first two
floors to hold their jobs.

RETIREMENT OF JOHN 8.
FORSYTHE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise as
ranking minority member of the Com-
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mittee on Labor and Public Welfare to
join my colleagues in voicing tribute to
Jack Forsythe, the distinguished general
counsel of our committee, who marks
his retirement from Federal service to-
day. I am sure I speak for all minority
members of the committee in expressing
high regard for him as an exemplary
public servant and as an individual. We
have all benefited from his counsel.

Jack Forsythe retires after 29 years in
the service of his Government, includ-
ing the armed services during World
War II, the executive branch, the House
of Representatives and since January
1955, as general counsel of the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

A graduate of the Duke University Law
School, he was a classmate and friend
of a fellow student from Whittier, Calif.,
Richard M. Nixon. He was later to see
this classmate again when Jack was gen-
eral counsel of the House Committee on
Education and Labor and Richard Nixon
was a Congressman from California—
and a member of that committee. At
the same time, Jack worked closely with
another of the post-World War II gen-
eration of young Congressmen, a newly
elected Member from Massachusetts
named John F. Kennedy with whom he
would again work closely in the Senate.

He left the House committee in 1953,
was employed as general counsel of the
Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Re-
view until January of 1955 when he be-
came general counsel of the Senate Labor
Committee. As general counsel, he par-
ticipated in the drafting and enactment
of all major labor, education, and health
legislation enacted by the 83d Congress
through the present 91st Congress.

To Jack Forsythe—and to his charm-
ing wife, Patricia—go our well wishes for
the future. May the years to come be as
full as the years of service to the Con-
gress and the Nation.

MCGEE SENATE INTERNSHIP
CONTEST

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, for 8 years
it has been my pleasure to conduct for
high school juniors in my State of
Wyoming the McGee Senate Internship
contest, which brings to the Nation’'s
Capital one boy and one girl for a week
planned to enhance an understanding of
the mechanisms and the procedures of a
democratic society.

The contest is designed to stir up in.
terest among high school students in na-
tional and international questions. Three
well-known, nonpolitical people from the
State served as the panel of judges in
the competition, In their judgment, this
year brought the highest level of essays
that the many years of the contest have
produced.

The subject matter of the required
essay this year was conservation, quality
living, environmental control. For Wyo-
ming to focus on that question is of great
relevance. For here is a part of the world
that we call God's country in which one
would think there were no pollution
problems.
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I think what it does say to us in the
Rocky Mountain West is that the mis-
takes of the already polluted parts of the
United States may have served as a grim
warning to those of us from the high al-
titudes of the Rockies of at least what to
watch for and try to avoid in the future
and, at the same time, to come to grips
with the first outcroppings of environ-
mental pollution even at the local level.

Of course, it would be impossible for
everyone to read all the essays submitted,
but I think the most outstanding ones
are of interest to us all and should re-
ceive wider circulation. For this reason,
Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
that two of these essays, written by
Sherri Lucille Smith, of Sheridan, Wyo.,
and David Lee Sqonitzer, of Cheyenne,
Wyo., which received honorable mention
in the McGee Senate Internship contest,
be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the essays
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

“CONSERVATION: IT8 RELEVANCE IN
WyoMINGg”

(By Sherri Lucille Smith, Sheridan, Wyo.)

The old man struggled over the stumps
of a once great forest. He noticed the al-
ready grayish air was darker than the week
before. He really did not know why he came
to this particular river every week to fish.
He just knew that he had been there every
week for as long as he could remember. He
could remember the day he caught the
largest trout that anyone in town had ever
seen. But, that had been a long time ago.
He now sat on the bank wondering what he
would catch, but somehow the river did not
look the way he remembered it 10, or even
5 years ago. Now it was very dirty, moved
slower than in years past, and seemed to
have some type of sudsy foam on top. In
fact, now that he thought about it, he could
not even recall the last time he caught a
fish. Is this a description of Wyoming? Sure-
ly it isn‘t—at least not yet. All of us know
the beauty of our forests, the fresh clear
streams, and smog-free blue skies, This
problem does face many states in this nation
and will also face Wyoming if we fail to
plan and carry out conservation of our
natural resources, Our state is still beautiful
and rich in natural resources. We have only
to lock around at our sister states to real-
ize what Wyoming's future could hold. We
must make stronger rules and regulations to
protect our natural resources. Our state has
been relatively unspoiled by man’s selfish-
ness. However, we must act now to prevent
Wyoming from becoming, as her sister states
have in years past—a wasteland left in the
wake of 80 called progress.

Right now, while our population figure is
low and industry does not have a strong
foothold we must make our conservation
plans for the future. We dare not wait until
the problems are on our very doorstep. Once
the erosion of natural resources by man
has begun it is impossible to halt it or repair
its damage,

Conservation means protecting and using
lightly our natural resources, such as: soil,
water, alr, forests, minerals, and wildlife.
Our natural resources are not only limited,
but many of them can also be easily dam-
aged or destroyed.

Most of the food that we eat comes from
the soil, either directly or indirectly. As
President Theodore Roosevelt once said,
“When the soll is gone, man must go. And
the process does not take long.” Another
necessity for man and most animals is a
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constant supply of water. In the past few
years we have found that polluted air can
actually kill people. Forest conservation is
very important to man for lumber and its
by-products. It is also important in water
and soll conservation. Trees slow down
water runoff and check erosion. Forests also
provide homes for wildlife and other recrea-
tion opportunities. Without minerals we
would have very few of the conveniences of
modern life. Minerals provide our metals for
machines, as well as often providing the
power to run them. Wildlife plays an im-
portant part in the balance of nature, Wild
animals provide fur, food, and recreation.

We must replace the resources we use,
whenever possible. A good forester cuts trees
only where other trees will grow to replace
them. The wise farmer adds to his soil the
plant foods that crops take from it. Con-
servation is concerned with resources for the
future, not only with the resources we need
today.  Because our population is growing
rapidly, every person's share of the world be-
comes smaller. Every morning finds 94,000
more persons on earth than there were the
morning before. So that the people who come
after us will be able to use our resources we
have a duty to practice conservation.

In 1954, Congress passed the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act. This
law provided for greater cooperation between
federal, state, and local governments in re-
ducing flood damage. In 1955, the Depart-
ment of the Interior began a 20-year pro-
gram to restore most of the federal grazing
lands in the West. In 1957, the Forest Service
undertook its five-year “Operation Outdoors”
to Improve and expand national forest fa-
cllities for outdoor recreation. People have to
work together in order to care for our natu-
ral resources properly, Citizens can take part
in projects carried on within the state, or
they can work with their neighbors in com-
munity conservation projects. Organizations
can work for conservation and help educate
citizens in preventing waste and destruction
of natural resources. Schools also play an
important part in conservation by teaching
young people its importance.

Each of our states has the right, by law, to
regulate the management of its natural re-
sources. As an example—Wyoming can pass
laws to reduce wastes of natural gas and to
control the amount of oil taken from the
ground. Our state owns forests which are
managed according to planned conservation
practices.

Our state government has departments to
protect and manage wildlife resources and
regulate hunting and fishing. Other depart-
ments determine forests and water conser-
vation. Not only do these departments con-
duct active programs of conservation, but
they are also active in conservation educa-
tion.

Wyoming must make further restrictions
on the depletion of her natural resources, At
the present time thousands of cubic feet of
natural gas are being burned off as waste
material. This gas cannot be replaced and
the fumes from burning it are polluting our
alr and sky.

We in the United States, enjoy many free-
doms, but the one which I have noticed that
many people do not take advantage of is,
that of being able to express their opinions
to their Congressmen. If people would only
take the 15 minutes and 6 cents it would
take to write and send a note to their Con-
gressmen they, the people around them, and
the Congressmen would be better off for it.

Every state has what are called natural re-
sources. These natural resources are the
wealth of the state itself. Coal, iron, copper,
and other minerals are natural resources of
Wyoming. So are the mighty forests that
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cover parts of the land; the rich soil on
which crops can be grown and the rivers that
wind through the couniryside. If all the
minerals had been dug up or wasted, the
forests cut down, the rich soil blown or
washed away, and the rivers dried up, Wyo-
ming would be a very poor state and could
not support its thousands of people. All this
can easily happen if the citizens of Wyoming
do not take care of their natural resources.

CONSERVATION: ITs RELEVANCE IN WYOMING
(By David Lee Zwonitzer, Cheyenne, Wyo.)
If this country continues depleting the
soil, destroying the forest, and wasting ani-
mal and plant life, it will in time, become a
land of decreasing people with no hope for
the future. Such a fate has taken over other
lands with the exhaustion of their resources.
It can happen in Wyoming, Then what?

The most important part of Conservation
in Wyoming is that of its land and natural
resources, including wildlife. Conservation in
Wyoming plays a major role in the affairs
and way of life of its people.

Primitive man had no need for conserva-
tion, He relied on “Mother Nature” to con-
serve all his values of life as food, shelter,
and clothing. Likewise, the Indian provided
for himself but also realized the importance
to conserve so he might live. But modern
man has developed numerous variations of
cultivated plants and so has a great range of
food from which to choose. Not satisfled with
this, he has developed a complex transporta-
tion system that enables him to enjoy not
only the seasonal products of one commun-
ity, but of many communities, scmetimes
thousands of miles apart.

When the first white man came to Wyo-
ming, he saw a watered marsh, fertile land
of virgin forest and grasslands teeming with
animal life of many kinds. Today much of
the land has been stripped of its fine timbers,
the grasslands plowed and overgrazed, and
streams and lakes polluted. The need to
conserve and increase our wild population
has become apparent.

Man has disasirously affected plant life,
sometimes directly and consciously, and at
other times indirectly and unconsciously. If
modern man has accomplished other goals
set years ago, why can't we practice conser-
vation and make it work?

The reason is simple. Drainage, ditches and
large canals destroy marshes and pollute
streams; either industry or communities de-
stroy public fishing and fresh water supplies;
forest destruction occurs by individuals or
corporations through public camping areas
and fishing resorts. . , .

When progress is made, there is also de-
struction of other things. So it is with Wyo-
ming's conservation. Oll refinery and other
industrial establishments contaminate our
fish streams, Ranchers and farmers gvergraze
land thus blowing away our valuable top soil
and making it hard for new grass to grow,
and our wildlife is over hunted thus threat-
ening extinction of animal life. In regard to
conservation there is a person to blame for
its abuse and a remedy to the problem. Most
people would be reluctant to blame them-
selves for our problems; as with most state
and national problems great publicity is re-
quired. Only too often do we see our com-
munities suffer, by loss of vitally needed
pure water and other produce that we receive
from streams and lakes. Then after all this
waste individuals spend large sums of money
to provide artificial recreational areas to
replace those that were naturally available,
Waste 1s a severe problem., Satisfactory
methods of handling waste are known, but
allowing & pure stream to become a sewer
system is no excuse to a financial problem.
Is this what the citizens blame the filth on?
Some do, and others blame it on whatever
comes to mind, except themselves,
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Probably the most baslc requirement for
& conservation-minded society is the educa-
tion of all its citizens in resources matter.

The goal of such education would be the
preservation and general awareness of con-
servation that would eventusally lead to a
natural way of life. This education must
make people look ahead and foresee the
effects of the abuses to which wildlife re-
sources will be subject to. People generally
forget what conservation will mean to their
children and to their children's children.
Those who are not directly affected with
the out-of-doors usually give little thought
to the basic value of conservation in pro-
viding them with food, clothing, shelter,
and other necessities of life.

While individuals are doing little, many
organizations are promoting this program.
The National Park BService constitutes a
striking example of successful conservation.
Wilderness areas and those including natural
wonders have been set aside, thus assuring
the existence of such a group of wildlifes
possessions as possible to no other people.

These possessions are preserved in animal
refuges. Refuges have a 'definite place in
the conservation field. Their principal func-
tion is to preserve wildlife.

Refuges for grazing animals must be
carefully managed. If mnot, their very
success in supporting increased amounts of
wildlife may flourish because the food will
be destroyed that was formerly available for
the favored animal. Refuges for waterfowl
are Indespensible to any management pro-
gram established. If numercus enough,
properly placed, and correctly managed, they
provide a safe place to breed. Many more
zmall refuges are needed to conserve animals
and also test new ideas in conservation.

Hesearch is essential to wise management
of refuge lands if their character is to be
preserved so that they may function to serve
not only the present but also future genera-
tions of wildlife.

Refuges alone cannot solve the problem of
restoring wildlife populations. They can,
however, often assure a safe place to restore
stock that is in danger of extinction.

The time may conceivably come when the
last bit of iron will have been dug from the
ground, the last pound of coal burned, and
the last drop of oil refined. It is on these
things that present civilization and indus-
trial activity are based upon. Such resources
were bullt in the earth through billions of
years of time, and nothing that the human
race has yet conceived can add to the total
quantity now avallable.

To hope that the conservation picture will
not be so bad, it must be assumed that the
human race will be intelligent enough not
only to stop the destructive processes that
have been going on since the white man
came to this country, but also to reverse
these processes before it is too late. We must
start conserving our wildlife, natural re-
sources, soil, and other necessary aspects of
conservation.

Without conservation in Wyoming, there
will be no Wyoming to conserve.

SENSE FINALLY EMERGES

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
Gen. William C. Westmoreland, Oc-
tober 1965, said, “The Communists are
beaten. We are winning the war. I see the
light at the end of the tunnel.” Two years
earlier Maj. Gen. Charles J. Timmes,
commander of the U.S. Military Assist-
ance Advisory Group in Vietnam
(MAAG) said, “The Vietnamese Armed
Forces are as professional as you can
get . . . I feel we could wrap this thing up
by the end of the next dry season. We
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will have driven the Vietcong sufficiently
underground by the end of next year that
they will no longer be a national threat.”
General Westmoreland—July 1967—
“The war is not a stalemate. We are win-
ning it slowly but steadily. North Viet-
nam is paying a tremendous price with
nothing to show for it in return.” He
said—February 1968—“I do not believe
Hanoi can hold up under a long war.”
And then again—June 1968—*“The en-
emy has been defeated at every turn.”
More than 2 years later it finally
dawned on General Westmoreland that
he had been so wrong for so long. He
said—July 1970—“None of us ever felt
a military victory in the classical or tra-
ditional sense was attainable in South
Vietnam.”

McGEE SENATE INTERNSHIP
CONTEST

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, for 8 years
it has been my pleasure to conduct for
high school juniors in my State of
Wyoming the McGee Senate Internship
contest, which brings to the Nation’s
Capital one boy and one girl for a week
planned to enhance an understanding of
the mechanisms and the procedures of
a democratic society.

The contest is designed to stir up in-
terest among high school students in
national and international questions.
Three well-known, nonpolitical people
from the State served as the panel of
judges in the competition. In their judg-
ment, this year brought the highest level
of essays that the many years of the con-
test have produced.

The subject matter of the required es-
say this year was conservation, quality
living, environmental control. For Wyo-
ming to focus on that question is of great
relevance. For here is a part of the world
that we call God’s country in which one
would think there were no pollution
problems.

I think what it does say to us in the
Rocky Mountain West is that the mis-
takes of the already polluted parts of the
United States may have served as a grim
warning to those of us from the high
altitudes of the Rockies of at least what
to watch for and try to avoid in the
future and, at the same time, to come to
grips with the first outeroppings of en-
vironmental pollution even at the local
level.

Of course, it would be impossible for
everyone to read all the essays submitted,
but I think the most outstanding ones
are of interest to us all and should re-
ceive wider circulation. For this reason,
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that two of these essays, written by Con-
nie Wilbert, of Riverton, Wyo., and Jo-
seph E. Shickich, Jr., of Casper, Wyo.,
which received honorable mention in the
McGee Senate Internship contest, be
printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the essays
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

LanDp Is LIFE—OUR LirFe
(By Connle Wilbert, Riverton, Wyo.)

Land is life. Land produces and nourishes

life. With rich land comes abundant wild-
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life and good crops. They are of the soll. They
are not found where the earth lles barren and
wasted.

Our land is rich; our wildlife is abundant,
and our crops are good. But if one listens
carefully, he can hear whisperings from the
past—ominous warnings from lost civiliza-
tions and nations. If one looks -closely
enough he can see the signs of our times—
the same signs which were ignored by many
past clvilizations. These nations were once
great nations, their lands were once fertile
and rich, and yet now they lie wasted, ruined,
and wrecked. The histories of these past clvi-
lizations are permanently written upon their
lands—there are the records of their peoples’
struggles and failures to find an adjustment
to the land in which they lived.

Mesopotamia's fertile lands tell the facts
of its history plainly. They tell of a glorious
past, of a land with dense population, good
agriculture, and great cities. However, these
same great cities now lie in ruins and desola-
tion. Their ruination came not from the sup-
posed results of ralds or invasions of other
peoples, but in fact, from muddy water. A
great system of canals was necessary for the
agriculture, but through poor management,
these canals were allowed to fill with mud
and silt. The resulting breakdown of the sup-
ply of life-giving water brought disaster upon
disaster to Mesopotamia. No army could have
destroyed this once powerful nation as did
the endless, choking sands that finally cov-
ered the land.

In Greece, another strange story is re-
corded on the land. Ancient Greek civiliza-
tion was at its height. Religion, philosophy,
and the arts flourished. Beautiful cities were
built, and Greece became a powerful nation.
Great forests, an ample water supply and
productive soils were the basis of Greek
wealth., Unfortunately, the importance of
these resources was forgotten as the land
was. abused and overworked. The bountiful
forests disappeared, and the once clear water
soon ran unconfined across the countryside.
Once a very productive and powerful nation,
Greece now lies barren and eroded, another
impressive reminder of man's lack of fore-
sight in his abuse of his land.

What do the historles of these and other
past civillzations have to do with Wyoming?
Wyoming is a rich state in so many ways—
abundant forests, pure, clear water, plenti-
ful wildlife, and rich farmland in the valleys.
But within this richness are the signs of our
times—the same signs that the ancient Meso-
potamians and Greeks could not see for they,
too, were blinded by pride and ignorance.
Wyoming justly takes pride in her great
forests, forests which have been guarded
carefully down through the years by a policy
of wise use, She takes pride in her clear lakes
and streams, her abundance of wildlife, and
the richness of her land. Yet there are those
who cannot see the signs of our times, who
refuse to look into the future to determine
what must be done to retain our forests
and grasslands, our game and fish, and our
pure water. Many times these are people who
want the utmost taken from the land, either
by industry, harsh farming methods, or un-
just wildlife hunting laws. They cannot un-
derstand the importance of conserving these
natural resources so they can be passed on
to future generations.

The basic meaning of conservation is: “The
wise use of all natural resources on a BSus-
tained yleld basis; managed to bring the
greatest good to the greatest number of peo-
ple over an indefinite period of time.” If
such a conservation program is to overcome
the harmful effects of the few who don’t care
and to succeed with its goal of the greatest
good for the greatest number, it must have
the support of an informed and enlightened
public. We, as the public, must know the ex-
act problems Wyoming's conservation pro-
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grams are encountering, what they are doing
to overcome these problems and how we can
help.

Of great importance is the recognition of
the interrelationships between the various
aspects of our natural resources. Water man-
agement today is a tremendous problem. The
volume of flow in many of Wyoming's
streams has dropped from 26% to T0% in
less than 100 years, which has caused the
rivers to reduce in flow. This results in the
remaining water becoming warmer, which
in turn affects the fish and other water life.

Our water supply is almost com.pletely de-
pendent upon the soil conditions, which fur-
ther bears out the interrelationship. A con-
dition which allows the water to soak back
into the soil is necessary, instead of a con-
dition in which the water runs over the sur-
face of the earth, carrying with it the fertile
top soil so vital to all living things. The Soil
and Water Conservation Service estimates
this loss of top soil at more than four bil-
lion tons each year. This is six times as
much soil as is being used by all the farm
crops in the United States annually. In other
words, the soil that each year is poured into
the Paclific and Atlantic Oceans is enough
to grow all the crops in the United States for
six years., With the present growth of popu-
lation, there will. come & time when we will
wish that this soil was back on the ground
from which it came.

That fish are also dependent upon soil
quality may come as a surprise, but fish are
Just as much of the land as any crop. The
ability of a body of water to support fish life
depends upon the available plant and animal
food. These in turn depend upon the nutri-
ents in the water, and the nutrients are di-
rectly related to the fertility of the soil over
which the water flows.

The future of our wildlife resources is also
dependent upon making wise use of the two
basic life-giving substances—soil and water.
Wildlife is a crop that must be grown just
as any other crop. Its production must be in-
tegrated with intelligent management of land
and water.

Wise use, applying all the principles of
good conservation, is our hope and our prom-
ise of a rich, productive land. We can make
the choice: either to become aware of the
signs of our times and conserve our resources,
or to lgnore them and leave our lands bar-
ren and unproductive as did Mesopotamis
and Greece and many other past civiliza-
tions.

“CONSERVATION—IT'S RELEVANCE IN
WyoMING”
(By Joseph E. Shickich, Jr., Casper, Wyo.)

Most certainly, if the democracy of the
United States of America ends, the cause will
come from the inside. But this plot will not
be a Communist conspiracy—rather the
cause will be America’s strangulation of her
environment. The “land of the free” Is
quickly turning into the “land not free from
debris”. The “spacious skies” have the birds
coughing in Los Angeles. Our “purple moun-
tains” are turning grey. Lake Erie is almost
completely destroyed. All sea life, as pre-
dicted by ecologist Paul Ehrlich, may com-
pletely disappear in ten years. The land is
becoming useless, and many species of wild-
life are disappearing. To top this all off,
every man, woman, and child has three
pounds of pesticides allotted him via the
air each year. America is very adequately
committing suicide.

Wyoming's concern for this environmental
form of Russian roulette is not much more
than would be expressed if the weapon were
a dime store squirt gun, Our state has tended
to consider itself isolated from the outside
world but recently this theory has begun
to backfire. For example, a year ago it was
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taboo to speak of racial disenchantment in
the “Equality State”, -After all, Wyoming
was unigque and free from the problems of
her sister states. Yet somehow, angry Black
students emerged at the University last fall.
Wyoming is trying to apply the same anal-
ysis to the problem of our ecology.

It is impossible to expect Wyoming to stop
its evolution toward industrialization before
its environment becomes endangered. Too
many natives have the conception we will
successfully cross that bridge when we come
to it. Wyoming is already on the bridge, but
the bridge's foundation has been laid in
quagmire. The consensus seems to be that,
although we don’t like the idea, the state is
large enough and the population is small
enough to safely absorb the polluted refuse.
Few citizens remember that California fed
itself the same line a few years ago. Cali-
fornia’s situation speaks for itself.

The Equality State has arrogantly con-
cluded that since its wildlife reserves are
still relatively abundant, it has provided
excellent protection for these animals.
Granted we have some superior hunting
laws for the conservation of game, but little
has been done to avoid their contamination
by the gases, pollutants, and poisons we re-
lease into the air, land and water.

Economically, the pollution of our wildlife
could spell financial disaster for Wyoming.
At last tally In 1965, sportsmen spent $60,-
043,324.00 on the hunting and fishing indus-
try. To protect this source oI revenue, we
have a law that sets the fine for “passing” a
substance into a natural stream or lake
which will “kill or destroy any fish therein”
at not less than fifty ($50.00) dollars or not
more than one hundred ($100.00) dollars for
each offense. If a company broke this law
everyday of the year, Wyoming at best could
make up only $3,650.00 of the loss.

Wyoming's water may be the least protected
of her resources. Most of the water laws date
back to at least 1923 with some going back
to the 1820's. Unfortunately, the content of
these laws is essentially the same as it was
fifty plus years ago. One such law is Stat-
ute 35-188:

“No city or town shall be prohibited or en-
joined from discharging its sewage into a
river or body of water unless such sewage so
pollutes the water thereol as to be dan-
gerous.”

Wyoming is on the losing end when it
allows a law to exist that states specifically
“a eity Cannot Be Prohibited from polluting
unless”. This law prevents pollution only
when it is considered dangerous. In effect it
is saylng—"Go ahead, pollutte. When the
crisis develops, then we will think about a
remedy.” If Wyoming's water dies, the state
will scon follow.

Ralph Waldo Emerson concluded that “a
nation never falls but by sulcide”. The
United States and the State of Wyoming to-
gether are pushing the environmental de-
struct button. Today, the greatest threat to
the United States’ security is internal apathy.
‘“Where apathy is master, all men are slaves.”
(Anonymous)

THOSE FRIENDLY FORCES—TOO
FRIENDLY TO FIGHT

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the friendly forces of the Saigon mili-
tarist regime of General Thieu and Air
Marshal Ky outnumber the VC, or forces
of the National Liberation Front, by a
ratio of more than 6 to 1. Also, they are
armed and msintained by American tax-
payers and supported by our bombers
hurling tons of explosives around the
clock. Yet their fellow countrymen fight-
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ing for a cause—national liberation—
have been defeating them soundly
throughout the past 9 years. In 1968,
nearly 124,000 South Vietnam soldiers
ran away instead of fighting. This was
the highest desertion rate ever suffered
by any country in time of war. Then, last
year this shameful record was broken
and even more South Vietnam soldiers
deserted. That total in 1969 exceeded
127,000. It is for this that young Ameri-
cans are drafted to offer their lives in
Vietnam, Thailand, Cambodia, and Laos.

COMMISSION ON CAMPUS UNREST—
AN ANALYSIS AND COMMENTARY

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, last Sat-
urday the distinguished senior Senator
from Colorado gave an extremely sig-
nificant speech before the annual meet-
ing of the Associated Milk Producers, in
which he warned against the damage
that may be done by the upcoming re-
port by the Commission on Campus Un-
rest.

There is much evidence that currently
the concerns expressed by the Senator
about campus conditions and prospects
are widely held by citizens nationwide.

It is clear that there is solid basis for
such apprehensions.

Of particular interest is the commen-
tary of the Senator from Colorado on
the composition of commissioners, and
their functioning generally. He followed
up with particulars on some of the oceur-
rences in the instant commission in its
proceedings.

I believe what Senator Arrorr had to
say is of vital concern to all of us and
to the entire Nation, as well. For that
reason, I ask unanimous consent to in-
sert his speech in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrDp, as follows:

BTATEMENT BY SENATOR GORDON ALLOTT

Summer is ending and the school year is
beginning. It is a good time to remember a
wise remark by Mr. Dooley, the fictional phi-
losopher who entertained Americans around
the turn of the century. Mr. Dooley was once
asked: “If you had a boy would you send him
to college?” To which Mr. Dooley replied:
“At the age when a boy is fit to be in college,
I wouldn’t have him around the house.”

That joke has an odd ring to it nowadays.
Because of the actions of a small but deter-
mined minority of violent students, many of
our great universities are becoming unfit
places for the decent majority of students.

In fact, a lot of our traditional jokes about
universities now sound odd. Not so long ago
it was fun to describe a professor as a man
whose job is to tell students how to solve
the problems of life which he himself tried
to avold by becoming a professor. Perhaps
there once was a time when one could avoid
problems by becoming a professor. But that
time has passed.

Not so long Ago someone defined a “univer-
sity” as an institution for the postponement
of experience. Perhaps the same person de-
fined an “education" as something that en-
ables one to get into more Intelligent trouble.
Eoth these definitions seem a little dated to-
day. TOdﬂY our unliversities are institutions
where people are exposed to dangerous kinds
of experiences. And sometimes it seems that
an “education’ is something that enables one
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to get into the most mindless kinds of trou-
ble.

Ladies and gentlemen, the old jokes about
universities are not funny any more. The
situation on our campuses is no laughing
matter—as they can tell you in Madison, Wis-
consin, where a bomb recently killed a father
of three, and did millions of dollars in dam-
ages.

This morning I want to share with you my
thoughts on the dangerous situation we face
as the new school year begins. I am very
happy to be able to speak with you on this
subject.

You represent American agriculture, and
American agriculture represents the sort of
achievements that come from healthy co-
operation between free men and free uni-
versities. Too few Americans understand that
agriculture is one of the most technologlcally
sophisticated businesses in this technolog-
ically sophisticated Nation. And too few peo-
ple understand that the phenomenal produc-
tivity of American agriculture owes much to
the creative partnership that has long existed
between American farmers and our great
State universities. I am sure everyone here
understands this, and that is why I know
you are interested in helping save our univer-
sities.

A good way to begin helping our uni-
versities is to discuss intelligently an im-
portant project now underway in Washing-
ton, This project disturbs me and I think it
should disturb you.

Right now the President's Commission
on Campus Unrest (the Scranton Commis-
sion) is writing a report on its findings. It
will issue that report soon. In fact, the
issuance of that report may closely coin-
cide with the opening of the new school
year.

What disturbs me is that this report may
do even more damage than has already been
done by what I think were flamboyant, in-
flammatory, prejudiced and irresponsible ac-
tions by the Commission during its months
of public hearings. There is reason to fear
that the forthcoming report may be a flac-
cid whitewash of the violent new-left polit-
ical movement that is openly seeking to
capture or destroy our great universities, My
concern is based on two facts. First, this
Commission has not behaved well so far.
Second, this kind of Commission is fore-
doomed to failure because it is perfectly
designed to aggravate the problems it is
supposed to solve.

Let me deal with the general and the
particular. I will explain why such Commis-
slons are generally a bad idea, and then why
I think this particular Commission has been
no exception to that rule.

The central problem with such Commis-
slons is that they are literally irresponsible.
They do not have to answer to any voters for
the statements they make. They are not re-
sponsible for implementing their own rec-
ommendations. They can crulse into a trou-
bled community, generate a lot of publicity,
raise tempers and a lot of dust, and then Le
gone, Others are left responsible for cooling
the tempers and settling the dust after these
instant experts have dashed off to the scene
of their next instant analysis.

Another and relatea problem with such
Commissions is that, while the individual
members have no continuing responsibility
for implementing the policies they advo-
cate, they do have responsibilities in their
regular employment. And these responsibili-
ties can influence their behavior when serv-
Ing on Commissions. Let me give an exam-
ple.

One of the members of the Commission
is President of a university that has its own
full complement of tensions and political
activists. This man Is not responsible for
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any campus but his own. Yet he is under
the constant pressure of temptation—the
temptation to use his spot on the Commis-
sion to make the sort of statements that
will please the radicals he will have to cope
with on his own campus this fall.

Now I do not think all Commissions are
equally bad. It is important to distinguish
between two kinds of Commissions—those
which Investigate questions of fact, and
those which delve into matters of moral
judgment and policy formation. Compare
the Warren Commission with the Commis-
sion on Campus Unrest.

The Warren Commission was created to
investigate the facts about the assassination
of President Kennedy. It was composed of
eminent men who had no axes to grind. Its
purpose was to lay to rest the ugly and
neurotic rumors that inevitably circulate
after such a tragedy. I think the Warren
Commission performed that task reasonably
well.

But the Commission on Campus Unrest is
not investigating a narrow question of fact.
It is deeply enmeshed in the most emotion-
charged issues of the day. Indeed, some Com-
missioners have shown great zest for de-
claiming on drugs, war, peace and anything
else. which some radical witness claims is
making him restless. This Commission is not
composed of men who are uniformly emi-
nent or disinterested. Rather they are a mixed
batch, and some have highly developed
(and fashionably leftist) political views
which they are not bashful about advertis-
ing.

I am not saying that there have not been
proper times for the Commissioners to ex-
press strong opinions. On the contrary, I
think the Commissioners have been derelict
in not voicing strong indignation when wit-
nesses have viciously attacked this Nation,
and arrogantly justified coercive behavior.
On such occasions the Commissioners have
been distressingly passive. They have given
the impression of seeking what Lincoln
called “sophistical contrivances”—such as
“some middle ground between the right and
the wrong.”

This brings me to the matter of this Com-
mission’s particular failings.

First, some of the Commissioners are hard-
ly objective investigators. It will be recalled
that one young Commissioner—who has be~
come the darling of the media—almost im-
mediately after being appointed announced
that he thought the President was to blame
for the problems at Kent State. For months
now one has not been able to turn on the
television news without seeing this man lay-
ing down the law about other people’s sins.

Second, the Commission has given a dis-
proportionate amount of time to hearing po-
litical speeches by radicals. Perhaps the ef-
fect of such hearings would not be quite so
bad if the press could be relied upon to give
balanced coverage. Unfortunately, the press
only makes matters worse. When the Com-
mission descended on Kent State, the Presi-
dent of that University gave a very interest-
ing and balanced assessment of the situa-
tion. But the prominent press coverage went
to some student who sald—and I do not
Jest—that campus riots would not stop until
we “clean up our lakes and rivers.”

The third failing of the Commission is
that some members have been rude, arro-
gant and high-handed in dealing with per-
sons who are not radicals. For example, phys-
icist Edward Teller and philosopher Sidney
Hook—two of America’s most distinguished
and public spirited scholars—were treated
;vé&h disdaln and contempt when they testi-

Members of the Commission staff also have
been guilty of high-handed arrogance. At
one o'clock in the morning of August 17 a




31350

phone rang at Lockbourne Air Force Base
near Columbus, Ohio. The caller was a 28-
year old law student employed by the Com-
mission. This young man demanded that the
Alr Force instantly send a helicopter 130
miles to the Holiday Inn in Kent, Ohio from
which he was calling. He wanted the heli-
copter to fiy him to Camp Grayling in cen-
tral Michigan so he could serve subpoenas on
some Ohio National Guardsmen who were
undergoing summer training there. He also
demanded a contingent of Air Forzce police-
men to accompany him. The people at Lock-
bourne patiently explained that they did
not have any helicopters cr policemen to
lend. This did not satisfy the staff member,
who proceeded to place a number of other
demanding calls. Before long he was de-
manding things of the tactical air command
post at Langley Air Force Base in Virginia.
There he harassed the executive officer for
the Air Force Vice Chief of Staff. At about
2:30 a.m. he awakened a Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense at home. In what must
be one of the year's great understatements,
the Secretary allowed as how he was “not
too thrilled” by the chance to talk to this
aggressive staff man in the middle of the
night. I am happy to report that when this
staff man finally quit calling—at 5:556 a.m.—
he still had not managed to brow-beat the
military into giving him helicopters and a
battery of policemen.

The fourth falling of this Commission is
that its members have not demonsirated
proper sensitivity to the eivil rights of wit-
nesses, Commission “hearings” frequently
have resembled trials. Witnesses have been
subjected to accusatory inquisitions. Com-
missloners have assailed reputations and
rendered judgments on the basis of flimsy
information and hasty investigation.

Ladies and gentlemen, when I think about
these fallings, I worry about the possible
contents of the report the Commission will
issue soon. I hope the report does not reflect
these failings I have mentioned. I especially
hope it avolds the five most famillar—and
frankly, the dumbest—cliches about campus
disorders, These cliches are familiar to us
all,

The first cliche is that all the trouble can
be described by the antiseptic word *“dis-
sent”—implylng that riots and bombings
are a form of “dissent.”

The second cliche is that all the unrest
is a result of “excesses” of ideallsm—Imply-
ing that the bombers have hearts of gold.

The third cliche is that the Federal Goy-
ernment should “listen to" and “be more
responsive to'’ the radicals—but this cliche
does not tell us what is to be gained from
“listening to"” an arsonist, or how one is
supposed to be “responsive to” a rioter.

The fourth cliche is that we should cure
the disorders by changing our foreign policy,
or cleaning up Lake Erie, or performing
some other list of good deeds demanded by a
violent minority. This cliche ignores the
fact that to do so would amount to giving
up majority rule and turning our democracy
into a mobocracy dominated by adolescent
minorities.

The fifth cliche about campus disorders
is the tiresome statement that usually passes
for fairness. This is the statement that
campus violence is equally bad when done
by political leftists or political rightlists. The
trouble with this is that it implies that
violence is coming from both sides. In fact,
last spring leftist elements shut down 500
universities in one week, and rightist ele-
ments shut down none.

As I have said, I hope the Commission re-
port avolds these damaging cliches. If the
report accepts the cliches, it will give a
Government stamp of approval to all the
muddled thinking that has influenced the
most misguided university administrators in
recent years.
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There are raging conflagrations on our
campuses. We need to douse them—and the
incendiaries who are lighting them—with
cold water. But the Commission report may
be about to pour kerosene on the flames.

This will especially hurt the moderates on
campus who are fighting today on embattled
and eroding ground. They occupy the posi-
tion of simply decency. They are fighting for
traditional academic freedcm—for the free-
dom of scholars to teach without political
interference. They are fighting to prevent
our universities from coming to resemble
some Latin American universities where
militant students impose their politics on
every aspect of university life. In short,
these moderate men and women are fight-
ing—sometimes at risk to their own safety—
for you and for me. And you and I will suffer
along with them if the Commission report
cuts the ground from under them.

Recently there have been some optimistic
predictions that this would be a relatively
quiet year on campuses. I do not know
whether this hope Is justified. But this much
I do know, The dedicated, patient moderate
men and women on campuses have been
strained to the breaking point in recent
years in their efforts to hold up the standards
of common decency on campus. They have
been attacked—sometimes physically at-
tacked—by extremist students. They have
been betrayed by weak administrators bent
on appeasement. They have been distracted
from their scholarly tasks. The last thing
these brave and dedicated people need is a
stab in the back from this Commission. And
that is exactly what they will get if the
Commiission report justifies the viclent mi-
nority which has done millions of dollars
damage on campus, has forced the closing
of hundreds of universities, and has violated
the rights of millions of American students
and scholars.

This Commission has already done damage
simply by failing to be manfully indignant
when radical witnesses have suggested that
riots are justifiable until the Government
does what radicals demand. A report that
fails to express vigorous Indignation about
coercion from the left will amount to a
stab In the back to the moderates and the
majority.

If the Commission does administer this
stab in the back, then we will be face to face
with a grim irony. The Commission estab-
lished to investigate disorder will have be-
come & cause of disorder. This Commission
was appointed by this Administration. I am
a Republican; a member of the Senate lead-
ership; and I am one of the President's most
consistent supporters. Hence, I take no pleas-
ure from noting the misadventures of this
Commission. However, common sense tells
me that the President himself is not solely
responsible for this. He is quite properly
preoccupied with the tasks of establishing
peace and economic stability. He cannot per-
sonally attend to all the details of domestic
policy.

So, in such matters he must rely heavily
on his staff. I am convinced that responsi-
bility for this Commission and its make-up
rests heavily on the shoulders of a few of
the President’s senior domestic policy advis-
ors. If so, in this matter, the President's
advisors have not served him well.

In fact, if the Nation's domestic affairs are
unsettled this fall by campus disorders, part
of the blame will attach to the Commission
on Campus Unrest, and to the President’s
advisors who assembled it.

One lesson to be learned from this is that
people in Washington are not well placed
to solve the problems on the campuses. The
most important work on behalf of common
sense and decency on campus can be done
by people like you back in your respective
states.

The way for you to begin is by facing three
hard facts.
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First, neither the Federal Government nor
any policy or officlal of the Federal Govern-
ment s to blame for campus problems.
Nothing could be more inane than the testi-
mony of those persons who told the Commis-
sion that the President or the Vice President
is to blame. There have been major campus
disorders since 1964—and at that time Mr.
Nixon was practicing law in New York and
Mr. Agnew was serving as Baltimore county
executive, Blaming. the President’s or Vice
President's *rhetoric’” for campus riots is
about as sensible as blaming Leo Durocher's
“rhetoric” for the Chicago fire of 1871.

The second hard fact we must face is that
the Federal Government cannot solve the
problems of the campuses. With regard to
private Insuitutions such as Harvard, if the
alumni do not exert their influence—and es-
pecially their financial power—on behalf of
common decency, then nothing can save
them. With regard to the State universitles,
unless the State legislatures exercise their
power, the State universities are doomed.

The third hard fact we must face is that
if our universities are going to be saved, they
will be saved by persons such as you. The
next time a school administration or fac-
ulty appeases radicals by shutting down the
school, let the State legislatures cut the
funding for the school accordingly. If one
week of classes are suspended, let a pro-
rated amount of funding be withdrawn.
This will work wonders for putting’ back-
bone in university administrators. Further,
when it dawns on the faculty that the State
legislatures vote the funds that pay faculty
salaries, the faculty will become anxious to
keep classes going.

It is clear where persons such as you fit
into this process. In an Important sense each
of you is a trustee of your State university.
If each of you, and each of your friends,
takes it upon yourself to talk sense to your
State governments, then the State govern-
ments will talk sense to the persons who are
running our precious—and expensive—uni-
versities.

If you and your legislators talk sense, then
our universities will survive the kind of non-
sense that has been talked by so many wit-
nesses before the Commission, and the kind
of nonsense which threatens to appear in
the Commission report.

Ladies and gentlemen, I know it is very
early in the day to be pondering such grave
and ominous matters. But it is rather late
in the life of our great universities for us—
all of us—to join in defending them from
their violent enemies, and from those who
obscure the facts about these enemies.

All of us have a stake in the survival of
these universities. And there can be no doubt
that the very survival of these institutions as
educational institutions is at stake, If these
institutions are not to be debased; if they
are not to become staging grounds for radi-
cal political agitation; then all responsible
citizens must take a stand.

If you do take a stand, you can undo all
the damage that has been done by the Com-
misslon on Campus Unrest, and you can
make sure that no one will ever think we
need another such Commission.

DIPLOMATS IN RESIDENCE

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, one of the
little known, but valuable programs of
the Department of State is its program
of diplomats in residence at American
institutions of higher education. Under
this program, now in its seventh year,
senior Foreign Service Officers are as-
signed to spend a year in residence, by
invitation, at colleges and universities.

The diplomats-in-residence program,
although small in scale, is, I believe, a
significant and commendable effort to
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improve communications and develop
understanding between the Government
and the academic community, including
the young people attending colleges and
universities.

During the 1969-70 academic year,
the University of Rhode Island had the
privilege of having on its campus as a
diplomat in residence a very distin-
guished and able senior member of the
Foreign Service, Mr. Harvey R. Well-
man.

I know from my discussions with Mr.
Wellman, and with students and faculty
members, that his residency provided a
significant new perspective to the uni-
versity program.

Mr. Wellman has written an interest-
ing and pereceptive article on the diplo-
mats-in-residence program based on his
experiences at the University of Rhode
Island, and I ask unanimous consent that
the article, from the August issue of the
Department of State Newslefter be
printed in the RECORD.

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

DIPLOMATS-IN-RESIDENCE: BRIDGES TO THE

UNIVERSITIES
(By Harvey R. Wellman)

The Foreign Service has a new challenge.
It is at home rather than abroad, in the
American universities. Increasingly facul-
ties and students are becoming alienated
from the national government. Dissension
and frustration over United States foreign
policy in Southeast Asia have led to loss of
rapport with and confidence in the federal
government and even to questioning the va-
1idity and viability of political institutions
and processes. There is need to restore lines
of communication between the government
and the universities especially in the foreign
policy field. There is need to restore con-
fidence in government if representative gov-
ernment is to work.

The Intellectual community probably does
not reflect the majority view in the United
States. But it 1s an important minority. It is
the natlon's chief resource for research, in-
tellectual critieism and new ideas and new
approaches to old problems, Among the
seven millions of young people in the na-
tion’s colleges and universities are the fu-
ture leaders of America.

The program for assigning senior Foreign
Service Officers as diplomats-in-residence to
American colleges and universities is only
six years old. It has run parallel with the in-
creasing unrest, protest and politization on
American campuses in recent years.

It began as a modest program and has
remained small. In six years 51 senior offi-
cers have gone to a total of 65 colleges and
universities. In the academic year 1969-70
there were ten; in 1970-T1, the seventh year,
there are to be six.

Under this program, there have been
diplomats-in-residence at about 3 percent of
the over 2000 colleges and universities in this
country. The demand for them is much
greater. About 110 applications from uni-
versities are pending and unfulfilled. Most
institutions which have had a resident diplo-
mat would like to see his one year tour ex-
tended. Others which have been host to a
visiting diplomat are now asking for another.
In view of the need and the demand, the
guestion arises whether the Foreign Service
despite its small size and limited resources
is doing enough.

The small number of total assignments
does not however disclose the full influence
and impact of the senior Foreign Service
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Officers who have been assigned under this
program. A diplomat in residence at one
university will have invitations to visit,
speak and meet with students and faculty
at other colleges and universities in the same
and neighboring states. The 51 diplomats
who have been resident at Institutions in 35
states will probably have visited once or
more times at as many as 400 colleges and
universities throughout the nation. Thus
the program has touched a substantial por-
tion of the American academic community.

The diplomat-in-residence program is not
the only program the Department of State
is using to try to bridge the gap in com-
munication, confidence and credibility be-
tween the government and the universities
in the field of foreign policy. The. scholar-
diplomat seminars are a mnew approach
which should be effective. The recent Senior
college live-in was an imaginative idea. Both
the government and the universities should
be exploring all feasible ways to increase
understanding and rapport between them.
The diplomat-in-residence is only one way.
But it may be one of the most effective ways.

Just beecauge the diplomat is in residence
at a university he has the time and iz in a
position to reestablish communication and to
lay the ground for credibility on a personal
basis with university students, faculty and
administration. In the present atmosphere
of suspiclion, distrust and sometimes hos-
tility towards r. government representative,
this takes time. As a temporary member of
a university faculty, he has the credentials
to enter faculty meetings and classrooms.
Eventually he can look forward to being ac-
cepted and heard as & member of a uni-
versity community as well as an officlal of
government. Free from bureaucratic require-
ments on the part of either the government
or the university, he has the flexibility to
shape his activities to his opportunities
and the needs of the situation as he views
them. His availability and accessibility will
be assets, And he will have many and varied
opportunities.

It is difficult to generalize about the ex-
periences of a diplomat-in-residence for each
is different. It will depend upon the univer-
sity of assignment. In six years these have
included public and private schools, large
state universities and small liberal arts col-
leges, religious-affiliated and secular-oriented
institutions, Size, college organization, fac-
ulty orientation, ecurriculum, planning for
future development will all affect the pos-
sibilities of the diplomat and the reguests
made of him.

His own interests and proclivities will also
be important factors. He will have oppor-
tunities and receive requests to work with
faculty committees, help develop new study
programs, participate in lecture courses and
seminars, meet with students Individuallyand
in groups, speak to civic, community and
professional organizations, give interviews to
newspapers, appear on radio and television,
advise administrators and faculty on prob-
lems with government and students on
careers in public service. He will have to ac-
commodate some requests because it is ex-
pected of him whether or not he is especially
interested or peculiarly qualified. But he can
welcome and develop activity in areas which
he prefers in which he feels he can make
the maximum contribution.

The diplomat has his principal loyalty and
obligation to his wuniversity of residence.
From it he derives his academlc status such
as an adjunct professor of political science,
It provides faculty privileges, office space,
secretarial assistance, More Important his
chief opportunities will come from this pri-
mary university association.

The diplomat-in-residence at my university
was sponsored by a planning committee on
international studies. Intercollegiate and in-
ter-disciplinary, the committee made 'the
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diplomat an active member and at once pro-
vided him with acgaintances and entry into
various colleges and departments. It pub-
licized his presence on campus and his for-
eign service experience. It arranged for an
interview with plctures In the widely-read
regional newspaper. From faculty on the com-
mittee came the first invitations to appear
in college classes with opportunities to meet
students and have discussions with them.

In my view a diplomat in residence on a
university campus should remain a diplomat;
he should not try to be a professor. His only
special and possibly unique contribution is
his Foreign Service experience. If he sticks
to talking about what he has done or seen in
Foreign Service, he is on safe ground. On
this basis he speaks with the authority of
experience or first hand observation. His par-
ticipation on this basis In the university cur-
riculum and other activities will be welcome.
And on this basis he is likely to be most
effective.

Classroom copportunities will most likely
be in political science, history, interna-
tional relations. But other possibllities are
not excluded. All classes of sophomores in
military science were combined for two lec-
tures by me on foreign policy formulation
and diplomacy as an instrument of national
policy. I spoke on Foreign Service and on
international educational exchange to a class
of graduate students in education. At an
upperclass course in international marketing
in business administration, I described the
services provided to American business and
businessmen by the diplomatic and consular
service.

One invitation to course participation
leads to others. The request may be general,
to discuss the formulation of foreign policy,
the organization and functioning of the for-
eign affairs agencies, the operations of a
diplomatic mission, The request may be more
specific, to discuss areas of foreign relations
or aspects of foreign policy in which the dip-
lomat has been involved. Since my more
recent Forelgn Service experience has been
in the NATO area including Portugal and
Portuguese Africa, I often dealt with those
subjects. My experience in Imtin America
especially with the Alllance for Progress and
in Castro Cuba also evoked interest. My brief
essoclation with Adlal Stevenson at the UN
also received notice. I drew on my experlence
frr all these areas when discussing how the
government operates in foreign relations and
how foreign policy develops and is executed.

These classroom presentations and discus-
sions with students gave me a chance to fill
out and sometimes correct factual impres-
sions. They also provided opportunitles to
come to grips with sometimes naive and often
mistaken assumptions about U.8. forelgn
policy objectives as well as U.S. capacity to
influence developments 1in International
relations,

Invitations to course participation on one
campus led to invitations from other cam-
puses usually as the result of a faculty mem-
ber recommending the diplomat to a friend
or former assoclate or student on another
campus. Upon invitation I made a dozen
visits to other colleges and universities In
and near Rhode Island. Two of the most pro-
ductive from my viewpoint were in May 1970
when most campuses Including my own were
on strike over Cambodia and Eent State.

Though a diplomat-in-residence should
hold himself out as a diplomat, he is for an
academic year a member of a university fac-
ulty. If he has not been before in the aca-
demic world except in his youth as a student,
it will be an educational experience to attend
faculty meetings, to observe how a university
governs itself and to study the interplay be-
tween students, faculty and administration.
Faculty meeting 1s a good place to observe
university attitudes. Fall 19690 and spring
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1970 were good times to watch changing uni-
versity attitudes towards the government
and its handling of important foreign and
domestic policy issues.

The university and especially the faculty
expect that respect will be shown for aca-
demic processes and principles, and in par-
ticular academic freedom. If in addition to
respect, the visiting diplomat shows genuine
interest, he is repaid with cordiality and op-
portunities to join in and participate. After
I had attended Faculty Senate meetings reg-
ularly as a most interested observer, the Sen-
ate invited me to serve on its Honors Pro-
gram Committee. This brought opportun-
ities to meet outstanding professors and
honor students as well as to follow closely
the honors collogulum of distinguished lec-
tures. The diplomat-in-residence was in a
position to join in selecting the subject for
the 1970-71 honors colloquium—youth, poli-
tics and change—and the designation of a
faculty member to coordinate the program.

The main job of the diplomat-in-residence
is academic relations. He has also important
and stimulating opportunities in public re-
lations. He will have many invitations from
groups of citizens with or without university
associations to be a guest speaker, Invitations
will come from Rotary Clubs, men's clubs,
women's clubs, business and professional
organizations, church groups. They will leave
the topic to him and will not usually insist
or expect him to deal with controversial
foreign policy issues, atlhough a public for-
um may meet on a foreign policy issue of
passionate concern and request his partici-
pation.

Generally these groups are interested in
seelng what an American diplomat looks
like and hearing what he has to say about
his profession. He may be the first American
diplomat they have met and they may have
little awareness of what the Foreign Service
is or does.

It is heart-warming to have a cordial wel-
come and earnest attention from fellow
citizens who show their sincere interest by
holding you for questions long after your
formal remarks. These are chances to make
friends for the public service. The diplomat
can also strike a blow for better appreciation
of the complexities of foreign relations and
of the need for responsible as well as re-
sponsive foreign policies.

The principal challenge to a diplomat-in-
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residence is to establish communication and
a measure of rapport with those faculty and
students most critical of U.S. foreign policy.
The number at the university seriously con-
cerned about questions of foreign policy
increased greatly after the Cambodian inter-
vention and for the first time on many cam-
puses including my own, included most of
the hitherto silent, uninvolved moderates.
But from the first the critical, activist, ar-
ticulate minority included the most stimu-
lating campus elements, the most influential
instructors, the student leaders on campus
who were probably most likely to become
national leaders.

The diplomat-in-residence might well eval-
uate his effectiveness based on his success in
getting across to these critical faculty mem-
bers and students. Any success will not come
early or easlly but there is no reason why he
should not achleve some success during an
academic year, He need not retreat from fact
or principle or accept their assumptions and
conclusions to achieve it, although he will
be impressed favorably by the idealism, high
moral standards and probing questions he
will often encounter. But he must be willing
to listen, to reason objectively, to be honest
and try to answer hard questions. In doing
80 he can change the image of what a
diplomat is. He can begin to restore credibil-
ity in a representative of government on a
personal basis,

Academic year 1969-70 was a tough year
for diplomats-in-residence. It began with a
moratorium and peace marches; it ended
with campus strikes, teach-ins and a student
dialogue with Congress and the voters. Yet
it was a year of increased opportunities for
diplomats-in-residence—opportunities to un-
derstand, opportunities to influence univer-
sity attitudes.

Despite the increase of campus concern
and frustration, my university regrets it will
not have a diplomat-in-residence in 1970-71.
Friendships with activist professors stood the
strains of Cambodia and Kent State and the
ensuing campus strike and kept open com-
munications. During the strike students, in-
cluding some most upset and concerned
about foreign policy direction, still continued
to drop by to discuss with the diplomat-in-
residence careers in public including for-
eign service.

Despite some opposition from the extreme
including strong crities of U.S, foreign policy,
welcomed the presence on campus of an ar-
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ticulate spokesman for government and a re-
source for information about government as
it actually operates in foreign affairs. Hope-
fully the continuing presence of diplomats-
in-residence on American college and uni-
versity campuses will help students and fac-
ulty to come to regard our government as
their government rather than as “that gov-
ernment.”

SHOCKING STATISTICS ON SHOE
IMPORTS

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
shocking statistics of the shoe industry
have been released for the first 7 months
of this year. I regret to say that in the
month of July alone 18,128,300 pairs of
nonrubber footwear were imported into
this country. This brings the total for
the first 7 months of 151,288,200—an in-
crease of 20.8 percent over the same pe-
riod in 1969. In addition, the value of
imports for the same period totaled
$322,793,100—a 30-percent increase over
the same period last year.

‘While these statistics are sadly impres-
sive, they do not tell the whole tragic
story of the shoe imports crisis. What we
all must remember is that as these im-
ports increase, hundreds of American
workers every month lose their jobs,
often with little hope of finding a new
one.

The imports will increase and the un-
employment rolls will grow until Con-
gress takes appropriate steps to stem
the flow of these cheaply made foreign
goods. Hopefully, the House will act soon
on the Mills bill so that we in the Sen-
ate can do our part to protect the thou-
sands of jobs which are ultimately at
stake.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a
more detailed breakdown of the import
data which is provided by the New Eng-
land Footwear Association.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

IMPORTS—JANUARY-JULY 1970, LEATHER AND VINYL FOOTWEAR IMPORTS

[Millions of pairs]

1970

|
Percent change |

1969/1968  1970/1969 1 }

Percent change

1968 19691 1970  1969/1968  1970/1969!

-+153.0 | May

+33.0 | June__..____2C
+21.0 | 6 months average.
—15.0 | July

—5L.0

—6.0
+15.0
+59.0

20,7

({g' ?)
6.8

125.1

20.6 428.0
20,8 +37.0
(22.2)  (+12.0
18.1 +27.0
151.3 +13.5

1.7
(16.1)
13.2

110.2

+20.9

1 First 4 months 1969 totals affected by dock strike.

ALL MAJOR TYPES OF FOOTWEAR IMPORTS SHOW IN-
CREASES—LEATHER AND VINYL FOOTWEAR—IST 7
MONTHS

Percent
change,
7 months
1970/1969

Average Estimated

value retail
per pair
$4.24
1.08

3.09
.82

0
8 1.39
2

+13.4
+65.3

+26.6
+11.

Men's and boys' leather. ...
Men's and boys® vinyl.......
Women's and misses’
L A I e A e
Women's and misses’ vinyl. _
Children’s and infants’
LT e RS SRR 3 ¥
Children's and infants’ vinyl.  +-10. .73

* No change.

SOVIET MILITARY ADVANCES

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, year
after year we have deliberated in this
body about how much to cut defense
spending. Strong attacks have been made
on the military procurement bills of the
past 2 years. We have been reducing our
weapon inventories and troop strengths.

At the same time the Soviet Union has
been steadily building up its own mili-
tary establishment to the point where it
is now stronger than the United States
in many respects and in the very near
future will be superior to this country in

virtually every quantifiable area of mili-
tary strength.

The gains made by the Soviet Union
have gone largely unnoticed. A small
change in the balance of power each
vear does not seem to alarm this coun-
try. But over a period of 20 years the
small and supposedly insignificant
changes have added up to a very sub-
stantial change in the balance of world
military power.

Mr. President, a most illuminating ar-
ticle published in the August 17, 1970,
issue of Armed Forces Journal spells out
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in full detail how the balance of power
has changed, dangerously and signif-
icantly, over the past 20 years. The ar-
ticle, entitled “The Soviet Union Moves
Ahead: On Land, On the Sea, and In the
Air,” written by James D. Hessman, the
magazine's senior editor, points out, for
example, that—

First, on a proportionate basis the
Soviet Union is spending more than three
times the percentage of its gross national
product on defense than is the United
States;

Second, our once-formidable edge in
strategic nuclear missiles has withered
to nothing, and in 5 years, if present
trends continue, the U.S.S.R. will have a
2-to-1 margin in this important cate-
gory;

Third, the U.S. Navy is now at its
lowest strength level in 20 years, while
the strength of the Soviet Navy con-
tinues to grow in numbers and in quality.
Moreover, only 1 percent of the U.S.S.R.’s
Navy is over 20 years old, compared to
41 percent of the U.S. fleet in the 20-
years-or-older category.

Fourth, the U.S. merchant marine has
similarly declined from over 3,500 ships
in 1949 to fewer than 1,200 now avail-
able, while the Soviet merchant fleet has
grown steadily from only 432 in 1949 to
1,717 at present. The Soviets hope to
have 4,300 major vessels—a tenfold in-
crease—by 1980.

Fifth, reduction in U.S. military

strength in Europe have left the number
of U.S. Air Force aircraft there at less
than half the number we had in Europe
in 1955. U.S. Army troop strength in
Europe is at its lowest level since 1951.

Mr. President, this is a most important
article, not sensationalized, but conser-
vatively written and extremely well doc-
umented. It states the cold hard facts
of the changed military balance of power
soberly and responsibly. I recommend
it as must reading for all Senators, par-
ticularly those who want to cut defense
spending even more. I ask unanimous
consent that the article be printed in
the RECORD.

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

THE Sovier UNioN MOvVES AHEAD: ON LAND,
ON THE SEA, AND IN THE AR
(By James D. Hessman)

(NoTE~—Journal Senior Editor James
Hessman recently returned from Europe
where he received command and “threat”
briefings at the U.S. European Command
in Stuttgart, at Headquarters U.S. Army
Europe in Heldelberg, at Headquarters U.S.
Naval Forces Europe in London, and at the
U.S. Berlin Brigade Headquarters in Berlin.

(On his trip he interviewed, among others,
General James H. Polk, USA, Commander-
in-Chief US. Army Europe; General David
A. Burchinal, USAF, Deputy Commander U.S,
European Command; Admiral Waldemar F. A,
Wendt, USN, Commander U.S, Naval Forces
Europe; BGen Harocld I, Hayward, USA, Com-
mander U.S. Berlin Brigade; and a number
of European defense industry officials.

(In earlier articles in this series Mr. Hess-
man analyzed the guantitative and qualita-
tive changes in the Soviet/Warsaw Pact
threat over the past decade (“European
Scenario: The Balance Shifts Eastward,"
Journal 4 July); the strengths and weak-
nesses of U.S. forces in Europe positioned
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to counter that threat (“U.S. Forces In Eu-
rope; Great Men and Great Machines . . .
But Not Enough of Either"—Journal 11
July); and the growth of a now highly ef-
ficlent and increasingly competitive Euro-
pean weapons industry (A Booming Euro-
pean . Defense Industry Tools Up for the
Next Decade"—Journal 25 July). In the 18
July issue were complementary related arti-
cles by Journal Congressional Editor Bruce
Cossaboom and Pentagon Editor Joseph
Volz on, respectively, U.S. airlift and sealift
capabilities and limitations.

(In this, the final article in the series, Mr.
Hessman tells how the U.S. is losing the num-
bers game, spells out in unprecedented de-
tail how the US. weapons inventory has
declined precipitously in almost every quan-
tifiable area, reports how the Soviet Union
has maintained and in many areas improved
its own relative military position, and an-
alyzes the long-range strategic and political
implications for the U.S.

(Except where the source is cited the tables
and figures accompanying this article have
been compiled by Journal stafl writers and
researchers from a number of unclassified
sources. Except for attributed quotes, the
views expressed by Mr. Hessman are his and
do not necessarily in every case represent
the views of the U.S. Department of Defense
or the personal or official views of the U.S.
military commanders Interviewed by Mr.
Hessman on his trip.)

Twenty-five years ago this month
United States dropped on Hiroshima
world's first atomic bomb.

At that time the U.S. had a monopoly on
nuclear weapons. It also had the world's
largest and most powerful Navy, Air Force
(then the Army Air Corps), and merchant
marine, with only the huge and combat-
hardened Russian Army considered a pos-
sible match for the U.S. Army.

In the Intervening gquarter century the
U.S. nuclear arsenal has been greatly ex-
panded and refined, but what was then a
monopoly has been reduced in gradual stages
to overwhelming superiority, to marginal
superlority, to “parity,” and finally to the
current “sufficiency.” By 1975, moreover, ac-
cording to present estimates used by U.S.
planners, the USSR will have reversed a
once-formidable U.S. advantage and will en-
joy an almost two-to-one margin In strategic
nuclear missiles, Whether U.S. “sufficiency”
at that time will be sufficient to deter Soviet
nuclear blackmall—or to convince U.8. allles
to resist such blackmalil—is a speculative
question at best.

But it is not only in the nuclear field that
the United States has lost its predominance.
Over the past 25 years, and particularly in
the past decade, the Soviet Union has caught
up with and often surpassed the U.S. in one
weapons category after another. Such
changes as have occurred in the overall mili-
tary equation have been gradual, almost im-
perceptible on a year-to-year basis, but over
a quarter of a century the cumulative effect
has been to alter the balance of power sig-
nificantly, and most dangerously.

Item: The U.S. Navy's operational inven-
tory of major combatant ships is now at its
lowest level since 1950. In two categories
(battleships and command ships) of the 13
listed (see table) the U.S. no longer has any
ships in commission. In each and every one
of the other 11 categories the number of
ships in commission has been reduced, and
in most categories significantly so. The So-
viet Union, on the other hand, has built
up its Navy both quantitatively and qualita-
tively. Directly comparable statistics on USSR
naval forces are classifled, but according to
the NATO Information Service (in NATO
Facts and Figures, 1969), "Russia entered
WWII at the bottom of the list of major
world naval powers, and now ranks second
only to the United States.”
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Item: The Soviet merchant marine has ex-
perienced similar growth, while the U.S. mer-
chant marine—the vital “fourth arm" of na-
tional defense—has declined drastically. Ac-
cording to U.S. Maritime Administration sta-
tistics, the U.S. merchant fleet has dwindled
from a post-WWIL (1849) total of 3,513
ships—26.0-million gross tons, over one-third
the world gross tonnage—to a 31 December
1969 total of 1,937 ships—18.0-million gross
tons, less than one-tenth the world gross ton-
nage. During the same period, the Soviet
merchant fleet grew from 432 ships (1.3-mil-
lon gross tons) to 1,717 ships (10.0-million
gross tons). Just as significantly, the Soviet
building curve is on the way up, while the
U.8. new construction curve is still plum-
meting ever downward.

Item: U.S. Army strength in Europe, after
surging to & peak of 278,000 men in June
1962, has dropped to the current 185,000 level,
lower than at any time since 1952, and 42,-
000 lower than the previous 1852-65 low of
227,000 men in 1960. Soviet/Warsaw Pact
ground forces also have been considerably
reduced and streamlined, but “The mobiliza-
tlon of first line reserves and the move-
ment of other reinforcements” during the
early stages of mobilization, according to
the authoritative London Institute for Stra-
tegic Studies (ISS-In The Military Balance,
1969-1970) would give the Warsaw Pact
countries “a superior reinforcement capac-
ity.” The USSR, of course, long has enjoyed
a huge numerical advantage in tanks—NATO
tanks are generally considered more modern,
however, and NATO has an estimated (by
IS8) 609 advantage over the Warsaw Pact in
anti-tank weapons.

Item: The inventory of U.S. aircraft in
Europe has declined from a high of 1,300 in
1955 (200 bombers, 950 fighters, 150 trans-
port aircraft) to fewer than 550 (500 fighters,
fewer than B0 transports) in 1970. The
worldwide U.S. intercontinental bomber
force, moreover, according to various SecDef
(McNamara and Laird) posture statements,
has drifted steadily downward: from 697 on
1 Oct 67 to 646 on 1 Oct 68 to 581 on 1 Oct 69.
The Soviet Union, meanwhile, according to
Laird, has a fleet of “about 150 Bear and
Bison heavy bombers and about 50 Bison
tankers currently in inventory” as well as
“more than 700 medium bombers and tank-
ers.”

Item: According to Defense R&E Director
John S. Foster, Jr., in testimony recently re-
leased by the House Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee chaired by Representative
George H. Mahon (D-Tex), the Soviet Union
two or three years ago passed the United
States in funding of military-related re-
search and development and is now spend-
ing “about 25%" more than the U.S—"It
may be as little as 159 or as much as 30
or 35%"—on military R&D. “If the Soviets
continue to increase their effort devoted to
military-related research and development
and we continue our present trend,” Dr.
Foster told the subcommittee, “within the
next two years the Soviet Union will assume
technological superiority.”

Grim as the present picture is, the appal-
ling fact is that matters undoubtedly will get
much worse before they can become better.
Maritime Administrator Andrew Gibson, for
example, has stated that from a maritime
viewpoint the United States is “three or four
years away from disaster” (Journal 23 Au-
gust 1969), The U.S. Navy may not lose any
more ships for a while, but even were a
crash building program started immediately
it would take years before the active duty
inventory could be built up in any appre-
ciable sense. The same is true of the Army's
tank and helicopter forces and of Air Force
and: Navy aircraft. The U.S. helicopter in-
dustry has been particularly hard hit by
cutbacks in the' defense budget and unless
remedial action is taken soon will have to
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close down virtually all production Ilines
{see “Helicopter Industry Faces Potentially
Fatal Squeeze”—Journal 13 June).

NOT ALL GLOOM

Not all is unmitigated gloom. As is pointed
out later in this article, the U.S. and its NATO
allles still possess formidable military
strength and are also favored by a number
of intangible advantages. Most importantly,
the U.S. “assured second strike" capability
still is, or should be, a thoroughly credible
nuclear deterrent against a massive large-
scale Soviet preemptive first strike. But on
14 December 1967 the NATO Defense Min-
isters formally adopted the new “flexible re-
sponse” strategy, and NATO defense planning
apparently is now based on the bellef, (ar-
ticulated in NATO Facts and Figures, 1969),
that “a massive surprise attack . . . is not
the most likely way for a war to start.

“In the limited type of operation which
would be a more probable form for the out-
break of hostilities,” the NATO book contin-
ues, “such weapons [ICBMs| would be in-
flexible.”

But if it is accepted that a limited or con-
ventional war is “a more probable form for
the outbreak of hostilities,” it must then be
asked whether the U.S. or the USSR is better
prepared for such a war.

Probably no definitive answer is possible,
but from the evidence available it seems
clear that over the past two decades the rela-
tive military capabilities of the Soviet Union
have increased at a much more rapld rate
than have those of the United States. Here,
fleshing out and expanding upon the infor-
mation earlier presented, are additional data
in various areas which must be considered
in assessing the short- and long-term changes
in the military balance between the two
superpowers.!

Defense Spending: Fortune magazine last
year published a serles of articles on U.S.
defense spending (Journal 16 and 23 Aug.
1969), the thrust of which was that U.S.
defense spending should be reduced., For-
tune estimated that in FY 70 the U.S, would
spend $84-billion on defense, the USSR $60-
billion. Excluding some $27-bililon in Viet-
nam costs, however, the U.S. defense budget
was pegged at only 857-billion, or $3-billion
less than the Soviet defense budget, even by
Fortune figures, which were definitely not
welghted in favor of the U.8., Fortune noted.
but made little of the fact, that U.S. per-
sonnel costs take over one-third of the U.S.
defense budget, but less than one-sixth of
the Soviet budget. Minus personnel costs,
therefore, the non-SEA FY 70 U.S. defense
budget [later cut back several billilon dol-
lars) amounted to less than $38-billion, the
FY T0 Soviet defense budget slightly over
$50-billion. This means that last year, using
conservative estimates, the Soviet Union al-
ready was spending over $12-billion more
per year than the U.S. on military equip-
ment and facilities. Because of additional
Administration and congressional cutbacks
in the U.S. defense budget the FY 71 margin
will be even greater,

1The Information on which this article is
based has been drawn from a varlety of of-
ficial and unofficial sources, as have the
tables which accompany the article. For this
reason, because other data is classified and/
or unavailable, and because of certain in-
conslsteneles in classification from one Serv-
ice to another, there are certain inconsisten-
cles between the article and the accompany-
ing tables, and in one or two cases internal
Inconsistencies in the same table. These are
pointéd out where clarification is necessary
and do not, it 1s believed, detract from the
key point of the article, which is that the
acoumulated ineremental year-to-year mili-
tary gains the USSR has achieved over the
past 20 years have altered the world balance
of power substantially in favor of the SBoviet
Union.
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The relative defense spending levels can
be looked at another way: According to the
State Department’s 1970 Faect Book of the
Countries of the World the 1968 Soviet gross
national product i1s estimated “at the equiv-
alent of approximately U.S. $400-billion.” Ac-
cepting Fortune magazine's $680-billion esti-
mate of Soviet defense spending, this means
that the USSR, which can afford it much
less, is nevertheless spending 16% of its gross
national product on defense. The original FY
T1 “rock bottom™ U.S. defense budget, which
has been already cut in Committee, was at
the time submitted only 7.09% of the U.S.
gross national product. If Vietnam war costs
(classified) are excluded the FY 71 U.S. de-
fense budget would be in the neighborhood
of only about 5% of the U.S. GNP, or about
one-third the funding, on a proportionate
basis, allocated by the Soviet Union to de-
fense spending.

Naval Forces: According to Soviet Sea Pow-
er, a landmark 1969 study by Georgetown
University's Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies, the Soviet surface fleet
“now includes two helicopter carriers, 20 to
24 crulsers, 110 to 120 destroyers and frigates,
92 oceangoing escorts, about 150 missile-
armed patrol boats, plus approximately 400
other fast patrol boats, 270 coastal escorts,
250 or more landing ships and craft, and a
large assortment of mine sweepers, support
and auxiliary vessels.” The Soviet submarine
force, for years the world’s largest, Is esti-
mated (by Jane's Fighting Ships, 1969-70) at
about 385 ships. Sixty-filve are nuclear-
powered, Including a growing number of the
Polaris-type “Y"-class boats now being bullt
at the rate of one per month. Only 1% of
the USSR’s Navy ships are over 20 years old;
an estimated 419 of the U.S. fieet is over 20
years of age—average age Is over 16 years.

The U.S. Navy is considered superior in
ASW and in its worldwide logistics and sup-
port capabilities. The U.S. Navy’s attack car-
rier fleet also gives It a unique capability
which could not be duplicated by the Soviet
Union for another 15 to 20 years, if then.
Then carrier force is aging, however, and
funding for construction of new Nimitz-
class nuclear carriers has  been repeatedly
delayed or cut back both within the Ad-
ministration and on Capitol Hill.

Maritime Forces: The dwindling TUS.
merchant marine is even smaller than It
looks. Maritime Administrator Andrew Gib-
son told The Journal that, of the 1,050 ships
in the National Defense Reserve Fleet, ‘“‘some
700 have been identified already as scrap
candidates and have not been considered
avallable for years” (Journal 23 Aug. 1969).
The burgeoning Soviet fleet, on the other
hand, Is still in the throes of expansion and
is projected (in Soviet Sea Power) to more
than double by 1980, at which time “the
Soviets intend to have 4,300 major vessels,
aggregating 27-million deadweight tons.”

There is another factor: age. As of 31
December 1958, according to MarAd statistics,
average age of U.S. merchant ships was 14.2
years, a shade less than the world average of
14,6 years. The average age of Soviet mer-
chant ships was then 25.0 years, consider-
ably above the world average. Exactly one
decade later, as of 31 December 1968, aver-
age age of U.S. merchant ships was 232. years,
average age of Soviet merchant ships was
10, and the world average was 13.

Of very small solace is the fact that many
U.S. shipyards have been modernized in the
late 1960s and U.S. shipbullders, even during
the traumatic decline of the last decade,
have been foremost in imagination and in-
novation, leading the way in Iintroduction
and utilization of the containership, LASH
(Lighter Aboard Ship), and Ro-Ro (roll-on,
roll-off) shipping concepts. Such imagina-
tiveness has not sparked mueh fire on Capi-
tol Hill, however. For its own good and suffi-
clent reasons Congress repeatedly scuttled
MSTS's 80-ship Fleet Deployment Loglstics
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(FDL) proposal, and now the Navy's sub-
stitute MPS (Multi-Purpose Ship) concept
also is foundering on the legislative rocks
(Journal 18 July).

SHIPBUILDERS TOOLING UP

Meanwhile, U.S. shipbuilders—who for
business reasons opposed the FDL and MPS
programs—have been tooling up in expecta-
tion of the shipbuilding surge promised by
President Nixon in the 1968 campaign. But
there’s a five-year lead time from promise to
performance, apparently—Edward M. Hood,
President of the Shipbuilders Council of
America, recently told Congress (Journal 4
July) that, even if Congress passes enabling
legislation this year, shipbuilding contracts
still probably could not be let until spring
1971 at the earliest, with production picking
up in early 1972 and first ship deliveries in
the “long-sought, long-needed, and long-
awalted rejuvenation of the American mer-
chant marine” not possible until at least 12
months beyond that.

Ground Forces: Here there is reason for
cautious optimism. Tempered by the com-
bat experience of Vietnam, the U.S. Army
and U.S. Marine Corps are, man for man—
an important qualification—equal to and
probably better than the ground forces of
any other country in the world. U.S. troops
in Vietnam are better trained, better
equipped and supplied, possess more accu-
rate and more lethal firepower, and have
better logistics, communications, and mobil-
ity capabilities than any other troops any-
where else in the world—including US.
ground troops in Europe.

And it is in Europe where the crunch will
come, if and when. The buildup, moderniza-
tion, ‘and upgrading of U.S. ground forces
and equipment in the late 1960s for a guer-
rilla war in Southeast Asia resulted in some,
but not overmuch, upgrading of U.S. ground
forces equipment in Europe—but it was ac-
companied by & manpower cut. “Having the
world’s finest football equipment in the
world is nice,"” one Army R&D official told
The Journal, “but it won't help you too
much at a baseball game.”

The fact is that according to statistics
provided by the Office of Army Information,
the 185,000-man U.S. Army in Europe is at
its lowest strength level since 1951. Official
tank figures are classified, but unofficial esti-
mates, and Interpolation from Army TOE
(Tables of Organization and Equipment)
documents put the number of USAREUR
tanks at 300 or less, Soviet/Warsaw Pact tank
strength (see “Order of Battle” table) is esti-
mated at over 40,000. The order of battle
figures include large numbers of tanks as-
signed to units in the USSR's Far Eastern
provinces, and many other still “in opera-
tional storage.” Even so, it is evident that at
the outbreak of any European conflict the
Communists would have overwhelming su-
periority in both troops and armor—and
there comes a time, as one U.S. commander
in Europe recently told The Journal, when
“numbers alone do count.”

NATO is considered to have a big edge in
anti-tank weapons—ISS rates the NATO
margin as “50% superiority.”

The Soviet Union, like the United States,
has reduced its military manpower in recent
years and has concentrated on fielding a
moere mobile and better equipped Red Army.
Particular emphasis has been placed on mo-
bility acording to NATO Facts and Figures
1969, "so that today armoured forces rep-
resent a high proportion of the total strength,
The cross-country and river-crossing capa-
bilities of their units have been improved,
as has their night-fighting capability, and
they have been equipped with heavier mo-
bile weapons.”

Alr Forces: Here, again, the news is both
good and bad. The extensive use of hell-
copters in Vietnam has vastly increased the
U.S. Army's mobility and has glven 1t a
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powerful new dimension of in-theater com-
bat capability. Despite Lockheed's financial
and management problems the company has
developed a truly remarkable aircraft in the
C-5, which when it enters the inventory in
large numbers will give the USAF an airlift
capability previously unattainable. U.S.
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps air-
craft and associated weapons and avionics
al]l have been improved and upgraded because
of Vietnam necessities.

But there are dangerous gaps and short-
ages, and there likely will be delays in de-
velopment of the next generation of U.S.
gircraft. The Administration and Congress,
which seem creditably willing to cooperate
at long last in salvaging the U.S. maritime
industry, are ignoring the perilous economic
plight of the U.S. helicopter industry. The
F-111 and C-6 programs have been cut back,
the HLH (Heavy Lift Helicopter) and LIT
(Light Intra-threater Transport) programs
still are in a legislative limbo, and the In-
ternational Fighter program could be sabo-
taged by political and economic obstacles. A
limited green light has been given on the
USAF's B-1 (formerly) AMSA-Advanced
Manned Strateglc Alreraft) bomber, AWACS
(Airborne Warning and Control System),
and F-15 fighter programs, as well as the
Navy’s F-14 and USMC's V/STOL Harrler
programs, but expected procurement stretch-
outs could mean years of delay before pro-
duction aircraft enter the operational in-
ventory in large numbers.

The Soviets have also cut their overall
alrcraft inventories, but have been not nearly
as lackadaisical as the U.S. in accelerating
the introduction of new aircraft. “Of signifi-
cance,” emphasizes one unclassified U.S.
“threat” document, *is that, in the recent

Moscow Air Show, the Soviets flew in one
day more new tactical aircraft designs than
the U.S. had flown in 10 years.”

Also of particular significance is the fact
that, while U.S. air forces have been heavily

committed to SEA, the Soviet Union has
appreclably improved Its relative airpower
position in Europe. U.8. officlals told the
Journal that in 1960 U.8./NATO forces had
avallable “about 5,000" and Soviet/Warsaw
Pact forces “about 4,300" aircraft of all types
for immediate use in event of a conflict In
Europe. The bpresent figures are “about
2,100" U.8./NATO sircraft, and “about 4,400"
Soviet/Warsaw Pact alrcraft. The U.S./
NATO figures, moreover, include six U.S.
dual-based squadrons—in CONUS but “com-
mitted to NATO.” (An important factor in
the precipitous drop in the U.S./NATO air-
craft inventory was the 7 March 1966 de-
cision by French President Charles de Gaulle
“to cease participation in NATO integrated
military commands”—a fact which explains
but in no way ameliorates the situation.)

Other Factors: The U.B. has renounced
first use of chemieal and biological war-
fare, is halting CBW research, and is destroy-
ing much of its CBW inventory. Similar hu-
manitarian restraint has not been evidenced
by the Soviets, who, according to testimony
given earller this year by former JCS Chair-
man General Earle G. Wheeler, USA, before
the House Defense Appropriations Subcom-
mittee, “are probably the ones who are lead-
ing the field.”

The Soviets have an HLH; the U.S. does
not. The Soviets have a FOBS (Fractiona’
Orbit Bombardment System; the U.S. does
not. The Soviets have an operational ABM
system (“some 64 ABM-1/Galosh antibal-
listic missile launchers around Moscow,” ac-
cording to U.8. “threat” documents); the
U.S. does not. And, very importantly, the
Boviets now are devoting considerably more
of their scarce resources to defense-related
R&D than is the United States.

Finally, an extremely relevant political
factor: the Soviet Union has improved its
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relative military strength capabilities across-
the-board worldwide, but it has impreved
its relative military strength in Europe even
more. U.B./NATO forces in Europe likely
could still withstand even a massive conven-
tional war surprise attack from the East,
but perhaps only by resorting to early use
of tactical nuclear weapons. No one could
predict what would happen after that. This,
more than one U.S, official told the Journal
in recent interviews, is the most dangerous
element in the changed military balance in
Europe.

It- may be, as many believe, that the omi-
nous presence of the U.S. nuclear deterrent
is sufficlent to prevent conventional as well
as nuclear war. It may also be, as some
assert, that the USSR's intentions are emi-
nently peaceful and that, still scarred by
the memories of WWII, it realizes it would
have far more to lose than to gain from
another European conflict. Hopefully, such
assertions are correct, but they fail to ex-
plain fully and adequately why the Soviet
Union has devoted such a frighteningly large
percentage of its GNP to defense purposes,
why it has over the past decade embarked
on such a large-scale across-the-board up-
grading of its military forces, and why it
maintains in Eastern Europe manpower and
equipment far, far in excess of what it needs
for purely defense purposes.

CAVEATS AND CODICILS

It would be easy, using selected bits and
pleces of information currently avallable,
to paint an even blacker picture of the cur-
rent and projected U.S. military posture.
But the picture would be distorted beyond
all credibility, for the fact is that, in most
respects, the U.S. is still the world’s num-
ber one military power. What is important,
and what is pointed out here, however, Is
that in relative terms U.S. military strength
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union has been steadily
declining for the past two decades while the
strength of the Soviet Union—again in rela-
tive terms—has been rapidly expanding.

Ideally, any comparison of U.S. and USSR
military strengths would be projected, item
by item, year by year, weapons category by
weapons category, on a multi-year “trend”
chart replete with qualifications, caveats,
and codicils.

Such information, unfortunately, is not
available on an unclassified basis, Even if it
were, it would be misleading. Comparisons
can, will, and have to be made, of course,
but still there can be no 100% valld com-
parison, for example, between the F—4 and
the MiG-21, between the Soviet helicopter
ship Moskva and the U.S. attack carrier
Saratoga, between the U.S. Marine Corps and
the embryonic Soviet “Naval Infantry.”

There are, in addition, numerous qualita-
tive factors which also must be taken into
consideration in any assessment of the rela-
tive U.S./USSR military capabilities. In a
European battle scenario, for example, the
Soviet Union, operating from a contiguous
land mass, would have considerable geo-
graphic advantages over the Unlted States,
which would have the added burden of main-
taining, with limited means, over-extended
transoceanic logistics lines in the face of a
Soviet submarine fleet far more formidable
than the best the Nazis had at the height of
WWII. It is more likely than not, moreover,
that the USSR would have the advantage of
tactical surprise at the outbreak of any con-
fllet.

Offsetting these factors are a number of
others which favor the U.S. whose NATO
allies, for one thing, presumably would be
much more reliable comrades in arms than
would be the USSR's Eastern European satel-
lites.

Among other things, the Western powers
also have:

A much stronger and more diversified in-
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dustrial and economic base from which to
operate.

Greater reinforcement capability based on
worldwide numerical superiority in ships, air-
craft, and ground strength—worldwide
ground strength of the NATO countries is
estimated by ISS at 3.5-milllon men (not
including France), and Warsaw Pact strength
at 2.8-million men, (Most U.S. troops are in
SEA or in the CONUS base, however.)

Unity of effort—For several years the U.S.
has been distracted by the Vietnam War,
but withdrawal from SEA has begun, is
proceeding on schedule, and likely will not
be stopped, after which this country can
once again concentrate much more seriously
on the European scene. The Soviet Union, on
the other hand, in the opinion of many ex-
perts, will be preoccupled for years to come
with the continuing problem of Communist
China and for that reason will have to keep
large numbers of ifs troops in the Far Eastern
provinces.

Technological superiority—NATO forces
are considered, again by ISS, to have more
capable and more versatile aircraft, more ac-
curate weapons, more lethal ammunition, and
“the logistic capability to sustain higher rates
of fire.” In a non-nuclear war situation, ac-
cording to 1968 posture testimony by former
SecDef Robert 8. McNamara, NATO (“es-
pecially U.8.") alrcraft are considered su-
perior to Soviet/Warsaw, Pact aircraft “by
almost every measure—range, payload, ord-
nance effectiveness, loiter time, crew train-
ing" (see “Belected Characteristics” table).

Add to these factors a few additional in-
tangibles, such as the combat seasoning of
U.S. forces, the necessity for the Soviet
Union to defend the world’s longest geo-
graphic perimeter, the fact that the Soviet
Navy, particularly its Baltic and Black Seas
fleets, does not have full open access to the
sea, and a much more balanced picture begins
to take shape.

This sald, however, the following pertinent
facts and implications still remain crystal
clear for U.S. declsionmakers—and would-
be budgetcutters—to ponder:

(1) In absolute numbers the Soviet Union
has improved its relative position In virtually
every quantifiable area. Numerical progress
has been accompanied by considerable force
modernization and by the Introduction of
new weapons systems on a large scale.

(2) U.S. general purpose forces would be
even more heavily outnumbered were it not
for the temporary bulldup necessitated by the
war in Vietnam. As long as the SEA conflict
continues, however, the war add-on will
not be available for use in other theaters.
But new U.S. force reductions already have
started under the Vietnamization program,
and when the U.S. redeployment from SEA
is at or near completion a scaleback to an
even Iower level of 2.5-milllon men—or few-
er—Iis generally expected.

(3) Congressionally-mandated cutbacks in
U.S. weapons procurement over the past sev-
eral years, however well-motivated, already
have had an adverse effect on the US. de-
fense posture. More such budget cuts are
expected, although much of the more stri-
dent anti-military emotionalism so evident
a year ago on Capitol Hill now seems to have
dissipated.

(4) If current trends continue, the USSR
in the next several years will almost certainly
achieve technological superiority over the
U.S, in every militarily meaningful field.

IS SUFFICIENCY ENOUGH?

If and when this most unwelcome event
occurs the Soviet Union can be expected to
take full political and psychological advan-
tage of it. U.S. “sufficiency’ might then still
be sufficient to deter all-out nuclear war. But
would it be sufficlent to prevent further
Communist adventurism in the Middle East.
in Africa, in South America? Would it be
sufficlent to convince the nations of Western
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Europe to stand fast no matter what form of
politico/military blackmail is used against
them?

There are now two equal, or almost equal,
world superpowers. If the Soviet Union be-
came "first among equals” would the
changed equation have any effect on the
thinking—and on the actions—of the men in
the Kremlin or in the White House?

Such rhetorical gquestions are unanswer-
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able, of course—which is not the same as
saylng they should not be asked. For the
truth is that, in the opinion of several re-
sponsible U.S. defense leaders interviewed
by The Journal, there comes a time when
“numbers alone” do count, when there is no
more fat which can be cut from the Defense
budget, when U.S. Administration and con-
gressional leaders must stand up to be
counted for or against national security.

HISTORICAL DATA—ACTIVE FLEET FORCE LEVELS

54 56

Attack carriers (including former CV/CVB and
CVL).

Destroyers 3
Ocean escorts. .
Amphibious ships__
Submarines_ . __.
Battleships__ ..
Command ships_ .
Patrol ships____

11
18

309
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Whether that time is now—or is already
past—no one knows. But there are many
knowledgeable insiders who would agree with
the Navy's VAdm Hyman G. Rickover, who
sald in recently released testimony before
the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, that
“the Soviets are capable of starting tomor-
row the biggest war there has ever been and
I am frankly not confident the outcome of
such a war would be in our favor.”

Source: U.S. Navy Office 01' Informatmn
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WORLD, UNITED STATES, AND U.S.5.R. MERCHANT FLEETS—AVERAGE AGE, SPEED, AND DRAFT

1958

1960

United
World  States

United
World States U.S.S.R.

Total:
Number of ships. __ .
Percent of total world
fleet. . . ... =
Average age. .
Average speed_ I
Average draft.__.____.___

Combination passenger-

cargo:

Number of ships

Percent of total combi
nation......

Average age__

Average speed........

Average draft

Freighters:
Number of ships_____ ..
Percent of total
freighters__
Average age
Average speed._
Average draft____

Bulk carriers:
Number of ships___.
Percent of bulk carrier_
Average age. ..
Average speed. .
Average draft.

Tankers: 1
Number of ships
Percent of total tankers__
Average age
Average speed.
Averagedraft___________

.- 16,966 3,061

28.5

17,317

Uni
Waorld Stales US.S.R.

d
World States

1966

United
States U.SS.R.

ited
World World  States

2,926 17,861 2,733 1, 002

ﬁS

18,115
100. 0
13.9

2,529

13.3
25.5

1,124

18,423 2,278 19,361 2,071

Source: Statistics Division, Subsidy Administration Office, U.S. Maritime Administration.

UNITED STATES AND U.S:S.R. MERCHANT FLEETS, 1939-1969

1939 1949

19581 1969

Type of Vessel

United States

United States US.S.R.

Total ships

Combination passenger and cargo__
Combination P/C refrigerated
Freigh

Freighters refrigerated_ .

Bulk carriers........

Tankers (incl. whaling tankers)._

United States

USS.R. United States

3,513 432
75 5

7
2,822
47

73
489

3,061 1,937
182

279 72
2, 5 1,359
39
48
305

I Data not available for 1959.

Source: Statistics Division, Subsidy Administration Office, U.S.

Maritime Administration.
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THE ORDER OF BATTLE—WARSAW PACT GROUND AND AIR FORCES

1950 1855 1965 1870

1970

1965

1950 1955

U.S.S.R1
Numlbefr of divisions.. ... _.......

175-200 148
50 40—50;
90(80-85

d 2 DD}E!

2,000 {{gnp)

37, 650 32,150

9,700 9,700
6, 200 6,100
1,900 1,800
1,600 1,800

11 12

200
170

Ground Forces strength (in thousands) _

Number of tanks. -
Number of aircraft..
Fighters. ...
Bombers...
Traﬂsports___

ulga
Number of divisions

e

Airb.
Ground Forces strength (in
thousands)_ . .. ... - -.-.

Number of tanks____.

Number of aircraft =
Fighters___ 5 250
Bombers_ - s
Transporis. 2 2 20
Czechoslovakia:
Number of divisions. ... ... ...

125 125 (130)

2,000 { (2,700
{ 53.200}

Aihassiol.

Ground Forces strength (m
thousands). .

Number of tanks... ...

East Germany:
Numlhsfl of divislons. ... oo
(/] e

R e S
Ground Forces strength (in
housends). . s e e,

Groand Farces strength Cin thou-

sandey: i R 165-180

Hungary—Continued
Number of tanks. 750¢700)
170
150
Transports. ... ....... 20
Poland:
Num1belt of divisions..
n P

Ground Fnrces s!rens?h On =
thousands). . E

Number of tanks.

Number of aircraft____
Fighters.
Bombers.
Transpurts___._

Rumania:

Number ofdivishens. .. o oseiiiiie. 11(12)

10(11)

Ground —_Fcir_da_s

strength @i
thousands) __ 2 g

175
Number of tanks

Number of aircraft
Fighters_. ..
Bombers. __

Albania: 4
Number of divisions..._..

b
Ground forces siransln
thousands). ...
Number of tanks. -
Number of aircraft.
Fighlars--

Total—'ﬂ'arsaw Pact countries:
Number of divisions__ ... ... ..

irb )
Ground Forces sltength (m

thousands) B 2,925
40, 000
17, 300
12, 400
3,900
1,000

Number of tanks

Number of aircraft
Fighters. ... >
Bombers;.. .us. i sdal s
TRARSpOnE. = - A

46, 650
12,400
8, 575
2,020
1. 805

35, 000
15, 325
10, 125
3,120

. 890
1,930 2,080

1 Soviet terminology for infantry-type divisions is Motorized Rifle. All motorized rifle dmswns
are shown under the mechanized division title.

2 Airborne units are brigades and not divisions.

# Includes one amphibious assault division.

4 No longer a member of the Warsaw Pact.

% Largest military ground unit is the brigade.

Source; Various i source d Is on Warsaw Pact Forces. Weapons count includes
tanks and aircraft in operational storage as well as those assigned .o operational units. Specific
breakdown in each category is classified. NA indicates figures not available. Numbers in paren-
theses show second estimates often cited.

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF AIR FORCES
[in percent]

Primary mission capability Warsaw Pact

M
8
20
2
36
100

Interceptors (high speed/low gay!oad) __________________ -
Mumﬁurpuse (high speed/high payload).... =
Attack (low speed/high payload).

Reconnaissance. ...
Low performance (low speed/iow payload) . ..

i1 T R

NATO

Warsaw Pact

35
20-40
55

Primary mission capability

100
100
100

Payload index_____.___
Index of typical loiter time.
Index of crew training.

Source: Testimony of former Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, Feb 16, 1968, before the Housa Defense Appropriations Subcommittee.
U.S. AIRCRAFT IN EUROPE

Bombers Fighters Transports Total

Bombers Fighters Transports

Note.—Figures are rounded off to the nearest 50 and include U.S. aln:raft sta'.'soned in North
Africa as well as in Europe. Totals were puted by plying

sach category by averatgausnuldmn strengths—15 tor bombers, 20 for fighters, 16 for cargo—and
late
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ARBITRARY ASSIGNMENTS TO
SCHOOLS

Mr. ALLEN, Mr. President, I received
a letter from a 12-year-old young lady
in the sixth grade. She lives in Birming-
ham, Ala., and has been assigned to a
public school under arbitrary and what
I believe to be unlawful school plans im-
posed on the city of Birmingham and
Jefferson County, Ala., school systems
and other systems throughout the State
of Alabama.

Mr. President, let me qguot2 a single
statement from the second paragraph of
this letter:

I go to school and I don't have a teacher,

Mr. President, I defy any human being
who retains a spark of human compas-
sion to read this letter and not take
offense at the cruel and arbitrary imposi-
tions of school plans which subordinate
the welfare of schoolchildren and their
parents to arbitrary racial ratios.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

BIRMINGHAM, ALA.,
September 1, 1970.

Dear Mr. Anren: I am 12 years old but I
am still interested in the school situation,

I go to Going school and I don’t have a
teacher. I don't have 3 teachers in fact. That
is mighty poor organizing, I'm not the only
one though. The 6th grade are missing 3 or 4
and it is so crowded in the (sorry) first &
second grades they have to have split ses-
slons.

Now down the road about a mile is another
school, not even full! Poor zoning, It’s just
not fair. I realize we're not only state in
this condition.

It is denitely taking away the freedom that
was once fought for. Next they'll be telling
us where to live.

It’s hard on the teachers too. (And isn’t
fair). For example you take an experienced
lady (teacher) who has been teaching a long
time at a certain place and has moved to that
community to teach there. Well courts come
along and say I don’t care if you've taught
over here for 15 years we want you over here.

And say a Negro teacher has taught over
in her neighborhood and now she has to go
across town to teach. By the time she
reaches her school a little resentment is
built up.

Think about the principals too. For the
last few years he or she has tried to build
up a good faculty and now integration has
taken their good, experienced teachers and
put colored, fresh out of college, in thelr
place.

I use to think it might be fun to be a
teacher but now the job is too insecure.

I can't learn and teachers can’t teach with
such confusion.

Our freedom is being taken away.

You just ask a Negro student where he’d
rather be. I'll more than likely say he'd
rather be back at his or her school.

Where's our freedom? It's sounds like com-
munism Leaders telling people where they'll
teach and where we go to school.

I repeat, Where is our freedom?

Sincerely,
Nawncy WeicHT.

P.5.—I may seem unimportant but I don't
like to be taken away from my school.

MORTGAGE FUNDS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
recent enactment of the Emergency
Home Finance Act should provide a tre-
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mendous boost to this country’s housing
market, but I fear that its true potential
is not yet sufficiently known or under-
stood. It cannot meet all of its expecta-
tions unless the public knows just what
it is intended to do—how it will help
those persons, predominantly middle in-
come, who have wanted to buy homes but
have been unable to get financing in to-
day's tight money market—and how it
will help those lenders who normally
finance conventional mortgages.

Mortgage funds have been so scarce
that lenders have been hard put to meet
their obligations and so expensive that
middle-income families, to all intents
and purposes, have been priced out of
the market. There are Federal programs
to assist low-income families; the high-
income groups have been able to finance
their homes themselves. It is construc-
tion of housing for the vast middle sector
of the population which has declined
seriously—18 percent last year—while
low-income housing construction in-
creased 25 percent and homebuilding
for the affluent rose by 23 percent.

The new act, designed fo generate $3
to $4 billion a year in new funds for the
housing market, should result in a dra-
matic inerease in construction starts for
middle-income housing. I think this act,
when fully implemented, could poten-
tially stimulate new mortgage credit
amounting to $20 billion.

Before going into further details of
the act, and its affect on the depressed
housing industry, I want to acknowledge
the assistance given to the establishment
of this program by those within and out-
side of the Government. I make special
reference to the staffs of the Banking
and Currency Committees of the Sen-
ate and the IHouse, to officials of the
Federal National Mortgage Association
and the Federal Home Loan Bank Board,
and to John E. Horne, immediate past
chairman of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board and now chairman of the
board of Investors Mortgage Insurance
Co., Boston. John strongly urged this
program, and he gave evidence of his
Government training when he appropri-
ately advocated that the Government
agencies responsible for administering
this act be given the authority to set
rules and regulations within broad
guidelines established by Congress.

Since copies of the law, with explana-
tory information, are available to in-
terested persons, I will not go into the
details of the legislation. I shall discuss
what I believe can be a most significant
breakthrough for a huge increase in
funds for housing. And I shall make brief
mention of several provisions which can
substantially aid the distressed housing
economy.

A brandnew tool, one which in the
long run could exceed in importance any
other provision of the Emergency Home
Finance Act of 1970, is the authority to
provide a secondary market for conven-
tional' mortgages. This authority is
granted to both the newly created Fed-
eral Home Loan Mortgage Corporation,
under the aegis of the Federal Home
Loan Bank Board, and the Federal Na-
tional Mortgage Association.

Conventional loans now constitute
more than 80 percent of all home mort-
gages, and the secondary market will

September 11, 1970

assist immensely in creating new and
large sources of funds to help finance
long overdue and urgently needed hous-
ing construction.

In the past, Government secondary
market efiorts have been concentrated
on mortgage loans insured by the Fed-
eral Housing Administration or guaran-
teed by the Veterans’ Administration.
Now, for the first time, there is a ve-
hicle which can provide a stable and
viable secondary market for conventional
mortgages.

While there is a 10-percent limit on
the amount of conventional mortgages
more than 1 year old which may be pur-
chased by FHLMC or FNMA, the po-
tential for increased housing funds is
tremendous. One- to four-family home
structures under conventional mortgages
make up the great bulk of mortgage debt
outstanding. With this in mind, it re-
quires no great imagination to recognize
that if lenders can sell new mortgages
each year and finance new homes, a
great and constant source of home fi-
nancing funds will have been established
and the peaks and valleys that formerly
plagued home financers will be avoided
or considerably alleviated.

In addition to providing more money
for housing, the secondary market for
conventional loans should make possible
more profitable operations for the loan
originator, the homebuilder, the mort-
gage banker, the product manufacturer
and, indeed, evey other segment of the
homebuilding industry. It also should
go far toward alleviating the recurring
shortage of housing funds which we
witnessed in 1966 and 1969.

The contribution made in both of
those years by FNMA's secondary mar-
ket operations in only FHA- and VA-
backed mortgages indicates the sig-
nificance of this: There is a far greater
opportunity in the conventional market
area because, as I have pointed out,
conventional loans far exceed in dollar
amounts the combined totals of FHA-
and VA-backed mortgages—in fact, they
now constitute 80 percent of all home
loans.

We know from experience that more
and more families are unable to buy
housing because they cannot afford a
large down payment for the home of
their choice. In the past, Congress has
recognized this, in part measure at least,
by liberalizing the FHA and VA pro-
grams and giving the FNMA authority
to conduct a secondary market for Gov-
ernment-backed, high-ratio loans.

The 1970 act extends this program by
permitting the lenders to originate and
sell in the secondary market conven-
tional loans up to 90 percent of ap-
praised value if one of three provisions
is met, the simplest being private mort-
gage insurance on the amount exceeding
75 percent. This is somewhat similar to
FHA insurance. Private mortgage insur-
ance gives the original lender, as well as
the eventual purchaser in the secondary
market, protection for the top 15 per-
cent of the loan in the event that the
home buyer defaults.

Mortgage lenders, of course, have been
permitted to issue 90 percent conven-
tional loans in the past but, with the
shortage of funds, they frequently have
been reluctant to do so. The fact that
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they now can sell them in the secondary
market should make the high-ratio loans
more attractive to them.

This 10 percent down payment pro-
vision comes at a time when the young
adults of America are clamoring for
housing—the demand for satisfactory
shelter is at its highest level since the
end of World War II and the home mort-
gage interest rate at its highest since
the Civil War. But housing starts last
year were only 1.4 million—500,000 be-
low the estimated need—and they have
fallen even lower in 1970, putting hous-
ing production in this country below
that of the leaders in the advanced
nations.

The new act has other features which
should improve the situation, including
two subsidy programs which can be of
immense assistance, One authorizes Fed-
eral grants up to $250 million to the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board to en-
able it to reduce the interest it charges
its members, a move that in turn will
benefit the home buyer. The other au-
thorizes the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development to make available to
FNMA and the new FHLMC up to $105
million a year for subsidy payments on
certain mortgages whose interest rates
exceed 7 percent. However, both of these
programs have to be funded.

Another provision makes available for
immediate use, at the discretion of the
President, an additional $2.7 billion for
the GNMA,

The act provides several forms of help
to savings and loan associations, thus
moving them closer to becoming full
family-service institutions. The major
aid is authorization to serve as trustees
of Keogh funds. This should result in
deposits of additional millions of dollars
to be used for home financing.

The act also grants commercial banks
authority to make 90 percent, 30-year
housing loans. This should enhanece the
interest that many banks are beginning
to manifest in home mortgages.

So you see, Mr. President, that we have
taken a potentially valuable forward
stride in this legislation, particularly by
creating a secondary market for conven-
tional loans. It may be necessary later to
modify or strengthen what we have done
but, at least, we have taken the first and
most important step.

In brief, and as I have already indi-
cated, the Emergency Home Finance Act
of 1970 promises increased opportunities
for all—home buyers, mortgage lenders,
builders, and indeed the entire home-
building industry.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF
THE PRESIDENT AND THE VICE
PRESIDENT
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. In accordance with the previous

order, the Chair lays before the Senate
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the unfinished business, which will be
stated by title.

The title of the bill was read, as fol-
lows:

A joilnt resolution (8.J. Res. 1) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the election of the
President and the Vice President.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold his request until I am
recognized? I shall be glad to yield for
the purpose he suggests.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator will have no problem.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment. The Chair recognizes
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
strongly oppose the passage of Senate
Joint Resolution 1. The purpose of my
appearance this morning is to state the
reason for my opposition.

I feel very strongly that reform of the
present system is greatly needed and I
endorse the sentiments expressed by
President Johnson in his special message
to Congress on January 20, 1966, that
there is a great need to reform the elec-
toral college system, although, in my
humble judgment, President Johnson's
recommendations did not go nearly far
enough. To a degree, I also endorse the
proposal of President Nixon as presented
in his message to Congress on February
20, 1969, in that he made it clear that he
believes that both the proportional and
district election systems are preferable
to the popular election plan.

A change in the constitutional method
of selecting a President and a Vice Presi-
dent is long overdue. In an era of tension
and the possibility of nuclear warfare we
cannot for a moment again consider the
possibility of a deadlock among the can-
didates for President and Vice President
such as could have resulted in the past
election, leaving a vacuum in national
leadership and the possibility of not hav-
ing a President or a Vice President for an
indefinite period. We cannot for a mo-
ment permit such g situation to occur in
the election to the most important lead-
ership posts in the world.

I strongly feel the electoral vote of a
State should not be arbitrarily counted
as a whole in favor of the candidate for
President or Vice President who receives,
in that State, the highest number of in-
dividual votes. This method of selection,
the winner-take-all system, successfully
disenfranchises ‘millions of U.S. citizens
and denies them the right to have their

votes weighed and counted in the choice
of President and Vice President.

The present system of electing the
President and Vice President is governed
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by article II, section I, and the 12th
amendment to the Constitution and is
still unchanged by the addition of the
23d amendment adding the District of
Columbia electors. These sections provide
that the President and Vice President
shall be chosen by electors appointed by
each State in a manner directed by its
legislature, each State having the same
number of electors as the total number of
its Members of Congress in both Houses.

In the case of the District of Co-
lumbia, its electors would be equal to the
number of those who represent the small-
est State in the Union.

As to the States, this system was agreed
upon by the writers of our Constitution
for two basic reasons: first, the electors
should actually choose the President and
Vice President because of their greater
knowledge of public affairs than the pop-
ulace as a whole had at that time; and
second, in order to protect the smaller
States, each State should have two elec-
tors representing its Senators, based on
its status as a State, in addition to the
number of electors, representing its
Members in the House of Representa-
tives, based on its population.

In this day of much better communica-
tions and much greater understanding
of public affairs by the average citizen
there is no further reason or justification
for continuing the presidential electors
as such or the electoral college as such.
Under present conditions it is much
sounder to let the voters themselves ex-
press their preference for President and
Vice President in a binding way rather
than to delegate their power of election
to other individuals.

However, it is interesting to note that
the same reasons that existed at the time
of the adoption of the Constitution in
1788 and at the time of the adoption of
the 12th amendment in 1804 for the fix-
ing of the number of electors of each
State on the basis which included all
of their representation in the U.S. Con-
gress, that is, both Senators and Repre-
sentatives, still exist in even greater de-
gree and operate as strong arguments
against the abandonment of the consti-
tutional method of fixing the weight of
each State in presidential elections.
These reasons were and are:

First, the vast difference in population
of the several States; and

Second, the zealous retention in the
States of many elements of sovereignty.

The census of 1790 which occurred
shortly after the adoption of the Consti-
tution and the beginning of our Federal
Government in 1789, showed the popula-
tion of Delaware at 59,096 and of Rhode
Island at 68,825. These were the two
smallest of the original States. The same
census of 1790 showed the population of
the two largest States as follows: Vir-
ginia, 880,200; and Pennsylvania, 602,-
365. Assuming that these statistics re-
flect accurately the relative population
of the States at the time of the adoption
of the Constitution, it thus appears that
Virginia then had more than 14 times
the population of Delaware and approxi-
mately 13 times the population of Rhode
Island. Pennsylvania had more than 10
times the population of Delaware. Prac-
tically the same disparity of population
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is reflected by the census of 1800, taken
shortly prior to the adoption of the 12th
amendment in 1804, which did not dis-
turb the setup of the electoral college.
By the 1960 U.S. census, the popula-

tion of the then largest State, New York,

was 16,782,304, and the population of the
second largest State, California, was 15,-
T717,204. These largest States compared
with the smallest States in 1960 are as
follows: Alaska had 226,167, Nevada
had 285,278. Thus, New York had more
than 70 times the population of Alaska.
It is clear that the disparity in popula-
tion between the largest and the smallest
State in 1960 was much greater than
was the disparity between the largest
and smallest State at the time of the
adoption of the Constitution and also at
the time of the adoption of the 12th
amendment in 1804. As to the 1970 cen-
sus on which we have only preliminary
figures the disparity in population be-
tween the largest State, California, and
the smallest State, Alaska, is even greater
than it was in 1960.

Furthermore, I cannot believe that
the Congress or the American people
are any less conscious at this time than
were the Founding Fathers of the neces-
sity for preserving the full weight of the
States as separate, sovereign units of
government which have retained and
preserved for themselves many elements
of their sovereignty and which are en-
titled now, as they were in the early
days of the Republic, to the retention of
their two votes in the U.S. Senate and
the counting of their two Senators with
their Representatives to make up the
total number of their electors to whom
they are entitled in the selection of the
President and Vice President. To put
the presidential election solely on the
basis of population or of votes cast in
all 50 States and the District of Colum-
bia would be to downgrade very greatly
all of the smaller States in the Union, in-
cluding each of the 35 States whose
population is less than the average popu-
lation of all 50 States, or about 3.9 mil-
lion persons in 1970.

As just one instance of the terrific im-
pact of popular election of the President
and Vice President, and assuming that
in all States the votes cast would be ap-
proximately in proportion to total popu-
lation, based on preliminary 1970 census
figures, I call attention to the fact that
the District of Columbia—764,000—
would by this method be given more
weight in a presidential election than
Alaska — 294,607 — and Delaware—542,-
979—combined, or greater weight than
Wyoming — 328,591 — and Vermont—
437,744—combined. The District of Co-
lumbia—764,000—would be given greater
weight than any of the following 11
States: Alaska, 294,607; Delaware, 542,-
979; Hawali, T48,578; Idaho, 698,215;
Montana, 682,133; Nevada, 481,893; New
Hampshire, 722,753; North Dakota, 610,-
648; South Dakota, 661,406; Vermont,
437,744; and Wyoming, 328,591.

I was glad to support the 23d amend-
ment by which the District of Columbia
was given the same weight as our small-
est State in the electoral college for the
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election of the President and Vice Presi-
dent, but I am not prepared to approve
this additional adventure by which the
Distriet of Columbia—which does not
have any of the duties or responsibilities
of sovereign statehood—would be given
greater weight than any of the 11 States
which I have listed and much greater
power in the election of Presidents than
is conferred on it now by the 23d amend-
ment.

It is a bit amusing to contrast the pro-
posal which we are considering today as
it aflects the District of Columbia with
the action taken by the Senate Wednes-
day of this very week, 2 days ago, by
whick the Congress completed action on
a bill giving a nonvoting delegate in the
House of Representatives to the District
of Columbia, thus clearly showing by
such action that the Congress recognized
what is a fact—that the District of Co-
lumbia is not a State and does not have
State sovereignty under which it is re-
sponsible for so many laws affecting the
daily lives of its citizens and the millions
of transients who come here each year.
And yet, today, by this constitutional
amendment it is proposed that we con-
sider the District of Columbia on ex-
actly the same basis as each of the 50
States, greatly enlarging its power in the
election of presidents and vice presidents
at the same time we are downgrading
the power of more than half of the
States.

Sometimes in this day of constant
pushing for increased centralized, Fed-
eral power, we are prone to forget that
the States are still sovereign in so many
fields and that by their laws they handle
so many of the matters which are com-
pletely vital to all of their citizens. While
the States have lost some of their juris-
diction due to Federal encroachment, the
States still retain and administer most
of thie matters which vitally affect the
lives of their average citizens such as
the following:

Taxing real and personal property;
cperating the public schools; keeping
vital statistics, such as registration of
births and deaths; appointment of
guarcians for minors and incompetents
and handling their estates; ownership
and conveyancing of property; provid-
ing for the distribution of the estates of
deceased persons; providing for the li-
censing of teachers, doctors, dentists, en-
gineers, lawyers, and other vital pro-
fessional and business persons and in-
stitutions; creating and regulating cor-
porations and trusts; providing for the
marriage and divorce of their citizens;
handling most civil actions and most
criminal prosecutions; enforcing law and
order; taking life as a penalty for cer-
tain heinous crimes; providing, through
police, firemen, inspectors and sanitary
workers, for their security and that of
homes and business; providing for the
poor house and for hospitals for the in-
sane, the feebleminded and the ill; con-
trolling the highways; regulating the
rates of water, power, gas and local
tronsportation and controlling fresh
water supplies.

In short, and this is not a full list of
the State powers still retained, the States

September 11, 1970

handle most of the important aspects of
life for both their citizens and transients.
None of these activities are controlled for
itself by the District of Columbia—all by
the National Congress. Yet, it is proposed
both to give the same weight to the Dis-
trict of Columbia which is given to States
according to population and it is also
proposed to take away from the small
States the equal weight which they were
given by the Founding Fathers, and have
always had, to represent their State and
local interests, not just in the Senate of
the United States, but also in the election
of the President and Vice President.

I do not believe that many of the ad-
vocates of the direct election of the Presi-
dent and Vice President have carefully
thought the matter through. I do not be-
lieve they want to downgrade the States
as would be done by the adoption of the
proposed direct election amendment.
Particularly in the Senate, I canrot be-
lieve that the advocates of the direct
election of the President and Vice Presi-
dent realize that the proposed action is
a direct encouragement to later action
toward depriving the States of their
equal representation in the Senate. And
I realize that that would be very, very
difficult under the Constitution. We have
already seen, however, that the Supreme
Court is willing to override ancient, con-
stitutional safeguards when they con-
flict with its philosophy as to what they
feel should be the law in this 20th-cen-
tury Republic. I am not willing to take
this far-reaching step which so com-
pletely changes the underlying philos-
ophy of our Republic of dual sovereignty
as stated by the Founding Fathers and
as practiced with relative success and
public approval through 180 years of
practical government of our ever-grow-
ing and ever more powerful Nation. I am
unwilling to take this step which, in the
selection of our highest executive offi-
cials, would radically change our Gov-
ernment from a representative republic
to an all-out democracy.

Mr. President, it is interesting to note,
as shown on the attached table, the great
shift in weight of the several States if
the election of the President and Vice
President were by popular vote. The large
States would be given increased weight
and power at the expense of the smaller
States as follows:

Under the popular election plan, based
on 1970 preliminary census figures, and
assuming that votes cast would be in
proportion to population, 29 States and
the District of Columbia would have
a smaller voice in the election of the
President and Vice President than they
have under the electoral college sys-
tem, six States would retain equal voice,
and 15 States would gain a stronger
voice.

Under the proposed popular election
system, nine States, having 52.1 percent

of the population, could control the elec-
tion.

Under the present electoral system,
11 States, having 50.6 percent of the
total electoral vote, could econtrol the
election.

As may be readily seen from the table,
the loss in State weight, under the popu-
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lar election system as opposed to the
electoral system, is 83 percent in the
case of Alaska; seven other States would
lose 50 percent or more of their weight;
eight other States would lose over 25 per-
cent of their weight; and 13 other States
would lose from 5.3 percent of their

Percent of pop-
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weight to 25 percent of their weight. I
submit, Mr. President, that those Sen-
ators from those 29 States who support
the popular election plan must have
given little thought to the loss of weight
of their respective States under the
pending proposal. At this point, I ask
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unanimous consent that the tabulation
referred to be printed in the REcorb.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lowng). Is there objection?
There being no objection, the tabu-
lation was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Percent of pop-

ular vote
versus elec-
toral vote

ular vote
versus elec-
toral vote

Percent of
State weight

Percent
Elec- of elec-
toral toral
vote vote

Percent of
State weight

Loss Gain

Percent
Elec- of elec-
toral toral —

Percent
Population of pop-
1970 ulation

Percent
Population of pop-

State Gain Loss State Gain Loss  Gain

1970  ulation vote vote

19, 636, 840
17,979,712
11,663, 301
10,989,123
Illinois.. . . 10,973, 986
Ohio
ali:ni n.
ew Jer
FJoriﬁa.?{
Massachusetts . .
Indiana. .. ......
North Carolina. ..
Missouri....
Virginia__
Georgia____
Wisconsin
Maryland... ...
Tennessee..
Minnesota. .
Louisiana...

Washington._.._.
Kentucky. ...
Connecticut.. . .
lows.. oo
South Carolina. ..
Oklahoma._..__..
Kanzas.. ...
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2,222,173

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I call
attention briefly in passing to the fact
that the following States are the ones
whiech are most adversely affected by the
change in the system that is proposed
under Senate Joint Resolution 1.

Alaska would lose 83.3 percent of its
weight.

Wyoming would lose 66.6 percent of
its weight.

Vermont would lose 66.6 percent of its
weight.

Nevada would lose 66.6 percent of its
weight.

Delaware would lose 50 percent of its
weight.

North Dakota would lose 50 percent of
its weight.

South Dakota would lose 57.1 percent
of its weight.

Montana would lose 57.1 percent of its
weight.

Idaho would lose 42.9 percent of its
weight.

New Hampshire would lose 42.9 per-
cent of its weight.

Hawaii would lose 42.9 percent of its
weight.

Rhode Island would lose 28.6 percent
of its weight.

Maine would lose 28.6 percent of its
weight.

New Mexico would lose 28.6 percent of
its weight.

Utah would lose 28.6 percent of its
weight,

Nebraska would lose 22.2 percent of its
weight.

West Virginia would lose 27.3 percent
of its weight.

Arizona would lose 18.2 percent of its
weight.

Arkansas would lose 18.2 percent of its
weight.
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Colorado. _
Mississippi
Oregon
Arkansas..._....
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New Hampshire_
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South Dakota. . _
North Dakota. __.
Delaware...._....
Nevada..._.....
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Alaska. ..
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Oregon would lose 9.1 percent of its
weight.

Mississippi would lose 15.4 percent of
its weight.

Colorado would lose 15.4 percent of its
weight.

Kansas would lose 15.4 percent of its
weight.

Oklahoma would lose 7.7 percent of
its weight.

South Carolina would lose 13.3 per-
cent of its weight.

Iowa would lose 6.6 percent of its
weight.

Connecticut would lose 11.8 percent of
its weight.

Mr. President, the list shows for itself
what is the situation with reference to
each State in the Union. I hope that Sen-
ators will study the matter thoroughly.

I should add with respect to those
States that are adversely affected that
Kentucky would lose 5.9 percent of its
weight and Louisiana would lose 5.3 per-
cent of its weight.

I say again the figures in this table are
based on the 1970 census, which I know is
not complete, but we will never have
population figures up to date but for a
very short time, under our present sys-
tem of decennial census. They will be-
come out of date within a year to some
extent, and much more out of date be-
fore the next decennial census.

Mr. President, if one would study the
unusual weather phenomenon occurring
during the period of the month of No-
vember when presidential elections oc-
cur it would be readily seen how adverse
weather conditions could play a part on
the fairness of direct elections, and in-
cidentally if the proposals of the pend-
ing amendment were adopted, we should
have a second election coming, let us say,
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in December, in which the chance of dis-
turbance of the weight of many of the
States would be even more adversely
affected, because the weather conditions
in December are even worse in the colder
States than they are in November.

A study of the weather conditions
would make it completely clear that in
the event of nationwide direct election
of President and Vice President, the peo-
ple in one or more States might not be
given their full weight in comparison to
other States of the Nation due to no
fault of their own. Of course, adverse
weather affects voting in each State
singly, and always has, but the State will
still have its full electoral strength and
the votes actually cast should be fairly
representative of the attitude of the peo-
ple of that State as a whole.

The district plan, that has been dis-
cussed and is generally referred to as the
Mundt plan, where two State electoral
votes are awarded for each Senator on a
statewide basis and one for each sepa-
rate congressional district in the State,
recognizes the federal system, but it is
subject to a marked degree of human and
political control and manipulation by
those who control the machinery of
State government.

Those who favor the district plan have
shown little recognition of the danger of
gerrymandering congressional district
lines by State legislatures in such a way
as to directly affect the district vote in
presidential elections. I am particularly
aware of this danger because the pre-
liminary census figures for 1970 show
that in my own State—Florida—we may
have to redistrict to allow for three addi-
tional Representatives, or a total of 15
Members of Congress from Florida;

whereas in the State of California—now
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our largest State—the legislature will
probably have to redistrict to allow for
five new Congressmen, or a total of 43.
These two figures clearly show how heavy
population shifts may be from one decen-
nial census to another and how great the
opportunity and temptation for gerry-
mandering in the State legislatures
would become under the proposed Dis-
trict or Mundt plan.

Besides, under the District plan, the
winner-take-all principle would still
apply statewide to the two statewide
electoral votes and would also apply, in
each district, to the district electoral
votes. Then, too, there are substantial
population shifts and changes that take
place between the decennial censuses for
which compensation cannot be mad_e.
Many who have supported this plan in
the past may now have second thoughts
in the light of the decisions in the legis-
lative apportionment cases decided by the
Supreme Court which will be discussed
later. This plan is still eminently pref-
erable to the present system or that of
popular election, in my opinion.

In other words, if it came to a choice—
and I hope it does not come to such a
choice—between the three systems—
that is the presently existing system,
the popular election system as proposed
in Senate Joint Resolution 1, and the
District or Mundt plan which I under-
stand may be proposed as a substitute—
I would certainly favor the District plan.

The proportional method of selecting
the Presideni and Vice President, as
presented in the substitute to be offered
by the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
Ervin) and which I advocate, is in com-
plete harmony with our constitutional
forms. It is precise and not subject to
political manipulation or human frail-
ties. It is fair to the States, both small
and large, and it gives to each and every
qualified elector in every State the right
to have his vote counted for his candi-
date for President and Vice President. I
firmly believe that a State should be en-
titled to electoral votes and electoral
weight proportionate to its total rep-
resentation in Congress.

I further feel that the electoral vote
of each State should be divided between
candidates in the exact proportion in
which the total vote of that State is cast.
This is substantially the same plan that
was contained in the proposed Lodge-
Gossett amendment for which I was
proud to cast my vote in 1950 when it was
adopted in the Senate by a vote of 64 to
27. I have introduced in this Congress
Senate Joint Resolution 4 which contains
this substantial language:

Each person for whom votes were cast for
President in each State shall be credited with
such portion of the electoral vote thereof as
he recelved of the total vote of the electors

therein for President and each person for
whom votes were cast for Vice President in
each State shall be credited with such pro-
portion of the electoral votes thereof as he
received of the total vote of the electors
therein for Vice President. In making the
computation, fractional numbers less than
one-thousandth of an electoral vote shall
be disregarded. The person having the great-
est number of electoral votes for President
shall he the President if such number be at
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least 40 per centum of the whole number of
such electoral votes. If no person has at
least 40 per centum of the whole number of
electoral votes, then from the persons hav-
ing the three highest number of electoral
votes for President, the Senate and House
of Representatives, sitting in joint session
shall choose immediately, by ballot, the Pres-
ident. A majority of the votes of the com-
bined authorized membership of the Senate
and the House of Representatives shall be
necessary for a choice.

The Vice President shall be likewise
elected, at the same time and in the same
manner and subject to the same provi-
sions, as the President, but no person con-
stitutionally ineligible for the Office of Pres-
ident shall be eligible to that of Vice Pres-
ident of the United States.

The adoption of this language will ef-
fect a basic, far-reaching, and necessary
reform in our constitutional method for
selecting a President and Vice President
and provide for the retention of our
federal system as a republic and will pre-
serve the political dual identity of the
States in the administration of vital mat-
ters, such as age, residence, registration,
and absentee voting requirements.

I should add that I am not in favor of
the Federal Government taking over the
control of those vital election machinery
provisions always provided by State law,
and I think properly so provided, because
the experience of the States differs in this
very vital field.

Mr. President, the historical arguments
as to why the electoral college system
should be reformed have been stated and
restated in the past with such power,
foree, and eloquence that I am reluctant
to advert to them now and do not believe

that it is necessary to inform and en-

lighten the Members of the Senate and
the people on the issues. Committee
hearings of both the House and Senate
and the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD are re-
plete with these arguments, which have
already been stated several times during
the course of this debate.

The urgent need today is to examine
and weigh on the scales of judgment new
evidence and new developments that
have effect and influence on the issue
involved.

We are familiar with the decision of
the Supreme Court on March 26, 1962, in
the case of Baker against Carr, com-
monly known as the Tennessee Legisla-
tive Reapportionment Case requiring the
one-man, one-vote as applied in setting
up State legislative districts. We know
of the Court’s decision in Wesberry v.
Sanders, 376 U.S. 1, which extended the
doctrine of the one-man, one-vote to the
setting up of distriets for the election of
Members of the House of Representa-
tives.

Since the 17th article of amendment
was enacted subsequent to the 14th, it is
pleasant to suppose that we Senators are
safely beyond the reach of the Court.
But, when one considers how far the
actual election of a President and Vice
President has, in fact, departed from the
electoral college concept written into the
Constitution by the Founding Fathers, a
serious question is presented.

Mr. Arthur M. Schilesinger, in his book
“Paths to the Present,” describes what
happened in this language:
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What demoted the electoral college from a
deliberative body te a puppet show was the
rise of political parties. As people began
taking sides on public questions, they were
unwilling to leave the crucial choice of the
Chief Executive to a sort of lottery. Instead,
each party publicly announced its slate of
electors and the candidate they would sup-
port. This usurpation of the electors’ func-
tions, though peaceably achieved, amounted
to a coup de-etat. It was an amendment of
the written Constitution by the unwritten
Constitution. The electors, while retalning
the legal status of independence, became
henceforth hardly more than men in livery
taking orders from their parties.

In the opinion of many, of whom I am
one, the Supreme Court of today has, in
fact, acted in an extralegal and supra-
constitutional manner, Acting as it has,
would it not be entirely within the realm
of possibility for the Supreme Court to
assert its judicial power if it felt that
great masses of citizens in these United
States were being denied equal protec-
tion of the laws in having their vote for
President and Vice President discarded
because they failed to vote for the candi-
date or candidates that received the
highest number of votes in their respec-
tive States.

In any event, it would be most aporo-
priate for Congress and the States to
implement the principle of fair and pro-
portionate districting of areas from
which public officers are to be elected by
providing for the division of the electoral
vote of a State in accordance with the
preportionate vote for the candidates,
and that is what my amendment would
do, down to the thousandth point, but not
beyond that point.

The trials and tribulations of the elec-
toral college system have differed from
election to election. The election of 1948
dramatically illustrated how third-party
movements and splinter parties could so
dilute the vote between candidates that
the States’ electoral vote would be cast
to candidates receiving less than a ma-
jority of the popular vote. In the States
of California, Florida, Indiana, Louisi-
ana, Maryland, Michigan, New York,
Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee, and Virginia
where the total population vote amounted
to 19,985,102, the candidate carrying the
entire State electoral vote for a total of
184, received less than a majority of the
popular vote. There is no way to prediect
what will happen in regard to the future
of third and splinter parties. But his-
torically, one thing that is certain re-
garding national politics is the uncer-
tainty of what will develop.

In the 1948 election in Florida, which
I have the honor to represent in part,
577,643 votes were cast. We are now cast-
ing 2 million or better. The Truman-
Barkley ticket received 281,988 votes, or
49 percent of the total vote against 194 -
280 votes, or 33 percent of the total vote
for the Dewey-Warren ticket; 89,755, or
16 percent, the total vote for the Thur-
mond-Wright ticket, and 11,620, or 2
percent of the total vote for the Wallace-
Taylor ticket.

The Truman-Barkley ticket received
all eight electoral votes, but under my
resolution the total electoral vote would
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have been distributed—the Truman-
Barkley ticket receiving 3.9 electoral
votes, the Dewey-Warren ticket receiving
2.6 of the electoral vote, the Thurmond-
Wright ticket receiving 1.3 of the elec-
toral vote and the Wallace-Taylor ticket
receiving 0.2 of the electoral vote. Thus,
no voting citizen would have been disen-
franchised.

In 1960 the presidential election was so
close that the winning candidate received
49.7 percent of the popular vote nation-
wide and the losing candidate 49.5. Al-
though there was only two-ftenths of 1
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percent difference in the popular vote,
the electoral vote was 303 to 219 in favor
of the leading candidate.

In the last election of 1968, President
Nixon received 43.4 percent and former
Vice President Humphrey received 42.7
percent of the popular vote. Although
there was only seven-tenths of 1 percent
difference in the popular vote, the elec-
toral vote was 301 to 191 in favor of
President Nixon and the third party can-
didate received 46 electoral votes. There
is obviously something wrong with a sys-
tem that spells out an end result such

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION RESULTS—1968
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as this when the popular vote of the two
leading candidates was almost identical.

As a matter of interest, I have pre-
pared a table showing the total electoral
vote by State, the electoral vote received
by each candidate in the last election,
and the electoral vote each candidate
would have received under the propor-
tional system, which I advocate. And I
ask that that collation be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the compila-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECoORD, as follows:

Electoral vote received

Total

Percent electoral vote based on
elec-

Senate Joint Resolution 4

Percent electoral vote based on

Electoral vote received Senate Joint Resolution 4
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Mr. HOLLAND. Another of the
traditional and oft-repeated arguments
against any character of electoral reform
is that the South is a single party area
and that the fopheavy and overwhelm-
ing majorities it gives to Democratic
candidates is unfair to the splits that
exist elsewhere in the country. It is quite
untimely to mention that point right
now, Mr. President, but it has been men-
tioned repeatedly in the past as one of
the arguments against the adoption of
the proportional election system.

Further, the point was made that the
one-party system created such apathy
in general national elections that only
a fraction of the population turned out
to vote. There have been fundamental
changes in the voting patterns of South-
ern States that eliminate completely any
validity that these arguments might con-
tain against electoral reform.

First, let us examine what has hap-
pened to the “one-party South” in the
elections since electoral reform was last
considered in the Senate. In the Presi-
dential election of 1956, Alabama ecast
56.5 percent of its vote for the Demo-
cratic candidate, 39.4 percent for the Re-
publican; Arkansas, 52.5 percent Demo-
cratic, 45.8 percent Republican; Florida
42.7 percent Democratic, 57.3 percent Re-
publican; Georgia, 66.8 percent Demo-
cratic, 32.8 percent Republican; Loui-
siana 39.5 percent Democratic, 53.3 per-
cent Republican, 7.2 percent unpledged;
Missssippi 49.3 percent Democratic, 24.5
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percent Republican, 17.3 percent un-
pledged; North Carolina 50.7 percent
Democratic, 49.7 percent Republican;
South Carolina 45.4 percent Democratic,
25.2 Republican, 29.4 percent unpledged;
Tennessee 48.6 percent Republican, 49.2
percent Democratic; Texas 44.0 percent
Democratic, 55.3 percent Republican, and
Virginia 38.4 percent Democratic, 55.4
percent Republican.

In the 1960 presidential election, Ala-
bama cast 56.9 percent Democratic votes,
41.8 percent Republican; Arkansas 50.2
percent Democratic, 43.1 Republican;
Florida 48.5 percent Democratic, 51.5
percent Republican; Georgia 62.6 per-
cent Democratic, 37.4 percent Republi-
can; Louisiana 50.4 percent Democratic,
28.6 percent Republican, 21 percent In-
dependent; Mississippi 36.32 percent
Democratic, 24.7 percent Republican, 39
percent unpledged; North Carolina, 52.1
percent Democratic, 47.9 percent Repub-
lican; South Carolina 51.2 percent Dem-
ocratic, 48.8 percent Republican; Ten-
nessee 45.8 percent Democratic, 52.9 per-
cent Republican; Texas 50.5 percent
Democratic, 48.5 percent Republican;
and Virginia 47 percent Democratic and
52.4 percent Republican.

In 1964 no votes were registered in
Alabama for the Democratic candidate,
the Republican received 69.54 percent of
the total, and the balance went to un-
pledged electors. In Arkansas the vote
was 56.5 percent Democratic, 43.41 per-
cent Republican; Florida 51.15 percent

Democratic, 48.85 percent Republican;
Georgia 45.88 percent Democratic, 54.12
percent Republican; Louisiana 43.19 per-
cent Democratic, 56.81 percent Republi-
can; Mississippi 12.86 percent Demo-
cratic, 87.14 percent Republican; North
Carolina 56.15 percent Democratic, 43.85
percent Republican; South Carolina 41.1
percent Democratic, 58.9 percent Repub-
lican; Tennessee 55.6 percent Demo-
cratic, 44.4 percent Republican; Texas
63.46 percent Democratic, 36.54 percent
Republican; and Virginia 53.82 percent
Democratic, 46.18 percent Republican.
In the 1968 presidential election Ala-
bama cast 18.6 percent Democratic votes,
14.1 percent Republican, 66 percent for
the third party; Arkansas 30.3 percent
Democratic, 31 percent Republican, 38.7
percent third party; Florida 39.9 per-
cent Democratic, 40.5 percent Republi-
can, 28.6 percent third party; Georgia
27 percent Democratic, 29.7 percent Re-
publican, 43.3 percent third party; Lou-
isiana 28.2 percent Democratic, 23.5 per-
cent Republican, 48.3 percent third
party; Mississippi 23 percent Demo-
cratic, 13.5 percent Republican, 63.5 per-
cent third party; North Carolina 29.2
percent Democratie, 39.5 percent Re-
publican, 31.3 percent third party; South
Carolina 29.6 percent Democratic, 38.1
percent Republican, 32.3 percent third
party; Tennessee 28.1 percent Demo-
cratic, 37.8 percent Republican, 34.1 per-
cent third party; Texas 41.1 percent
Democratic, 39.9 percent Republican, 19
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percent third party; Virginia 32.5 per-
cent Democratic, 43.4 percent Repub-
lican, 23.6 percent third party.

These percentages vreflect a very
healthy balance between the two major
parties ‘'in Southern States existing in
the last four presidential elections. In
the foreseeable future there is no reason
to assume that the pattern will change.
In' fact, there are indications thatl the
Republican Party will continue to ‘grow
and ‘thrive in the South. On’ the other
side of the eoin, there has been a marked
change of voting habits in those States
that were formerly famous for their rock-
ribbed Republicanism, such as Maine,
New Hampshire, and Vermont. In the
1964 election the Democratic candidate
carried Maine 262,224 to 118,701, John-
son carried' New Hampshire 182,065 to
104,029. He carried Vermont 107,674 to
54,868. In 1968, Humphrey carried Maine
217,312 to 169,254, while New Hampshire
and Vermont were carried by President
Nixon by 154,903 to 130,589 and 85,142
to 70,255, respectively. The  two-party
system' is now very clearly a reallpy
throughout the entire United States in
presidential elections.

Competition between the parties for
votes, coupled with the elimination of
the poll tax as a prerequisite in voting
in the election of national officers and
the application of the voting rights pro-
visions of the various civil rights acts,
resulted in a marked increase in the
total number of votes cast in the general
elections for President and Vice Presi-
dent. In a few more elections, there will
be no substantial difference between the
percentage of the total vote cast in
other areas of the United States.

As I previously stated, I can endorse,
to a degree, the proposal contained in
President Nixon's message of February
20, 1969. However, I cannot give carte
blanche approval to his recommenda-
tions as they contain a provision for a
runoff election by popular vote for the
President and Vice President, between
the top two candidates, in the event no
presidential slate receives 40 percent or
more of the electoral vote in the regular
election. A similar provision is contained
in the pending proposal, Senate Joint
Resolution 1.

'This method of electing the President
and Vice President would delay mate-
rially the election of the President and
Vice President and would add greatly to
the cost of elections. And this provision
adopts the plan for election by national
popular vofe, with which I am in total
disagreement, in the second or run-off
‘election. I cannot think of anything that
would be more encouraging to the
formation of splinter parties or third
parties than this feature in the Presi-
dent’s proposal and in Senate Joint Res-
olution 1, I am in total disagreement
with this part of the President's pro-
gram;. the encouragement which this
part of the program would give to third
parties and splinter parties is self-evi-
dent. That third party effort might be
based on genuine- interest in the new
program, in the new platiorm of a can-
didate, or might be fomented by one of
the prineipal parties through an effort
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to get some splinter party in to cut down
the vote of the other party. Regardless
of how it came, the addition of splinter
parties, of third parties, is deliberately
encouraged in my opinion by such a
program as the President’s suggestion in
the event there is no candidate in the
first election which gets 40 percent of
the total electoral weight.

I should add again, when I said eatrlier
in" my statement that stich an election
would ‘-add ‘very greatly to the expense
of elections, which are alfeady too great
in the opinion of most citizens, and are
largely responsible, in my opinion, for
the disfavor in which politics now exists
in the minds of too many people, and
would also bring about a great delay.

If that delay came up into December,
it would bring about a throwing of the
election in confused weather conditions,
which would be sure to downgrade the
weight of certain of the States. This
would not happen in my part of the
Nation, but nevertheless certain States
would find themselves downgraded, if
there were a popular election of Presi-
dents in that second election as suggest-
ed by President Nixon and as provided
also in the pending measure, Senate
Joint Resolution 1, with the second elec-
tion coming in December.

I agree, therefore, with all of the
earlier portion of his suggestions. I
greatly approve the fractional division
of the electoral weight of each State as
the preferable course to follow.

Second, I would prefer the so-called
District plan, which is ecertainly much
better than either the present. program
or than the popular election of Presi-
dents. But I cannot approve the Presi-
dent’s going to the popular election plan
in the event a second election is called,
and I much prefer what is' provided in
my own amendment and in Senator
Envin's substitute, which would throw
the matter then into the entire Congress,
the House plus the Senate, with every
Congressman and every Senator having
a full vote in the election of the Presi-
dent between the three candidates who
had the highest vote in the electoral
weight count in the first election.

That would come as near fo preserv-
ing the republican system which we have,
the Federal system under which we have
lived since the Constitution was adopted,
as anything else, because it would still
give two votes to each State, based on
their statehood, based now on two Sen-
ators, and would give the vote to each
district in the State based on the popu-
lation of that State.

Under my proposal, Senate Joint Res-
olution 4, in the event no candidate for
the office of President and Vice Presi-
dent receives 40 percent of the electoral
vote, Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives and Senate, sitting in joint
session would choose, immediately by
ballot, the President and Vice Presi-
dent—the majority of the votes of the
combined membership of the House of
Representatives and Senate being neces-
sary for a choice. As Senafors can see,
should. my resolution be adopted, each
State will retain its full weight by popu-
lation and its weight as & sovereign State
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unit of government as it now has under
the present system, and as envisioned by
our Founding Fathers in order to pro-
tect remote and underdeveloped smaller
States from perpetual stepchild status.
- My proposal would mot be an ‘open
invitation for, the formation of splinter
or third-party efforts.

Former President Johnson voted in
1956 in favor of the Daniel compromise
amendment which permitted States the
choice between the proportional and dis-
trict plan of reform. Former Presidents
of the United States Truman and Eisen-
hower have communicated with the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee and expressed
agreement that change should be made
in the method of selecting our President
and Vice President.

Mr. President, there will never be a
better time than the present to com-
pletely overhaul the ancient and outworn
machinery now provided for the election
of the President and Vice President. This
is and should be an absolutely bipartisan
effort. And in my judgment, no plan has
yet been advanced which preserves and
safeguards our Federal system, that bet-
ter achieves the result of fair and demo-
cratic reform of the electoral system
than does the proportional plan which I
supporf, and which is supported also by
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
Ervin), and will be included in the sub-
stitute amendment which he will offer.

I ask unanimous consent that the com-
plete text of my resolution be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S.J. Res. 4) was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S.J. REs. 4

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States'of America
in Congress assembied (two-thirds of each
House concurring therein), That the follow-
ing article is proposed as an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, which
shall be valld to all intents and purposes as
part of the Constitution when ratified by the
legislatures of three-fourths of the several
States:

“ARTICLE —

“BectioN 1. The executive power shall be
vested In a President of the United States of
America. He shall hold his office d a term
of four years, and together with the Vice
President, chosen for the same term, be
elected as provided in this Constitution. No
person constitutionally ineligible for the of-
fice of President shall be eligible for that of
Vice Presldent of the United States.

“Each State shall be entitled to cast for
President and Vice President a number of
electoral votes equal to the whole number
of Senators and Representatives to which
such State may be entitled In the Congress.
Such electoral votes shall be cast, In the
manner provided by section 8 of this article,
upon the basis of an election in which the
people of such State shall cast their votes for
President and for Vice President, The voters
in each State in any such election shall have
the qualifications requisite for persons vot-
ing for members of the most numerous
branch of the State legislature.

“The Congress shall determine the time of
such - electlon, which shall be the same
throughout the United States, Until other-
wise determined by the Congress, such elec-
tion shall be held on the Tuesday next after
the first Monday in November of the year
preceding the year in which the regular term
of the President is to begin.
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“S8ec.2. In such electlon within any State,
each voter by one ballot shall cast his vote
for President and his vote for Vice President.
The name of any person may be placed upon
any ballot for Presidént or for Vice President
only with the eonsent of such person.

“Within jorty-five days after the election
orat such time as the Congress shall direct,
the official custodian of the election returns
of each State shall prepare, sign, certily, and
transmit sealed to the seat of the Govern-
ment of the United States, directed to the
President of the Senate, a list of all persons
for whom votes were cast for President and
a separate list of all persons for whom votes
were cast for Vice President. Upon each such
st there shall be entered the number of
votes cast for each person whose name ap-
pears thereon, and the total number of votes
cast in such State for all persons whose
names appear thereon.

“Skc. 3. On the 6th day of January follow-
ing the election, unless the Congress by law
appoints a different day not earlier than the
4th day of January and not later than the
10th day of January, 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, Each person for whom votes were
cast for President in each State shall be
credited with, 6 such proportion of the elec-
toral votes thereof as he received of the total
vote of the electors therein for President,
and each person for whom votes were cast
for Vice President in each State shall be
_credited with such proportion of the electoral
votes thereof as he received of the total vote
of. the electors therein for Vice President.
In making the computations, fractional
numbers less than one-thousandth shall be
disregarded. The person having the greatest
number of electoral votes for President shall
be President, If such number be at least 40
per centum of the whole number of such
electoral votes. If no person has at least 40
per centum of the whole number of 'elec~
‘toral votes, then from the persons having the
three highest numbers of electoral votes for
President, the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives sitting in joint session shall
choose immediately, by ballot, the President.
‘A majority of the votes of the combined au-
thorized membership of the Senate and the
House of Representatives shall be necessary
for a choice.

“The Vice President shall be lkewise elec-
ted, at the same time and In the same man-
‘ner and ' subject to the same provislons, as
the President, but no person constitutionally
ineligible for the office of President shall be
eligible to that of Vice President of the
United States.

“See. 4. If, at the time fixed for the count-
ing of the electoral votes as provided in sec-
tion 3, the presidential candidate who would
have been entitled to receive a majority of
the electoral votes for President has died,
the ‘wice-presidential candidate who is en-
titled to receive the majority of the electoral
votes for Vice President shall become Presi-
dent-elect.

“Sec. 5. The Congress may by law provide
for the case of the death of any of the
persons from whom the Senate and House
of Representatives may choose a President
or' a Vice President whenever the right of
choice shall have devolved upon them, and
for the case of death of both the presidential
and vice-presidential candidates who, except
for their death, would have been entitled to
become President and Vice President.

“Sec, 8. The first, second, third, and fourth
paragraphs of section 1, article II, of the
Constitution, the twelfth article of amend-
ment to'the Constitution, and section 4 of
the twentieth article of amendment to the
Constitution, are hereby repedled.

“Sgc. 7. This article shall be inoperative un-
less it shall have been ratified as an amend-
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ment to the Constitution by the legislatures
of three-fourths of the Stafes within seven
years' from the date of its submission to
the States by the Congress.”

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Chair,
and in closing may I just say—and I am
not saying this in disrespect to anyone,
because I think that there is plenty of
room for good conscientious differences
in this matter, but as one who has been
engaged in practical politics for a long
time, during which I have also tried to
remain in the constitutional field—it
seems to me that it would be completely
futile to suggest to the States the elec-
tion of President and Vice President by
popular vote.

I cannot see the 29 States, which are
deprived of a part and some of them of a
great part of their weight in. the elec-
tion of the President and Vice President
supporting that particular amendment.

Certainly I think there would be well
more than 12 of them, because more than
12 are hurt very seriously, are hurt in a
major way, are cut down by a major per-
centage in their.importance in the selec-
tion of President and Vice President by
the popular election system, and I do not
believe that practical thinking can bring
the conclusion that there is a chance for
the adoption of the constitutional
amendment requiring election of Presi-
dent and Vice President by popular vote.
The legislatures of the various States, to
the number of 38, would have to approve
that amendment to make it effective, and
I cannot see any reason whatever to ex-
pect that 38 legislatures would do so.

Mr. President, it occurs to me that
the record ef this debate should. reflect
the views of some leading columnists
and editorial writers of our country be-
cause they are thinking all the time about
important national issues and they are
thinking all the time at this particular
moment about fthe business which is
pending on the floor of the Senate.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to. have printed in the
Recorp at this point an editorial en-
titled “Direct Vote May Come But It
Won't Be Perfect” which was published
in the Miami Herald of October 7, 1969.
The editorial was written by John S.
Enight.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

DmecT VorE MAY ComME, BuT IT WoN'T
BE PERFECT

In the anxious early hours of Wednesday,
Nov; 6, 1968, no one really knew whether the
next President of the United States would be
Richard M. Nixzon or Hubert H. Humphrey.

For a_ time it appeared that the choice
might have to be made by the House of
Representatives, a prospect completely un-
acceptable to the American people.

Then came the dawn, most of the count
was in and Mr. Nixon had received a ma-
jority in the Electoral College and a,close
lead in the popular vote.

.-8o 'the-nagging question was resolved, at

least in the 1868 Presidential election.

But fears of what might. have happened
were not allayed. Demands  for outright
abolition of the Electoral College or adoption
of badly needed election reforms were heard
throughout the land.

The moderates of both parties urged
studies: by either a Presidential' or con-
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gressional commission to determine what re-
forms would be possible and politically feasi-
ble.

NEXT, THE SENATE

Public opinion polls and grass root senti-
ment strongly favored direct election of the
President by popular vote. Within recent days,
the House of Representatives approved this
method by a lopsided 339 to 70 vote. The
question now goes to the Senate where a
two-thirds approval of the proposed amend-
ment is needed,

Bhould the Senate concur with the House,
the amendment must then be ratified by
three-fourths of the state legislatures, as re-
quired by the Constitution.

As stipulated by the House, the ratifica-
tion process must be completed by Jan. 21,
1971, to make the popular vote effective for
the 1972 election. It seems unlikely that the

‘states will act in time.

But then, President Nixon, who enter-
tained strong reservations about direct elec-
tion of the Chief Executive, has now endorsed
the popular vote concept and this should en-
hance the amendment's prospects.

NO GUARANTEES

At first blush, electing a President by pop-
ular vote appears to be fair and democratic.
But the American people can be sorely dis-
appointed if they believe that abolition of
the Electoral College will automatically pre-
vent such uncomfortable events as the night
of November 6, 1968,

Had the direct popular vote system been In

effect in the extremely close Nixon-Hum-

phrey election, demands for recounts, court
suits and absentee ballots might have de-
layed the official result for days or even weeks.

The same situation could also have oc-
curred in 1960 when John F. Eennedy de-
feated Nixon by a popular vote margin even
smaller than Nixon's victory over Hubert
Humphrey.

Buppose, for instance, that Nixon had
cried foul in Chicago: and Cook County
where the counting of non-existent votes
from graveyards, unoccupied buildings and
phony addresses s not an uncommon prac-
tice.

As it turned out, Jack EKennedy carried
Illinois over Dick Nixon by a mere 8,858
votes. ‘An honest count in Cook County
might well have reversed the cutcome.

Or, looking at it another way, the popular
vote in 1868 could have elected Hubert
Humphrey while Nixon was carrying 32 states
to only 13 for Humphrey and five for George
Wallace.

RECOUNTS LIKELY

It was this fear of vote domination by the
larger states, notably Massachusetts and
Virginia,  which impelled the founding
fathers t0 establish the Electoral College.

The small states today likewise fear that
direct election of the President would see
the outcome determined by our huge urban
centers of population.

They would much prefer the alternative
of dividing each state's popular vote in pro-
portion to the votes received by the candi-
dates. In Qhilo, for instance, Nixon would
have received 12 electoral votes, Humphrey
11 and Wallace three rather than winner take
all.

Another plan ‘calls for selection of elec-
tors in each congressional district with an-
other two going to the winning candidate in
each state.

The Wall Street Journal says that under

 direct election, a nationwide recount be-

comes' a distinet possibility considering that
in two of ‘the three ‘most recent Presidential
elections, the winning margin has been less
than one per cent. And, as liberal author
Theodore H. White points out, if direct elec-
tion had been in effect in 1960 or 1988,
“vote-stealers In a dozen states would have
matched crafté on the level of history; and,
50’ slim ‘was the margin, we might yet be
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waiting for the final results of both elec-
tions.”

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have
not only a long personal acquaintance
with Mr. KEnight but the greatest respect
for his views.

The editorial reads in part as follows:

No GUARANTEES

At first blush, electing a President by
popular vote appears to be fair and demo-
cratic. But the American people can be sorely
disappointed if they belleve that abolition
of the Electoral College will automatically
prevent such uncomfortable events as the
night of November 6, 1968.

Had the direct popular vote system been
in effect in the extremely close Nixon-Hum-
phrey election, demands for recounts, court
suits and absentee ballots might have de-
layed the official result for days or even
weeks.

The same situation could also have occur-
red in 1960 when John F. Kennedy defeated
Nixon by a popular vote margin even smaller
than Nixon’s vietory over Hubert Humphrey.

Suppose, for instance, that Nixon had
cried foul in Chicago and Cook County where
the counting of non-existent votes from
grayeyards, unoccupied buildings and phony
addresses is nmot an uncommon practice.

As it turned out, Jack Kennedy carried
Illinois over Dick Nixon by a mere 8,858
votes. An honest count in Cook County might
well have reversed the outcome.

Or, looking at it another way, the popu-
lar vote in 1968 could have elected Hubert
Humphrey while Nixon was carrying 32 states
to only 13 for Humphrey and five for George
Wallace.

RECOUNTS LIKELY

It was this fear of vote domination by the
larger states, notably Massachusetts and Vir-
ginia, which impelled the founding fathers
to establish the Electoral College.

The small states today likewise fear that
direct election of the President would see
the outcome determined by our huge urban
centers of population.

They would much prefer the alternative
of dividing each state's popular vote in pro-
portion to the votes received by the candi-
dates. In Ohio, for instance, Nixon would
have received 12 electoral votes, Humphrey 11
and Wallace three rather than winner take
all,
Another plan calls for selection of elec-
tors in each congressional district with an-
other two going to the winning candidate
in each state.

The Wall Street Journal says that under
direct election, a nationwide recount be-
comes a distinct possibility considering that
in two of the three most recent Presiden-
tial elections, the winning margin has been
less than one per cent. And, as liberal au-
thor Theodore H. White points out; if di-
rect election had been in effect in 1860 or
1068, “vote-stealers in a dozen states would
have matched crafts on the level of his-
tory; and, so slim was the margin, we might
yet be walting for the final results of both
elections.”

The next column which I wish to ap-
pear in the Recorp is one written by Mr.
James J. Kilpatrick on the subject or;
electoral reform, appearing in the Miami
Herald of October 13, 1969, I ask unani-
mous consent that it appear in the
Recorp in full as a part of my remarks.

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

A RepusLic I¥ We CAN KEeeP IT
(By James J. Kilpatrick)

WasHINGTON.—The Convention of 1787 had
been at work since May. Now it was mid-
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September, the secret sessions ended, the
task complete. Benjamin Franklin was leav-
ing the hall when a Mrs. Powel of Philadel-
phia approached him.

“Well, Doctor,” she asked, “what have we
got, a republic or a monarchy?”

“A republic,” replied the doctor. "If you
can keep it.”

The anecdote from McHenry's notes is
known to every high school boy, but never
in our history has Franklin's cryptic proph-
ecy held greater meaning. We have indeed
had a republic for 181 years. We may yet
lose it to the high-riding apostles of electoral
“reform."”

The proposed constitutional amendment
approved last month in the House is not “re~
form."” When you reform an institution, you
set out to correct its faults, but you do not
abandon the institution. The House resolu-
tion is just such an abandonment. In a sin-
gle stroke, this proposition would convert our
republic from a federation of more or less
sovereign states to a new kind of centralized
democracy. The resolution ought to be
rejected.

To be sure, almost everyone agrees that the
present system of electing a President has
faults in need of reform, There is the prob-
lem of the maverick elector, who may refuse
to vote for the candidate to whom he is
morally pledged. There is the problem of an
election thrown into the House, where each
state casts a single vote. There is the problem
of winner-take-all, which sees a state's en-
tire electoral vote cast for a candidate who
may win by a mere handful of votes.

Admittedly, these are faults. Yet it is re-
markable, all the same, that they have pro-
duced so few ill effects. How many individ-
ual electors have violated their implied obli-
gation? Half a dozen, perhaps, in the whole
history of our country. How often has an
election been thrown to the House? Twice—
the last time in 1825. Not since 1888, when
Harrlson claimed an electoral but not a
popular victory over Cleveland, has the sys-
tem operated to deny the office to a popular
winner. It is not so bad a record.

Nevertheless, the perils remain. A better
system can be devised by the Congress, and
such a plan ought to be submitted to the
states. But the House resolution is not the
answer. It has new perlls and pitfalls all its
own.

Consider, if you please, the prospect of a
national recount. No such contingency now
exists. We vote by states. The most that
might have to be recounted would be the
popular votes of one or two closely divided
states whose electoral votes might be de-
cisive. Nothing of the sort has occurred.

If this amendment should be ratified, the
pattern of past elections suggests that re-
counts—national recounts—would have to
be provided. A clearer picture emerges if we
knock off the last three zeroes. Thus Gar-
field beat Hancock by only ten votes, 4,454
to 4,444. Cleveland defeated Blaine 4,875
to 4,852, In 1960, depending upon how you
treat the Alabama vote, Eennedy and Nixon
were barely a hundred votes apart in 68,000
cast. This past November, leaving off the
zeroes, it was Nixon 31,304, and Humphrey
30,994, If the newly proposed amendment
had been in effect, of course the Humphrey
forces would have asked for a recount.

This contingency alone moves us in-
escapably into the machinery of national
regulation and control of elections—first of
the Presidential election, then federal elec-
tions, and finally all but the most insig-
nificant local elections. It is a small work
of imagination t6 foresee uniform require-
ments as to age and residence, the forms
of qualification, the printing of ballots, the
appointment of judges, the procedures for
challenge and recount. In very few years,
none of the safeguards of state regulations
would remain.

The Constitution belongs to the people.
They have the right and the power, acting
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through their states, to convert the republic
to a democracy if they want to, But it is like
getting married. We ought not to embark
lightly upon such a new way of life, but
soberly, reverently, and with our eyes wide
open.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I shall
read this part only of that ecolumn:

The Convention of 1787 had been at work
since May. Now it was mid-September, the
secret sessions ended, the task complete.
Benjamin Franklin was leaving the hall when
a Mrs. Powel of Philadelphia approached him.

“Well, Doctor,"” she asked, “what have we
got, a republic or a monarchy?”

“A republie,” replied the doctor. “If you
can keep it.”

The anecdote from McHenry's notes is
known to every high school boy, but never
in our history has Franklin's cryptic proph-
ecy held greater meaning, We have indeed
had a republic for 181 years. We may yet
lose it to the high-riding apostles of electoral
“reform.”

The proposed constitutional amendment
approved last month in the House is not
“reform.” When you reform an institution,
you set out to correct its faults, but you do
not abandon the institution. The House
resolution is just such an abandonment. In
a single stroke, this proposition would con-
vert our republic from a federation of more
or less sovereign states to & new kind of

centralized democracy. The resolution ought
to be rejected,

Mr. President, the next item I would
like to have introduced into the REcorp
is an editorial from the Orlando Sentinel
of Orlando, Fla., of February 28, 1970.
It is entitled “Abolishing Electoral Col-
lege Would Be Bad for the Nation.” I
ask unanimous consent that it be printed
in full at this point in the REecosp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ABOLISHING ELECTORAL COLLEGE WoULD BE
BAD FOR THE NATION

The Senate Judiciary Committee promises
to act before April 24 on the constitutional
amendment abolishing the Electoral College
in favor of direct elections for president and
vice president.

It has been sitting on the amendment for
more than a year, which shows the wisdom
of the committee, for picking presidents by
popular vote is a bad move.

Direct popular elections would encourage
the major political parties to concentrate
their campaigns in large cities. This could
work against the interests of the rural com-
munities and smaller states.

Such a system would encourage the selec-
tion of nominees for the presidency from
larger states or from larger ideological group-
ings. It would determine the relative weight
of each state’'s vote on the basis of the
number of votes cast and counted, rather
than on its population.

It would jeopardize the control of the
states over voting for state and local offices
and constitute a blow to state power.

It would lead, almost inevitably, to irre-
sistible pressure for national laws govern-
ing qualifications for voting, including the
determination of minimum voting age and
educational qualifications which currently
vary {rom state to state.

The House approved the amendment last
September by a margin of 236 votes, more
than the two-thirds necessary.

The Senate is likely to follow suit unless
the people notify thelr senators that they
don't want such a radical change.

It is doubtful, however, if the legislatures
of the necessary 38 states would then ratify
the amendment, since the majority of the
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states are small and realize they would lose
influence through direct popular elections.

Few will deny the Electoral College needs
improving, but a better way to do it would be
to select electors in a manner similar to that
for representatives and senators—one from
each congressional distriect and two from
each state at large.

Called the district method, it would pro-
yide that presidential elector candldates with
a plurality In each electoral district would
win, and the presidential elector candidates
winning a plurality in the state would be
elected. The presidential candidate receiving
the vote of a majority of the electors nation-
wide would win.

This would improve the method of elect-
ing presidents rather than weaken it as the
direct election method would do.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I read
this small portion of the editorial:
JL-=

Meaning this amendment—
would jeopardize the control of the states
over voting for state and loeal offices and
constitute a blow to state power.

It would lead, almost inevitably, to irresist-
ible pressure for national laws governing
qualifications for voting, including the deter-
mination of minimum voting age and edu-
cational qualifications which currently vary
from state to state.

The next item which I would like to
include in the REcorp is a very fine edi-
torial entitled “A Dangerous Electoral
Reform,” which appeared in the Florida
Times-Union of April 26 of this year.
I ask unanimous consent that it appear
in the Recorp at this point as a part of
my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

A DawnGeErOUS ELECTORAL REFORM

The wisdom of the Founding Fathers in
making it extremely difficult to amend the
Constitution of the United States is again
vindicated by the action of the Senate Judi-
clary committee. in voting, 11 to 6, for an
amendment providing for direct, popular elec-
tion of the President.

The proposal, sponsored by Sen. Birch Bayh
of Indiana and supported by the liberals of
both major parties, has a superficial appeal.
There are some who support it because they
share a widespread conviction that the pres-
ent electoral system is out of date and needs
reform. They accept the popular election idea
as an.-appealing alternative.

But it is also backed by those who pur-
posefully want to undermine the entire
federal system which has survived, and
worked, for nearly 200 years.

Although a similar resolution has passed
the House of Representatives, it still has a
long and rough road ahead. It must clear
the Senate by two thirds majority. Differ-
ences between the Senate and House ver-
sions must be reconciled, and the revisions
accepted by both houses.

Then begins the long haul of required
ratification within seven years by three
fourths of the states, or 38.

The amendment provides that in order to
be elected, & candidate would have to receive
at least 40 percent of the total vote. Other-
wise, there would be a runoff between the
two top candidates.

The proposal's next obstacle is approval by
the entire Senate, far less likely than the
committee vote might indicate. But the
greatest obstacle of all will be the required
ratification by 38 states which would seem to
be an unthinkable development once the
states' legislatures and voters grasp the full
implications of the proposal.
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It would not only wipe out the present
Electoral College, which all agree 1s an anach-
ronism, but it would literally wipe out any
effective volce for the smaller states In sig-
nificantly affecting the outcome of the elec-
tion, which they now have as voting units
within a federal system which preserves the
basic concept of a free confederation of sov-
erelgn states.

Clearly, it would encourage, if not require,
candidates for the presidency to concentrate
their time, effort and money almost exclu-
sively on winning the strongest possible pop-
ular support in the nine states which can
effectively control the outcome and which in
most cases have the strongest and most effi-
cient political machines.

Contrary to the claim of the amendment’s
sponsors, it would undermine the two-party
system and encourage the proliferation of
splinter party candidates solely in the hope
of denying a 40 percent plurality to any can-
didate.

In the case of a contest between major
candidates as close as those of 1960 and
1968 in terms of popular votes, the country,
and the government, could be kept on tenter-
hooks for weeks walting a recheck of pop-
ular ballots to determine if a runoff would
be necessary.

The crying need is to correct the faults of
the present electoral system; not to destroy
completely a system that in most respects
has stood the test of time.

There is a plan already before Congress
that would do just that, sponsored by Flori-
da Senator Spessard Holland.

It would divide each state’s electoral vote
proportionately according to that state’s pop-
ular vote. It Is in complete harmony with
the federal system; it is precise and not
subject to political manipulation! it is fair
to all states, large and small, and it assures
that every individual vote will be counted
in determining the winner.

It 1s the plan which every state should
demand, while rejecting completely the un-
wise plan gaining headway in Congress.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I read
tpis portion of the editorial for empha-
S1S:

Tt—

Meaning the pending amendment—
would not only wipe out the present
Electoral College, which all agree is an
anachronism, but it would lterally wipe out
any effective volce for the smaller states In
significantly affecting the outcome of the
election, which they now have as voting units
within a federal system which preserves the
basic concept of a free confederation of sov-
ereign states,

Clearly, It would encourage, if not require,
candidates for the presidency to concentrate
their time, effort and money almost exclu-
sively on winning the strongest possible pop-
ular support in the nine states which can
effectively control the outcome and which in
most cases have the strongest and most effi-
cient political machines.

Contrary to the claim of the amendment’s
sponsors, it would undermine the two-party
system and encourage the proliferation of
splinter party candidates solely in the hope
of denying a 40 percent plurality to any can-
didate.

In the case of a contest between major
candidates as close as those of 1960 and 1068
in terms of popular votes, the country, and
the government, could be kept on tenterhooks
for weeks walting a recheck of popular bal-
lots to determine if a runoff would be nec-
©sSary.

The crying need is to correct the faults
of the present electoral system; not to de-
stroy completely a system that in most re-
spects has stood the test of time.

There is a plan already before Congress
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that would do just that, sponsored by Flor-
ida Senator Spessard Holland.

It would divide each state’s electoral vote
proportionately according to that state's
popular vote. It Is in complete harmony with
the federal system; it Is precise and not sub-
ject to political manipulation; it is fair to
all states, large and small, and it assures that
every Individual vote will be counted in de-
termining the winner.

It is the plan which every state should de-
mand, while rejecting completely the unwise
plan gaining headway In Congress.

The next item is another column by
James J. Kilpatrick, appearing in the
Florida Times Union under date of Sep-
tember 8 of this year, which I ask unani-
mous consent be included in full in the
Recorbp at this point.

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

DirECT PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION: A DEEPLY

RADICAL AMENDMENT
(By James J. Kilpatrick)

WasHINGTON.—The United States Senate
launches itself this week into one of the most
fateful debates in American constitutional
history. By the end of this month—by early
October at the latest—the Senate will have
voted up or down a resclution proposing the
direct national election. of Presidents.

“I think a case can be made,” Yale's Pro-
fessor Charles Black has sald, “for the propo-
sition that direct election, if it passes, will
be the most deeply radical amendment which
has  ever entered the Constitution of the
United States.”

That assessment is shared by many others,
both lawyers and non-lawyers, who see in the
direct election proposal a fundamental al-
teration in the structure of American fed-
eralism. Yet the resolution has passed the
House already; it reportedly commands
strong popular support; and the action to
be taken by the Senate has this unrecog-
nlzed meaning: If the Senate approves, and
the resolution goes out to the states for
ratification, any further effort at electoral
reform would be effectively blocked for seven
years. That is the period allowed by the reso-
lution in which three-fourths of the states
must ratify or fail to ratify.

Consider, for a moment, the changes that
would occur in the whole business of nomi-
nation and qualification for the ballot. Under
existing law, political parties hold national
conventions and nominate their presidential
and vice presidential candidates. Then state
parties, acting under state law, undertake
to get those tickets listed on state ballots.

It is at this point that the machinery of
federalism begins its delicate braking ac-
tion. Major parties ordinarily have no trouble
in getting their candidates on the ballot In
every state. The petition process makes it
more difficult for third parties. George Wal-
lace, it will be recalled, had a terrible time
in 1968 before he could get his American
Independent Party qualified. When Strom
Thurmond ran in 1948, he made it to the
ballot in 15 states only.

The machinery of state-by-state qualifica-
tion, coupled with electoral voting by states,
has worked to inhibit the power of third
parties.

Under the pending resolution, this ma-
chinery would be junked. No matter what
its sponsors say, the direct election amend-
ment would require (and its language so
permits) that ballots be uniform throughout
the United States. Nothing else would make
sense. An entire new system would have
to be created by which any group calling it-
self a political party filed the names of its
candidates with a Federal Board of Elec-
tions. We could reasonably expect a Black
Peoples Party, a Peace Party, a Revolutionary
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Party, a Young Americans Party. I am myself
a Whig, and might run. In a nation so large
and so passionately diverse, a dozen “parties”
surely would bid for a footnote in history.

Then what? State lines no longer would
matter. We are now thinking of cumulative
votes, across the nmation as a whole. It re-
quires no great work of the imagination to
conceive that such an aggregation of States
Righters, New Leftists, Anti-Fluoridationists
and Ban-the-Bombers could drain enough
votes to prevent elther of the major parties
from winning 40 percent of the total,

In 1968, even with the machinery of fed-
eralism working, it was Nixon 43.5 percent;
Humphrey 42.8; and Wallace 13.5, with two-
tenths split among Gene McCarthy, Eldridge
Cleaver, a Communist named Mitchell;, the
Prohibitionist Munn and others. Given a
similar situation, under the pending amend-
ment, a run-of would be held between the
top two—probably the first week In De-
cember—amidst wild cries of “deal” and
“sell-out.”

Is this what we want? Is this prospect of
chaos truly better than the “obsolete” but
functioning system that now exists? The
questions are squarely before the Senate
now.

Mr. HOLLAND. I quote from that
particular column this portion:

The United States Senate launches itself
this week into one of the most fateful de-
bates in American constitutional history
By the end of this month—by early October
at the Iatest—the Senate will have voted
up or down a resolution proposing the di-
rect national election of Presidents.

"I think a case can be made,” Yale's Pro-
fessor Charles Black has sald, “for the prop-
osition that direct election, if it passes, will
be the most deeply radical amendment
which has ever entered the Constitution of
the United States."

That assessment is shared by many
others, both lawyers and non-lawyers, who
see In the direct election proposal a funda-
mental alteration in the structure of Ameri-
can federalism. Yet the resolution has passed
the House already; it reportedly commands
strong popular support; and the action to
be taken by the Senate has this unrecog-
nized meaning: If the Senate approves, and
the' resolution goes out to the states for
ratification, any further effort at electoral
reform would be effectively blocked for seven
years. That Is the period allowed by the
resolution in which three-fourths of the
states must ratify or fall to ratify.

Then another portion of that column
which I shall quote for emphasis reads
as follows:

The machinery of state-by-state qualifica-
tion, coupled with electoral voting by states,
has worked. to Inhibit the power of third
parties.

Under the pending resolution this ma-
chinery would be junked, No matter what its
sponsors say, the direct election amend-
ment would require (and its language . so
permits) that ballots be uniform through-
out the United States. Nothing else would
make sense. An entlre new system would
have to be created by which any group call-
ing itself a political party filed the names
of its candidates with a Federal Board of
Elections. We could reasonably expect a
Black Peoples Party, a Peace Party, a Revolu-
tionary Party, a Young Americans Party. I
am myself a Whig, and might run. In a
natlon so large and so passionately diverse,
a dozen “parties” surely would bid for a
footnote in history.

Then what? State lines no longer would
matter. We are now thinking of cumula-
tive votes, across the nation as a whole. It
requires no great work of the imagination
to concelve that such an aggregation of
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States Righters, New Leftists, Anti-Fluorida-
tionists and -Ban-the<Bombers could drain
enough votes to' prevent elther of the major
parties from winning 40 percent of the total.

In 1968, even with the machinery of fed-
erallsm working, it was Nixzon 43.5 percent;
Humphrey 42.8; and Wallace 13.5, with two-
tenths split among Gene McCarthy, Eldridge
Cleaver, a Communist named Mitchell, the
Prohibitionist Munn and others. Given a
similar situation, under the pending amend-
ment, a run-off ‘would be held between the
top two—probably the first week in Decem-
ber—amidst wild eries of “deal” and “sell-
out.”

Is this what we want? Is this prospect of
chacs truly better than the “Obsoclete’ but
functioning system that now exists? The
questions are squarely before the Senate
now.

The next item that I wish to place in
the REcorb is written by a distinguished
scholar of the South, Dr. Thurman
Sensing, executive vice president,
Southern States Industrial Council. In
his bulletin No. 747, “Sensing the News,”
released October 23, 1969, Mr. Sensing
discusses direct election of Presidents and
Vice Presidents under a column which
he entitles “Direct Election Isn't Re-
form.” I guote from Mr. Sensing’s very
able treatment of this subject three
short quotations.

Pirst:

In veting to junk the Electoral Ceollege
and to choose presidents by direct popular
balloting, the U.S. House of Representatives
struck a blow at the republican’ system of
government. created by the Founding Fath-
ers—a system that has brought the blessing
of liberty to generations of Amerlicans.

The second quotation is as follows:

The Founding Fathers knew that tyranny
may be imposed by an -autocrat er dictator.
They also recognized that unlimited demoec-
racy could ‘become .totalltarian democracy.
John Randolph of Roanoke, the early Vir-
ginla statesman and one-time Speaker of
the House, referred to totalitarian demaoc-
racy as "King Numbers.”

The third quotation from the state-
ment by Dr. Sensing:

The chief damage done by direct electlon
would be to downgrade, If not almost elim-
inate, the role-of the states: One of the
purposes of the states s to function in the
cholce of a President. In so doing, our con-
stitutional system, provides for a separation
of powers and a barrier to the political power
of the. presidency over other branches of
government and the people themselves. The
states, afterrall, represent a protective line
hetween the mammeth power of the federal
government and the individual citizens. The
states constitute a hedge against tyranny.

Mr. President, the next very worth-
while item which I wish to have appear
in the Recorp is an article published in
the Miami Herald of recent date, writ-
ten by Mr. Richard Goodwin, who cer-
tainly is no 'ultraconservative, by any
manner or means.

The title of Mr. Goodwin’s rather
lengthy article is “Direct Election Has
Its Faults.” I ask unanimous consent
that the entire article be print,ed in the
Recorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EacreToN). Without objection, it is so
ordered. Did the Sensator ask that the
entire Sensing letter be printed in the
RECORD?
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Mr. HOLLAND. I made that request
in the beginning.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Dmrect ELECTION IsN't REFORM
(By Thurman Sensing)

In voting to junk the Electoral College and
to choose presidents by direct popular bal-
loting, the U.S. House of Representatives
struck a blow at the republican system of
government created by the TFounding
Pathers—a system that has brought the
blessing of liberty to generations of Ameri-
cans,

The action of the House was not a reform
but a step backward. The Founding Fathers,
who wrote the U.S. Constitution, were wise
men mindful of the dangers of tyranny in
earller societles. They bullt elaborate safe-
guards into the U.S. constitutional system,
and the Electoral College was one of them.
The Founding Fathers knew that tyranny
may be impoeed by an autocrat or dictator.
They also recognized that unlimited democ-
racy could become totalitarian democracy.
John: Randolph of Roanoke, the early Vir-
ginia statesman ‘and’' one-time -Speaker of
the House, referred to totalitarian democracy
as “"King Numbers."

The American political system is a federal
union, or federative republic. It is a repre-
sentative system of government. Its design
ls not one of participatory politics, to use the
favorite phrase of the New Left. The qualified
voters in a state choose men to manage the
affalrs of government. The system works well,
a5 the endurance of the Republic for almost
200 years makes very clear.

The House of Representatives would dis-
card a key part of the plan devised for the
operation of the Republic. It would’ break
with the wisdom of the Founding Fathers,
and grave peril will result if the direct elec-
tion plan is not rejected.

Fortunately, the Constitution contlnues to
provide safegudards against intellectual con-
fusion. For ‘the direct eélection bill" to: 'be-
come the law of the land, two-thirds of the
Senate -and three-fourths of the' states will
have to give their assent.

Na doubt the ldea of direct elections has a
superficlal ‘appeal'to persons who thave not
examined the machinery of presidential elec~
tions and considered the theery,behind 1it.
Direct election would have severely hurtful
consequences, as close emmlnation of the
proposal reveals.

Thechief damage done by direct election
would be to downgrade, 1f -not almost elimi-
nate, the role of the states. One of the pur-
poses of the states is to funection cin: the
choice of a President. In so doing, our con-
stitutional system provides for a separation
of powers and a barrler to the politieal power
of the presidency over other branches of gov-
ernment and the people themselves. The
states, after all, represent a .protective line
between the mammoth power of the federal
government and the individual citizens. The
states constitute a hedge against tyranny.

The Electoral College system means that
an incumbent President has to eonsult with
Congress and its individual members, for he
has to carry states—not win mere numbers—
if he wants to be reelected. If the-Electoral
College i=-placed on the ash heap, the Presi-
dent will not have to be so considerate of
Congress or consult with its members. He can
attempt to reach over the heads of Congress
to get the number total that he needs in a
presidential electlon.

The modern history of our country shows
that the Executive already is the strongest
branch of  government and. the least. re-~
strained. Therefore, it is the branch.that
must be watched most closely if the Ameri-
can people are to retain their liberties, But
the House of Representatives has acted to
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add immensely to the power of the Executive
Branch, thereby upsetting a careful con-
stitutional balance.

This is not to say that some reform of the
Electoral College is not in order. Strict con-
stitutionalists in Congress have favored
moderate change such as embodied in the
so-called District Plan. Under the District
Plan, a candidate would get one electoral
vote for-each congressional district he carries
and two for earrying the state. The effect of
this plan. would be to’ break up the large
blocs of electoral votes that now go to candi-
dates carrying the big states. Unfortunately,
the House turned down the District Plan be-
fore opting for direct election.

Tampering with the electoral system so as
to upset the constitutional balance is an ex-
ercise in irresponsibllity. Thoughtful eltizens
cannot ignore the danger of a power-hungry
demagogue riding into office on the votes of
ungualified voters who in big citles are
herded to the polls like sheep to cast ballots
on the orders of the managers of canﬁlct ar=
ganizations.

Now, more than ever, the United States
needs an electoral system that preserves the
vital, protective role of the states in choo -
ing a Presldent.

ELECTORAL COLLEGE: B Best Way? Dmect
ELEcTION HaAs ITs FauLts

(By Richard Goodwin)

Nothing could be more startling or in-
structive than the unanimity with which the
Establishment of politics and media are
rushing to embrace a constitutional amend-
ment which might unhinge the entire po-
litical structure.

For there is good reason to believe that di-
rect popular election of the president may
end that two party system which has helped
make. the Unlted States one of the most
stable and long lasting democracies in the
history of the world.

Coming, as it does, at a time of dwpenlng
national divislon and ideological strife that
result s even more likely. Yet this immense
possibllity—a likellhood in my judgment—
has been barely mentioned in the curiously
muted debate over a proposal to change a
constitutional system which has worked well
for two centuries,

To make this judgment one must first sep-
arate the different issues whose casual blend-
ing has serlously obscured discussion. First,
is the issue of the electoral principle itself,
in which all the votes allotted to a state go
to the candidate with the most popular
votes,

Second is the legal right of an individual
elector to defy the popular will and vote for
the candidate of his personal choice.

Third is the question of what happens if
no candidate receives a majority of electoral
votes.

The second and third issues raise a dif-
ferent problem from the legitimacy of the
electoral system itself; it is whether a small
group of men, acting on their individual
opinions and motives, should ever be allowed
to select the President.

Moreover, this 1s not just an academic pos-
sibility. Electors have gone off on their own,
and twice the House of Representatives has
chosen as president a man who did not re-
celve a plurality of popular wvote. Andrew
Jackson and—in a rather sordid way—Sam-
uel Tilden were deprived of the presidency by
Congress despite popular pluralities, both
also recelved electoral pluralities.

Certainly nearly everyone will agree that
the modern presidency is too important an
office to be filled by private maneuvering,
deals and coalitions. Still these abuses can
be forestalled without touching the electoral
system itself, simply by automatically count-
ing a state's electoral votes for the popular
winner and’ providing that a plurality of
electoral votes wins.
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There also could be a provision for a run-
off if the leading candidate falls below a cer-
tain specified percentage.

None of this requires ellminating the elec-
toral principle itself, which is an unrelated
and far more serfous matter. That principle
is like many other elements of our consti-
tutional ‘structure. It no longer serves the
purpose which the founders intended, but
has assumed other important and rarely ar-
ticulated functions.

This. is, one must admit, the theoretical
possibility that a presidential candidate
could receive the most popular votes while
his opponent won the most electors. Yet in
almost two centuries this has happened only
once—in 1888 when Grover Cleveland lost
the election to Benjamin Harrison. Even
then, Cleveland’s popular edge was only 100,-
000 wvotes, hardly an ovérwhelming popular
mandate.

If. the system . has been accurate for over
80 years, it is. even more likely tg work in the
future. For television and other mass media
operate to make an election more than ever
an expression of a national mood, rather than
of differences based on state lines.

Thus the direct electlon proposal violates
the single most ilmportant rule of constitu-
tional amendment: if sométhing is working,
don't change it. We have never before
amended the Constitution in anticipation of
possible abuse or on the basis of abstract the-
ory. Only after an abuse has manifested
itself, and usually after considerable pub-
lic pressure, have we acted, and even then
with reluctance.

Surely this is one of the reasons that the
American Constitution has endured while
more volatile republics rose and fell.

One must equally admit that it is Im-
possible to be certaln of the consequences
of the projectéed change {o direct election.
Yet it is a fact that the only third partles
which have lasted in this country have been
those with a.geographical base—those that

could carry states.
The most noteworthy modern example has
been the Southern Party from the Dixie-
crats through George Wallace.
The others have proved transient, or have
never begun, in important part because they
could not hope to carry any states and would

thus recelye no electoral votes. (In 1948
Strom Thurmond and Henry Wallace re-
celved approximately the same popular vote
but Wallace got no electoral votes to Thur-
mond’s 39. The Southern Party is still with us
and the Progressive passed away).

Many of those who were tempted by third
party movements—and T know this from per-
sonal experfence in 1968—have been discour-
aged by the knowledge that their aétivities
would only help swing a state's electoral
votes to that candidate who was ldeologicnlly
furthest from them.

Such & party might bargain with one of
the major parties in return for sn endorse-
ment or offer to withdraw in the course of a
campaign In return for endorsement. They
might also run candidates in the hope of
forcing a runoff election in which their votes
will be eagerly and profitably sought. Based
on our historieal experience this could prove
an extremely fruitful course.

Fifteen of our presidents have been elected
with less than a majority of the popular
votes. Therefore in almost half of our elec-
tions, a third party, at least theoretically,
could have held the balance of power. Two
of our last three elact-lona have been virtual
popular ties.

The experience of some of our largest states
demonstrates that this is more than a theo-
retical possibility. We now have four parties
in New York State, with both Liberal and
Conservative Partles exercising influence far
out of proportion to thelr strength. Nor is
Callfornia a-stranger to third party polities,

Had direct election been in effect last year
we probably would have had an anti-war
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party (and I would have joined). The pos=
sibilities ‘for the ' future are limitless. Direct
election may well bring us a Farmer's Party,
a ‘Senlor Cltizens Party, a:Black Party and
other groups coalescing around common: in=
terest and belief.

The possibility of multiparty aectivity ds
as much & matter of the psychology of presi-
dential politics as of pure reason. Which is
probably ‘why it is so little discussed. For
relatively few ofthose involved have had
direct experience in'presidential campaigns.

¥Yet I believe that our history combines
with medern experience to demonstrate that
the inability to receive any electoral votes
has beén a powerful deterrent to third and
fourth and fifth party movements, If this
Is so, then direct election could not come
at a worse time—when the tendency to po-
litical fragmentation and ideological division
is reaching new heights. In any event this, to
me, is the centrasl issue of reform and de-
sorves the inost serlous and extended con-
sideration.

It will always, of course, be possible-for a
new major party to emerge, which may well
happen in 1972 for the first time since the
1850s.

Other objections to direct election have
heen rather fully discussed. Nor is there any
great principle involved in the speculation
that this might increase the Importance of
small states, However, purely as a matter
of interest, I believe those who anticipate
such a consequence will be seriously’ dis-
appointed.

Most presidential campaigns are directed
at a “swing vote” of about 10-20 per cent of
the electorate. Any candidate in search of
those votes will have to focus his money and
efforts on the large states. For that is' where
the people are, and where the most volatile
vote is to be found.

In 1968 about half the total vote for the
two major candidates came from just seven
states. A change of less than 115 per cent in
these states would have canceled out Nixon's
entire southern margin over Humphrey. No
political strategist could wisely advise a can-
didate to take the slightest risk in the big
states. (Although it is too complicated to dis-
cuss here the changing economics of medisa
buying will intensify this tendency) thus, if
direct election. passes, the proponents of the
“New Federalism™ will preside over the dis-
solution of one of the few remaining levers
which 'less populated sections have on na-
tional politics. This may be a healthy thing,
but it always helps to be clear about what
you are doing when you c.hange the Constitu-
tion.

The Electoral Cpllege has not only faith-
fully reflected the popular will, it has usually
strengthened it by giving a candidate with
& narrow popular margin a far larger elec-
toral mandate. Agalnst this historical argu-
ment that the electoral system offends the
theoretical democratic principle of ‘'‘one
man, one vote.” This is certainly so, at least
in abstract possibility.

We. must remember, however, that this is
not the uniform principle of our govern-
ment, The Supreme Court, with its power to
overrule president and Congress, is responsi-
ble to no electorate. And its Insulation from
popular will has helped strengthen it to
protect popular lUbertles.

A senator elected by a few hundred thou-
sand votes in Idaho has as much power over
national affairs as a man selected by several
million citizens of New York. Yet the Senate
has often been a more liberal and principle
body than the House of Representatives,

Men like the secretary of defense, whose
power over our lives far exceeds that of
most of our earller presidents, are appointed
and removed by one man. Our national gov-
ernment iz not a pure democracy. Nor does
anyone suggest it should be; moreover, none
of our institutions of government acts ex-
actly as the founding fathers expected. Yet
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they have managed to evolve some kind of
enduring and relatively fruitful harmony.

The system is not perfect, and I belleve we
need some fundamental changes, But when
we are asked to change an institution as
basic as the Electoral College the only rele-
vant .questions are practical ones. How Is it
working? What are its functions? What will
be the consequences of change?

To act on the basis of rhetorlc.about pure
democracy may have threatening conse-
quences for the future.of our actual democ-
racy, and is a spirit foreign to the Constitu-
tion itself. :

For all the influence of mass media and
fast planes, we are still a continent, shelter-
ing diverse peoples with different ways of liv-
ing. The electoral College has been one of the
institutions tending to strengthen the curi-
ous, irrational and frustrating political sys-
tem which has held us together.

Before embarking on the irrevocable course
of abolition we should be sure that we un-
derstand and are willing to risk the possible
results,

Mr. HOLLAND. The item by Mr. Rich-
ard Goodwin contains many nuggets
which I should like to quote, but I shall
read only two of them, for the point of
emphasis. The first quotation is as fol-
lows:

Nothing could be more startling or in-
structive than the unanimity with which
the Establishment of politics and medla
are rushing to embrace a constitutional
amendment which might unhinge the en-
tire political structure.

For there 1s good reason to believe that
direct popular election of the president may
end that two party system which has helped
make the United States one of the most
stable and long lasting democracies in the
history of the world.

Coming, as it does, at a time of deepen-
ing national division and ideologlcal strife
that result is even more likely. Yet this im-
mense possibility—a likelihood in my judg-
ment—has been barely mentioned in the
curiously muted debate over a proposal to
change a constitutional system which has
worked well for two centuries.

Mr. President, I inject this comment of
my own: I think there is nothing more
truly serious in this debate at this time
than the thought advanced in the quoted
part of Mr. Goodwin’s article that the
very continued existence of the two-party
system in this Nation is seriously jeop-
ardized by this amendment, and that
the existence of many parties is almost
guaranteed. When we look at what has
happened in some of the otheéer free na-
tions of the world which have many
parties, and realize how unstable their
governments have been, I think we
would all want to be very careful, in con-
sidering this amendment, to consider
that feature of the results which might
and which I believe would flow from it.

My second quotation from Mr. Good-
win’s thoughtful article reads as follows:

Thus the direct election proposal violates
the single most important rule of constitu-
tional amendment: if something is working,
don't change it. We have never before
amended the Constitution in anticipation
of possible abuse or on the basis of abstract
theory. Only after an abuse has manifested
itself, and usually after considerable public
pressure, have we acted, and even then with
reluctance.

Mr. President, I believe the Senate

would do well to heed that stop, look, and
listen statement by Mr. Goodwin.
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The next item which I should like to
have included in the ReEcorp appeared in
the Washington Post this morning, being
a column by Mr. Kevin P. Phillips, who
but a short while ago was one of the
assistants in the White House. The title
of his article is “Electoral College Poli-
tics,” and I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

ELECTORAL COLLEGE PoOLITICS
(By Kevin P. Phillips)

The Senate has begun debate on an
amendment to the U.S. Constitution that
would abolish the Electoral College method
of choosing a President In favor of direct,
nationwide popular election.

Two-thirds support will be necessary to
push this change through the Senate, and a
close fight Is expected. The balance of power
is generally thought to rest with an unde-
cided bloe of Farm Belt Republicans (Dole,
Pearson, Young, and Miller), small-state
Northeastern Republicans (Prouty, Cotton,
Boggs, and Willlams), Southern Democrats
(Spong, Byrd, Fulbright, Hollings and Long)
and Rocky Mountain Democrats (Cannon,
McGee, Moss, and Anderson).

Such indecision is surprising because the
amendment in question, pushed by the Sen-
ate's leading liberals, would operate to reduce
the national political muscle of the more
conservative South, Farm Belt, Rocky Moun-
talns, and other lightly populated states, The
detriment to these areas can be measured In
three ways: (1) diminished local power in
Presidential elections; (2) reduced represen-
tation and influence in both parties; and (3)
decreased local orlentation of national party
platforms and administration.

To illustrate the Southern and Western
loss of power, consider that in 1968 (per the
1960 census), Connecticut, Oklahoma, and
South Carolina each enjoyed 8 electoral votes,
but in terms of popular vote, Connecticut
sent 1.26 million to the polls in 1968, Okla-
home 043,000, and South Carolina only
667,000.

Becondly, the change to direct election
would greatly affect the regional distribu-
tlon of power within the two partles,
especially at presidential conventions.

Delegates are now apportioned to states on
the basis of Electoral College strength, with
bonuses for partisan performance. Abolltion
of the Electoral College would presumably
shift delegate apportionment to a system
based either on total vote cast in the prior
election or total vote cast for the party’s
nominee.

In the Democratic Party, such a change,
which may come regardless as ‘reform,”
would greatly weaken moderate-to-conserv-
ative Influence. The BSouth, Plains, and
Rocky Mountains had 30 per cent of the
1968 delegates, but cast only 20 per cent of
Humphrey's vote, whereas the liberal big-
city states of Massachusetts, New ¥York,
Pennsylvania, Michigan, California and
Ohio had only 28 per cent of the delegates
but cast 43 per cent of Humphrey's Novem-
ber ballots.

A delegate reapportionment of this magni-
tude would put the Democratic Party in the
hands of left-liberals whose stance would
injure party candidates in the South, Border,
Plains, and Rocky Mountains, (Direct elec-
tion would also promote this llberal bias by
dispelling Democratic electoral vote concern
with eking out three-way pluralities In Texas,
say, or Missourl or Georgia.)

If electoral reform shifts the Democrats
to the left, pushing conservatives and Wal-
laceites  into the GOP, the Republicans
would probably remain conservative-
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orlented. However, if Electoral College aban-
donment were to cause GOP delegates to be
apportioned by votes cast for the last party
Presidential candidate, this would sharply
reduce the convention power of the low
turnout and now bonus-weighted South,
Plains, and Rocky Mountains,

Under present idealogical circumstances,
now that American politics s no longer
divided by the Civil War, the Electoral Col-
lege favors a Republican coalition based in
the South Midwest, West, and small states.
GOP Senators from these areas would be
foolish to abandon a system that has a
bullt-in blas toward such a coalition in
favor of one which, at best, sacrifices these
regional advantages.

For these reasons, Southern, Farm Belt,
Rocky Mountain, and other small states have
good reason to oppose abolition of the Elec-
toral College, and If such a constitutional
amendment passes the Senate, it will prob-
ably not be ratified by the states.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, with-
out attempting to quote more than a
small portion of Mr. Phillips’ article, I
do want to call attention to two parts.

After mentioning that he hears that
there is indecision on the part of some of
the farm belt Senators and some of the
Senators from small States on the ques-
tion of support of or opposition to this
amendment, he proceeds with this para-
graph:

Such indecision s surprising because the
amendment In guestion, pushed by the Sen-
ate's leading liberals would operate to re-
duce the national political muscle of the
more conservative South, Farm Belt, Rocky
Mountains, and other lightly populated
states. The detriment to these areas can be
measured in three ways: (1) diminished
local power in Presidential elections; (2)
reduced representation and influence in both
parties; and (3) decreased local orientation

of national party platforms and administra-
tion.

A second quotation from Phillips’ fine
article is as follows:

A delegate reapportionment of this magni-
tude would put the Democratic Party in the
hands of left-1iberals whose stance would in-
jure party candidates in the South, Border,
Plains, and Rocky Mountains, (Direct elec-
tion would also promote this liberal bias by
dispelling Democratic electoral vote concern
with eking out three-way pluralities’ in
Texas, say, or Missouri or Georgia.)

And a third quotation from Mr.
Phillips’ thoughtful article:

For these reasons, Southern, Farm Belt,
Rocky Mountain, and other small states have
good reason to oppose abolition of the Elec-
toral College, and if such a constitutional
amendment passes the Senate, it will prob-
ably not be ratified by the states.

Mr. President, I appreciate the pa-
tience of the Presiding Officer and of the
Senate, and I shall simply say that in
my judgment, the electoral college as
it exists should be changed by amend-
ment; that in my judgment, the frac-
tional system to be proposed during this
debate in a substitute to be offered by the
distinguished Senator from North Car-
olina (Mr. Ervin), which has long had
my support, much better meets the situa-
tion and does not jeopardize the position
of the States, and particularly the posi-
tion of the small States; and that I hope
that will be the path adopted when the
Senate finally acts in his matter.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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Mr. HOLLAND subsequently said: Mr.
President, earlier in the day I spoke in
opposition to Senate Joint Resolution 1,
suggesting a radical change in the con-
stitutional method for the selection of
President and Vice President.

Since that time, I have noted in the
Washington Star of today a very fine
column by David Lawrence entitled
“Election Plan Would Hit ‘Statehood.’”

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed in the REcorp as a part
of my previous remarks, and added to the
group of ecolumns and editorials which I
placed in the Recorp at the time of my
original appearance on this matter.

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

ErLectioN Pran WouLp Hit “STATEHOOD"

(By David Lawrence)

The Senate is struggling with a proposed
amendment to the Constitution to abolish
the Electoral College and conduct all pres-
idential elections hereafter by direct vote of
the people. The plan is to let the candidate
who receives the largest number of votes be
declared elected if this is at least 40 percent
of the total votes cast. If no candidate gets
that percentage, a run-off election would be
held between the top two.

But the states would not hereafter cast
their ballots in the Electoral College and
would thus lose a power they have held since
the republic was founded. It would be incred-
ible if the three-fourths of the states of the
union necessary should ratify any such
amendment because it certainly could mean
a diminution of the influence of the smaller
states in the electlon of the national ad-
ministration.

Under the proposed amendment, a plu-
rality of the votes could be obtained almost
entirely from one section of the country, and
the new president could cater to the demands
or desires of that region. But, with the Elec-
toral College, even the most populous states
have a relatively small number of electors,
and these can be offset by a combination
of electors from smaller states. Some presi-
dents, for example, have been elected by a
substantial number of electoral votes by get-
ting majorities In states of large and small
population in different sections of the coun-
try. Yet their total popular vote was close
to that cast for an opponent.

President Wilson was reelected in 1916
with the support of the South, which was
usually Democratic, and the West, which
was usually Republican. But the two areas
in combination produced enough Democratic
electoral votes to offset the heavy electoral
vote for the Republican candidate in the
Eastern states.

There have been other elections, too, in
which sectional problems have influenced
the outcome of elections. The Electoral Col-
lege has performed a service in such in-
stances, because it has protected the inter-
ests of smaller as well as larger states con-
cerned with certain questions.

In some elections, such as that in 1920,
when there was a Republican landslide for
Warren G. Harding, virtually all the states
outside the South went Republican. Results
in elections were decided by popular vote.
The Electoral College comes in as the deci-
sive factor when elections are close and when
sectional issues in different parts of the
country produce wide differences of opinion
and sometimes split parties.

The proponents of the suggested amend-
ment keep emphasizing that election of a
president would be by “direct popular vote,”
and imply that the Electoral College doesn’t
satisfy such a requirement. A group of sena-
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tors, both Republican and Democrat, in op-
posing the amendment, make this comment:

“Direct election of the president, we be-
lieve, would—

“Destroy the two-party system and en-
courage the formation of a host of splinter
parties;

“Undermine the federal system by remov-
ing the states as states from the electoral
process;

“Remove an indispensable institutional
support for the separation of powers;

“Radlcalize public opinion and endanger
the rights of all minorities by removing in-
centives to compromise;

“Create an irresistible temptation to elec-
toral fraud;

“Lead to interminable electoral recounts
and challenges;

“Necessitate national direction and control
of every aspect of the electoral process.”

But how, it will be asked, does such an
amendment as is being proposed get wide-
spread support? The answer s that the
phrase “popular election” implies that the
people will have a much more positive voice
in choosing the president and will exercise
a direct responsibility. The truth is a direct-
election plan could lead to the destruction
of the two-party system and could weaken
both political parties in their state and local
operations as well.

Members of the two major parties are
divided in their support of the new amend-
ment. Even if it does pass the Senate and
is submitted to the states—since it has al-
ready passed the House—the big question is
whether three-fourths of the states will ever
ratify an amendment which will, in effect,
impair “statehood.”

AMENDMENT NO., 711

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
TypiNgs), the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. Scort), and the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Saxsg), I send to the desk an
amendment to Senate Joint Resolution 1
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. GRIFFIN., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be printed in full in the Rec-
ORD.

The amendment reads as follows:

Beginning with line 1, page 5, strike out
all to and including line 7, page 5, and in-
sert in lieu thereof the followling:

“Sec. 8. The persons joined as candidates
for President and Vice President having the
greatest number of votes shall be declared
elected President and Vice President, if such
number be at least 40 per centum of the
total number of votes certified. If none of
the persons joined as candidates for Presi-
dent and Vice President shall have at least
40 per centum of the total number of votes
certified, but the persons joined as candi-
dates for President and Viece President hav-
ing the greatest number of votes cast in the
election received the greatest number of the
votes cast in each of several States which in
combination are entitled to a number of
Senators and Representatives in the Con-
gress constituting & majority of the whole
number of Members of both House of the
Congress, such persons shall be declared
elected President and Vice ‘President. For
the purposes of the preceding sentence, the
District of Columbla shall be considered to
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be a State, and to be entitled to a number of
Senators and Representatives in the Con-
gress equal to the number to which it would
be entitled if it were a State, but in no event
more than the number to which the least
populous State is entitled.

“If, after any such election, none of the
persons joined as candidates for President
and Vice President can be declared to be
elected pursuant to the preceding para-
graph, the Congress shall assemble in spe-
cial session, in such manner as the Congress
shall prescribe by law, on the first Monday
of December of the year in which the elec-
tion occurred. The Congress so assembled
in special session shall be composed of those
persons who are qualified to serve as Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives for the regular session begin-
ning in the year next following the year
in which the election oeccurred. In that
special session the Senate and the House
of Representatives so constituted sitting in
jolnt session shall choose immediately, from
the two pairs of persons joined as candidates
for President and Viece President who re-
celved the highest numbers of votes cast in
the election, one such pair by ballot. For
that purpose a quorum shall consist of three-
fourths of the whole number of Senators
and Representatives. The vote of each Mem-
ber of each House shall be publicly an-
nounced and recorded. The pair of persons
joined as candidates for President and Vice
President recelving the greatest number of
votes shall be declared elected President and
Vice President. Immediately after such dec-
laration, the special session shall be ad-
journed sine die.

“No business other than the choosing of
a President and a Vice President shall be
transacted in any special session in which
the Congress is assembled under this sec-
tion. A regular session of the Congress shall
be adjourned during the period of any such
special session, but may be continued after
the adjournment of such special session
until the beginning of the next regular ses-
sion of the Congress. The assembly of the
Congress in special session under this sec-
tion shall not affect the term of office for
which a Member of the Congress thereto-
fore has been elected or appointed, and this
section shall not impair the powers of any
Member of the Congress with respect to
any matter other than proceedings con-
ducted in special session under this section.”

On page 3, line 16, immediately after the
period, insert the following new sentence*
“No such election shall be held later thar
the first Tuesday after the first Monday ir
November, and the results thereof shall be
declared no later than the third Tuesday
after the first Monday in November of the
year in which the election occurs.”.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it is my
hope that there might be a vote on this
amendment sometime early next week,
perhaps Tuesday. Whether such an
agreement to vote can be reached, I do
not know. But I want to indicate, on
behalf of myself and the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. Tybines), that that
would be satisfactory from our point of
View.

Nearly 150 years ago, Senator Thomas
Hart Benton of Missouri stood on the
floor of the Senate and proposed what
we are considering here today—the
direct, popular election of the President
and Vice President of the United States.

Speaking in the florid rhetoric of his
day, Senator Benton said:

The evil of a want of uniformity in the
cholce of presidential electors is not limited
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to its disfiguring effect upon the face of our
government, but. goes to-endanger the peo-
ple, by permitting sudden alterations on the
eve of an election, and to annihilate the
rights of small states, by enabling the large
ones to combine, and to throw all their votes
into the secale of & particular candidate.

In the political hurly-burly of his
times, Senator Benton perceived ample
reason even then for changing the elec-
toral college system provided for in the
Constitution. Then the Constitution was
less than 50 years old, and had not be-
come embossed by the traditions which
we now face in considering changes in
an antiquated, in creaky election ma-
chinery,

While he was unsuccessful, Benton
never changed his mind about the urgent
need for changing the electoral college
system in favor of a direct vote by the
people, Writing much later in his volu-
minous memoirs, “Thirty Years' View,”
the Missouri Senator said:

From the beginning these electors have
been useless, and an inconvenient interven-
tion between the people and the object of
their choice, and in time may become dan-
gerous . ..

Benton went on to point out that the
idea he proposed was not new, that it had
been advanced in the Constitutional
Convention of 1787, and had been sup-
ported by Benjamin Franklin and others.
He noted that it was not adopted because
it was, thought that “the mass of the
people would not be sufficiently informed,
discreet, and temperate to exercise with
advantage so great a privilege as that of
choosing the chief magistrate of a great
Republie.” He expressed the hope of “ob-
taining for it a befter suceess at some
future day.”

Surely we have now reached that point
in time. Various proposals for electoral
reform have been before Congress peri-
odically for many years. Out of a long
period of consideration and. debate con-
cerning the various proposals I believe
a clear consensus has emerged—a con-
sensus that the election of the President
ought to be by direct, popular vote of the
people.

Mr. President, I share the view ex-
pressed earlier in this debate by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Baker), who made the point that it is
not districts and not States that elect
a President—it is people.

If there were dangers which beset our
electoral system in Senator Benton’s day,
they are certainly magnified now in this
age of instant communication and in-
creasing concern over the processes of
Government.

I am convinced that the ideal system
for electing a President is one that per-
mits the most direct participation by
the people that is feasible. It should be a
system that does not encourage candi-
dates to write off segmerts of the popu-
lation or geographieal areas of the
country.

Such a system should permit indi-
vidual voters, wherever they live, to vote
directly for candidates for President and
Vice President rather than for faceless
electors responsible to no one. This is
the kind of an election system the people
gant——and the kind they are entitled to

ave.
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Mr. President, at a time when there
seems to be so much distrust of Govern-
ment and when so many people, for
whatever reasons, feel removed too far
from their elected leaders, it is particu-
larly appropriate, I believe, to move
toward more direct participation in the
processes of government,

It would also be wise to remove an
anachronism in our system which recog-
nizes the “faithless elector” and which
enables the popular will to he overridden
by an electoral college count.

As a number of witnesses before the
Judiciary Committee pointed out, several
elections have occurred where, despite a
relatively comfortable popular vote ma-
jority, the electoral vote margin was ex-
tremely narrow. For example, in the 1884
election, a shift of 575 votes in New York
would have elected James Blaine over
Grover Cleveland; and in both the 1900
and 1908 elections, Willlam Jennings
Bryan would have been elected if there
had been a shift of a total of 5,000 votes
in several States, despite the fact that
the Republican candidates in both years
had a popular vote majority of nearly 1
million. Of course, it is well known that
a small shift in the popular vote in the
1948, 1960, and 1968 elections would have
elected candidates who were not the
popular vote winners.

Another reason for favoring the direct
election plan is that it would remove the
disproportionate advantage in the elec-
toral system now enjoyed by one-party
States with low voter turnouts. This plan
would give all groups a greater incentive
to participate politically, for they could
be sure their votes would be counted.

A few statisties will illustrate the point
I wish to make with regard to encourag-
ing greater participation in the election
of a President.

In 1968, for example, in my home
State of Michigan which has 21 electoral
votes, 3.2 million people voted. In Texas,
with 25 electoral votes, only 2.5 million
people voted.

Connecticut has eight electoral votes,
and 1.25 million people voted in that
State in the 1968 election. By contrast,
South Carolina has eight electoral votes
but only 651,000 total votes cast in the
same election.

I realize, of course, there may be other
factors which affect the total vote in any
particular election, but I am also sure
that the existence, or lack of existence,
of a strong two-party system is an im-
portant factor.

I suggest that, to the framers of the
Constitution, the equal representation
of every State in the Senate was of more
importance than the electoral college
system in preserving the interests of the
States. In their eyes this equal voice
in the Senate was “at once a constitu-
tional recognition of the portion of sov-
ereignty remaining in the individual
States, and an instrument for preserv-
ing that residual sovereignty.” The per-
manence of these State interests rests
in article V of the Constitution, which
provides that “no State, without its con-
sent, shall be deprived of its equal suf-
frage in the Senate.” This is a virtually
unamendable section which requires
unanimous consent by all the States for
any change.
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Of equal importance today along with
the Senate is the need for a viable two-
party system in each of the 50 States. As
pointed out earlier, this is where direct
electien, if properly structured, can pro-
vide a greater inducement for total po-
litical participation. Nothing can en-
hance federalism more than a vigorously
competitive two-party structure—a
structure whose foundation is in State
and local government.

Mr. President, as a long-time advo-
cate of electoral reform, I believe the
time has come for action. Understand-
ably, there is little patience with still
further delay.

I am concerned that a constitutional
amendment may not be ratified and be-
come operable for the 1972 presidential
election. The longer we delay, the more
hazards we run into relying on a system
fraught with many inadequacies and
inequities.

For these and other reasons, I sup-
port Senate Joint Resolution 1 which is
now before the Senate and I intend to
vote for the resolution.

At the same time, I would be less than
frank if I did not acknowledge that I am
disturbed by scme features of the pend-
ing Tesolution. As I have indieated in the
past, and as the distinguished Senator
from Maryland (Mr. Typmncs) and I
expressed In our separaté views which
accompanies the reporf on Senate Joint
Resolution 1, T am concerned particular-
ly about the runoff provisions in the pro-
posal before us at this time.

As we pointed out in the separate
views: ¥

The limitations of even solid regional sup-
port of third party's efforts are strikingly
demonstrated by going back to the 1860
election, Although the Southern Democratic
candidate, John Breckinridge, polled 72 elec-
toral votes and John Bell of the Constitu-
tional Union Party polled 39, Abraham Lin-
coln won. a majority of the electoral votes
with only 39.9 per cent of the popular vote.

On the other hand, under the 40 percent
plurality required for direct election (un-
der S.J. Res. 1), a minor party or combina-
tion of minor parties need only approach
20 per cent of the popular vote in order
to reach a strong bargaining position. The
prospect of two minor party candidates, one
regional and one ideological, amassing 20
per cent of the vote is quite realistic in the
near future of Amerlcan politics.

Given the fact that bargaining before the
runoff election would take place under con-
ditions of division and disappointment, cyni-
cal political moves might in themselves lead
to a crisis of respect and legitimacy in the
selection of the President. Undoubtedly, the
aura of legitimacy would be all the more
in doubt where the runnerup in the initial
contest wins the runoff by woolng third-
party support. In such a case, the question
of the legitimacy is sharpened even further
if the turnout in the second election is sub-
stantially lower than in the first election.

Mr. President, I believe the amend-
ment now at the desk will strengthen
Senate Joint Resolution 1. It will make
the resolution more acceptable and will
enhance ifts chances of being' ratified
by three-fourths of the States.

Moreover, it would avoid the awkward,
time-consuming runoff election contem-
plated by the pending resolution now pro-
vides, and would remove some uncer-
tainty which now surrounds the pres-
ent proposal. In this respect, I share con-
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cern that was voiced earlier on the Sen-
ate floor by the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS).

Mr, President, the amendment offered
retains the feature of Senate Joint Res-
olution 1 with regard to a candidate re-
ceiving 40 percent of the popular vote.
However, our amendment would provide
that if no candidate polled the required
40 percent, the popular vote winner
would still be elected provided he ob-
tains a majority of the electoral vote—
but without the intervention of electors.
Unlike the present system the popular
vote runnerup could not be elected even
if he had a majority of the electoral vote.
Selection of the President by a joint ses-
sion of the Senate and House would oc-
cur, as I have indicated, only if prior re-
quirements were not met.

Of course, it may also be asked what
are the chances of a popular vote winner
who gets less than 40 percent of the vote
obtaining a majority of the electoral
vote. If we examine the 26 Presidential
elections between 1868 and 1968, we find
that the winning candidate received on
the average of 52 percent of the popular
vote and 71 percent of the electoral vote.

During this same period, eight Presi-
dents were minority Presidents—that is,
they were elected with less than 50 per-
cent of the popular vote. In three of these
elections where some type of major
third-party challenge occurred, the

average percent of the electoral vote re-
ceived by the winner was 67 percent,
while in the other five contests where no
third-party candidate received any elec-
toral vote the average percent of the
electoral vote obtained by the winner

was 55 nercent

According to these statistms the re-
sults of past elections would indicate two
things: The popular vote winner is usu-
ally blessed with a fairly comfortable
electoral vote cushion and third party
challenges have frequently widened the
margin . of, electoral victory by drawing
votes away from one of the major can-
didates. The clearest example of this is
the 1912 election where Thecdore Roose-
velt's Bull Moose Party split the Repub-
licans and enabled Woodrow Wilson to
be elected with 82 percent of the electoral
vbte but only 42 percent of the poptilar
vote. Furthermore, in-the 1860 election,
the only election where the .winner got
less than 40-percent of the popular vote,
Abraham Lincoln was elected with 39.9
percent of the popular vote but garnered
£9 percent of the electoral vote. Thi§ 20
percent margin is consist.ent with the
average margin between the. popular
vote—52 percent—and the electoral
vote—T1 percent—during the 100 years
between 1868 and' 1969.

Mr. President, T believe our amend-
ment would appropriately discourage the

entrance of minor splinter parties'on the

political scene and would, under direct
election, thereby increase the likelihood
that a direct popular election by the
people would be decisive in the first
instance.

Mr. President; in eonclusion I wish to
call attention to the message of the
President of the United States, entitled
“A Call for Cooperation,” addressed to

Congress today, and in particular I wish
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to focus on a part of that message to

Congress which deals with the subject

of electoral reform now before the Sen-

ate. I refer to the following words of

President Nixon in his message:
ELECTORAL REFORM

No one subject more profoundly involves
the issue of popular sovereignty than the
method of electing the President. For almost
two centuries the system of the Electoral
College has somehow worked, albeit just
barely at times, and at other times even
doubtfully. Every four years the American
democracy places a large, unacceptable, and
unnecessary wager that it will work one
more time, that somehow an institution that
never in any event functioned the way the
framers of the Constitution anticipated, will
somehow confer the Presidency on that can-
didate who obtains the largest number of
votes. The Electoral College need not do so.
Indeed on occasion it has not done so. But
far more importantly—whatever the popular
vote—Iit need not confer the Presidency on
any candidate, if none has a majority of the
electoral vote.

Our ability to change thls system in time
for the 1872 elections is a touchstone of the
impulse to reform in America today. It will
be the measure of our ability to avert calam-
ity by anticipating it.

As 1 stated in my October 1960 message,
I originally favored other methods of re-
forming the electoral college system, but the
passage by the House of a direct popular
election plan indicated that this thoroughly
acceptable reform could be achleved, and 1
accordingly supported 1t. Unfortunately, the
Senate has not completed action. Time is
running out. But it iz still possible to pass
the measure and to amend the Constitution
in time for the 1972 elections.,

I read those words of the President
with some degree of pleasure and also
tfo emphasize again the support of the
President for electoral reform in general
and the direet electien plan in particular.

I hope that the Senate will heed the
President’s words.

Mr. President, I repeat that I hope it
may be possible that the amendment now
pending as the order of business before
the Senate will be voted on early next
week. I look forward to that vote with the
anticipation and the hope that the Sen-
ate will adopt this amendment, thus in-
creasing the chances in my opinion of
the Senate adoption of the direct elee-
tion proposal and also substantially in-
creasing, in my opinion, the hopes that
such a constitutional amendment could
be ratified by three-fourths of the States.

Mr., INOUYE. Mr. President, it was
nearly 2 years ago during the 1968 presi-
dential election that our Nation faced,
at various points in the election process,
the distinet possibility of electing a mi-
nority President, the prospect of wheel-
ing and dealing among the electors, and
the possibility of a contingent election
in the House of Representatives. For-
tunately, we were spared in that election
the chaos which would surely have en-
sued had none of our candidates re-
ceived a majority of the electoral votes.
We may not be as lucky in 1972,

I am convinced that our present elec-
toral system is archaiec, unfair, inaccu-
rate, ambiguous, discriminatory, and un-
democratic. Archaie, because it was de-
veloped almost 200 vears ago in a day
of limited and extremely slow commu-
nigation—in a day when it was believed
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that the ordinary voter would be subject
to deception and inclined to vote only
for someone from his own State. This
would, of course, have permitted the
most populous State to always elect its
own candidate. Unfair, because a presi-
dential candidate which loses a State
by only one vote forfeits all of that
State’'s electoral votes. Inaccurate, be-
cause in most elections the electoral
votes are so seldom accurately propor-
tional to the popular vote. Ambiguous,
because under the present system some
presidential electors are not bound to
vote for the candidate who received the
majority of the popular votes in their
States. Discriminatory, because voters
in large States hold an excessive amount
of voting power. They have the poten-
tial for influencing a far larger block of
electoral votes than voters in small
States like Hawaii. Consequently, voters
in small States are generally ignored by
a presidential candidate who knows he
can ‘win by carrying only the 11 most
pepulous States in the Union and the
District of Columbia. And the electoral
system is undemocratic, because should
no one receive a majority of the electoral
votes, the election is thrown to the House
of Representatives where each State del-
egation, regardless of its size, casts only
one vote for the top three candidates.

History has, in fact, recorded elections
in which the elected President actually
received fewer popular votes than his
nearest opponent. In 1824, John Quincy
Adams received fewer popular votes than
Andrew Jackson. However, because nei-
ther received a majority of the electoral
votes, the election fell to the House of
Representatives which elected Adams. In
1876, Samuel J. Tilden received 250,000
more popular votes than Rutherford B.
Hayes. However, returns from four States
were contested and an Electoral Com-
mission created by Congress decided in
favor of Hayes. In 1888, Benjamin Harri-
son polled fewer popular votes than
Grover Cleveland, but received more
electoral votes and was elected to the
Presidency. I do not need to remind you
that history repeats itself. If we are to
insure that the events of 1824, 1876, and
1888 not happen in 1972 we must act im-
mediately to initiate long overdue reforms
in our present electoral system.

After studying the problem, I have
come to the conclusion that only the di-
rect popular election of our President
will resolve the problems I have dis-
cussed. Only the direct popular election
of our President will eliminate the wheel-
ing and dealing inherent in our current
system. Only a direct popular election
will allow every citizen’s vote to count
equally. And only a direct popular elec-
tion will prevent the election of a mi-
nority President who fails to receive the
largest popular vote.

I, therefore, intend to vote for legisla-
tion which would amend the Constitu-
tion and provide for the direct popular
election of the President and the Vice
President.

THE DIRECT ELECTION BOONDOGGLE

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the
Senate has before it one of the most far-
reaching schemes that has ever been
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considered by the Congress. It is being
put forward by its sponsors as a simple
idea that will correct all the hidden
dangers in the present electoral system.
But, Mr. President, speaking as one
who has engaged in a presidential cam-
paign as the candidate of one of the two
major parties, I must declare my view
that this simple idea is fraught with so
many terrible problems that it will, in all
likelihood, shake the very foundation of
our society.

To my mind, if this proposal is put
into the Constitution, it is bound to have
such widespread repercussions that it
will change the very nature of our presi-
dential campaigns and the nature of
the kind of man who will serve as Presi-
dent. Furthermore, I believe it will lead
to the most frightful division of our
Nation that we have seen since the pe-
riod of the Civil War. On top of every-
thing else, I predict that the direct elec-
tion plan, if adopted, will destroy the
two-party system in this land and go
a long way down the road to the oblitera-
tion of our State governments. Finally, I
am convinced that the direct election
proposal will lead to chaos and confusion
after almost every presidential election.

Mr. President, these words do not paint
a pretty picture. But witness after wit-
ness has testified before the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee to the effect that these
dangers are very real possibilities. In a
few minutes I shall touch upon them.
Pirst, however, I would like to look at
exactly what it is the proponents of this
election change put forth as the reason
and the nature of their proposal.

In essence, the sponsors of direct elec-
tion tell us it will guarantee a popular
choice in every presidential election. The
majority report of the Senate’s Judiciary
Committee conecluded:

Direct popular election is the only system
that guarantees the election of the people's
choice.

Mr. President, this is a flagrant exag-
geration. This claim, which explains
much of the plan’s appeal to the general
publie, is a fraudulent promise. The plan
that is before the Senate provides that
the candidates “having the greatest
number of votes for President and Vice
President shall be elected, if such number
be at least 40 percent of the whole num-
ber of votes cast for such offices.”

Now, here is a scheme that holds it-
self out as guaranteeing the election of
the people's choice and yet it provides
that a candidate who is chosen by
merely 40 percent of the voters shall be
elected. How in the world can the plan’s
sponsors contend that a person with only
40 percent of the popular vote is the
people’s choice? By what quality of clair-
voyance can they decide that the candi-
date with 40 percent would have been
chosen by the 60 percent of the voters
who wanted someone else as their first
choice for the Presidency?

What the supporters of the pending
direct election plan are doing is substi-
tuting for the electoral college a system
in which a person who isturned down by
60 percent of the voters can become Pres-
ident. This is said to be fairer than the
present method of selecting the Presi-
dent.
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Mr. President, the electoral college sys-
tem may have its faults, but why should
we cast it aside for another system that
on its face will have an even greater
weakness than what we have now?

One of the basic arguments I have
heard raised against the electoral college
is that it might result in the election of
a candidate who will receive a majority
of the electoral votes without being the
winner of the most popular votes. I admit
that this has a certain appeal about it if
it means that the person chosen by a
majority of the people might lose the
election, but this is not what the argu-
ment means to the sponsors of the direct
election amendment. They have drafted
a scheme under which a person with no
majority can be elected as President.

At least under the electoral college
process the winner must receive a ma-
jority of the electoral vote. And, the
saving quality of this majority is that it
is always widely distributed througnout
the country, This is an historical fact,
not theory. It seems incredible to me that
the proponents of direct election would
drop a system which has worked well to
elect Presidents who are generally repre-
sentative of the Nation as a whole for a
system by which one region or one polar-
ized faction in the country might be able
to elect the President by putting together
only 40 percent of the popular vate.

From a philosophical standpoint, if we
are going to change the system for choos-
ing a President in order to assure that
the final choice will rest with the people
and that the selection will reflect the will
of the people, then why do it half way?
If I may take the liberty of quoting from
the Senator whose name appears as the
author of fthe pending constitutional
amendment I would like to express the
opinion that he was much closer to the
truth in March of 1966 when he stated:

I think that most of us would prefer to
have & majority President. Americans would
not look on the plurality President as an
ideal.

A year later, my distinguished col-
league from Indiana repeated the same
thought. He said:

The question I have asked myself and have
found answered in my own mind is should
we, In trying to amend the Constitution, be
satisfled with a step that in my judgment
goes only part way as far as some of the
shortcomings that exist. I refer to circum-
stances that permit a minority of the people
to elect a President.

Well, if the Senator cannot conceive
of a plan that will reach that goal then
why make any change at all? This pro-
vision for electing a minority President
also contradicts the asserted policy of the
plan's sponsors that they are correcting
a defect of the present electoral system
under which all the popular votes cast
for the losing candidate in a State are
canceled out and counted for the winner.
The committee majority was referring to
the unit rule practice of awarding all of
a State’s electoral votes to each State’s
popular winner.

But, is this not the very same thing
that the proponents are doing when they
permit a candidate with less than a ma-
jority vote to be elected as President?
Are they not assuming in effect that in
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the event of a runofl between the two
highest vote candidates the one who had
a plurality in the first election would
have won in the runoff? This decision is
taken away from the voters entirely. Un-
der the direct election plan it is not the
people who will decide who is to be
chosen as President from among the top
competing candidates. The decision is
arbitrarily made for them. The direct
election proponents have decided that
anyone who receives 40 percent of the
vote is the choice of the people.

This assumption is as shocking to me
as it was to Professor Bickel of the Yale
School of Law, who testified on April 15
of this year that:

It is sheer illusion, a willful suspension
of disbelief, to pretend that there is no dead-
lock when a popular election produces a win-
ner with under 50 percent of the total vote,
and with a plurality of, perhaps, 25,000 or
50,000 or 100,000 out of upward of 70 million.
That is deadlock, as much deadlock as when
there is no absolute majority in the electoral
college.

To resolve this deadlock by letting the can-
didate who has a 50,000 vote plurality win is
no less arbitrary, no less unsatisfactory—in
my judgment more unsatisfactory—than to
have a jolnt session of Congress make the
choice.

Mr. President, while this defect of the
direct election plan could be corrected
by amending the 40-percent provision, it
would not remedy some very basic draw-
backs in the proposal.

One of the primary difficulties I have
with the direct election idea is its likely
destruction of the importance of small
States. I am not speaking merely of
States as political entities, but rather I
am also including in my concept of a
State the frame of mind of citizens who
consider themselves to be part of one
large family or community of local resi-
dents.

This feeling was clearly described by
Theodore H. White who has written some
well-known books about presidential
campaigns. Speaking from the position
of one who comprehends the practical
side and inner workings of our political
system, Mr. White said:

This new -proposal would take away an
equally vital part of the political system in
abolishing the sense of community in our
various States. The States vote as communi-
ties. They are proud of how they vote. People
like to be New Yorkers or EKentucklians or
Missourians or Hoosiers. To deprive them of
this sense of belonging to a voting unit and
being sunk in the electronic dots that go
over & tote board, that could be perhaps the
gravest political danger that this new resolu-
tion invites,

We have often heard the matter dis-
cussed of how the abolishment of the
electoral vote will deny to the smaller
States the slightly extra weight which
they have been given in the process of
selecting the President. But we have sel-
dom considered the essence of States as
communities of people whose importance
will be diminished. Let me follow up Mr.
White's views with the frank judgments
expressed by Richard Goodwin, a for-
mer writer for Presidents Kennedy and
Johnson, who was closely involved in the
conduet of many presidential campaigns.
During his testimony on April 16, Mr.
Goodwin specifically commented on the
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effect which direct elections might have
on the relative importance of large and
small States.

In doing so, he noted:

The psychology of presidential campalgns
is one in which today’s candidates think in
terms of States rather than numbers. Most
presidential campaigns are concentrated on
no more than 20 percent of the vote, the
swing vote, on the assumption the rest are
pretty well committed. Today, nearly every
State has a swing vote which, even though
very small, might win that State’s electoral
vote. Thus, nearly every State is worth some
attention, If the focus shifts to numbers
alone, then the candidate will have to con-
centrate almost exclusively on the larger
States. This is where the people and where
the most volatile vote is to be found.

Mr. Goodwin recognized also that one
of the reasons major candidates visit so
many States “is the arithmetic of the
electoral college, which demonstrates it
may be possible to lose a few major
States and at the same time win the
election.”

Mr. Goodwin summarized his position
by stating:

The Electoral College, along with the Sen-
ate, 1s one of the few mechanisms we have
to influence those at the center of affairs to
visit outlying citizens, so as to learn about
them and pay some attention.

Mr. President, I find myself in agree-
ment with much of this analysis. There
is no denying that even now a great deal
of a candidate’s efforts, including televi-
sion time, is focused on the major metro-
politan areas. But the difference is that
this is not his exclusive effort. However,
if we blot out State lines and eliminate
electoral votes, then I believe there is a
grave danger that candidates will devote
their exclusive time and resources to the
heavily populated areas of our country.

As Richard Goodwin described it:

The fact is that the total number of votes
that might swing the State of Idaho, or
Montana, may be worth attention if you are
going to get the electoral votes in the en-
tire State, but if all it means is you are
going to get another 50,000 votes where there
is 60 million at stake, it is8 not worth any
effort. When you see that 50 percent of the
entire popular vote comes from seven States,
that indicates the kind of intensity then
that would have to be concentrated not just
by the visits of the candidates but in terms
of media, talent and in terms of policies.

Mr, President, the belief that direct
election will diminish or injure the pre-
carious structure of our federal system
was also shared by another witness be-
fore the Senate Judiciary Committee.
Representative Wirriam L. CrAY, a black
Congressman from Missouri, fold the
committee that direct election will di-
minish or eliminate the voice of minori-
ties within our system. While he was
addressing himself to the dissipation of
power for ethnic groups, he expressly
added that *“it affects other cohesive
groups and it affects small States to the
same proportion.”

In other words, Mr, President, the same
inherent quality of the electoral sys-
tem that encourages national candidates
to listen to ethnic minorities requires
that they listen as well to other minori-
ties, including interests in the sparsely
populated smaller States.

Mr. President, this leads to two other
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faults which are wrapped up in direct
election. One of these is the serious pos-
sibility that the two-party system will be
shattered in the United States. Repre-
sentative CrLay announced his belief that
if the proposed change is adopted, “we
are going to have many splinter parties
in this country.” In his view, this will, in
turn, “promote and reward the factional-
ism and sectional movements which now
divide this Nation."”

Mr. President, these conclusions are
valid whether or not the direct election
plan includes a runoff provision. Many
people believe the chances of winding
up with numerous splinter parties would
be increased as a result of the runoff
feature, but several witnesses took the
position that the direct election system
itself would bring about a proliferation
of minor parties. Representative Cray
testified from his personal experience
that the electoral college has helped to
maintain the two-party system. In 1967,
he was a member of a national steering
committee planning to run a third-party
candidate. But, as he told it, the main
consideration that kept his group from
fielding its team was the fact that they
felt they could not win any States and
thereby become an important factor in
denying the votes to candidates of the
two major parties. On the other hand,
Mr. Cray stated that if you eliminate the
necessity of winning the electoral votes
in a State “you are asking and encour-
aging people to run with sectional ap-
peals.”

In this manner, the present system acts
to discourage the creation of splinter
parties. But, if the popular vote is sub-
stituted for the electoral vote, then spe-
cial interest groups who are highly con-
vinced of the rightness of their own cause
might seek to run solely as a matter of
vengeance or vindictiveness. Quoting
from Mr. Cray again:

People who perhaps didn’t have their way
or didn’t get their particular points at the
national convention, would strike out on
their own and start campalgning in an effort
not to win, but just to defeat those within
that two-party structure.

And, I would add that this type of bit-
ter attitude might well be the downfall of
one of the major party candidates. Re-
member that the election will not be
compartmentalized within State bounda-
ries where far-out voters can influence
only a relatively few number of electoral
votes, but will be one in which extremist
votes from all over the country will be
lumped together in one big pool. This
might easily deprive a major party can-
didate of the percentage of votes which
he needs in order to come out the win-
ner, or avoid a runoff.

The Senate Judiciary Committee heard
similar expressions of concern from other
witnesses. For example, Mr., Goodwin
stated:

I'do know in 1968 when the people who
wanted to organize a party came to those
of us who were working with Senator Mc-
Carthy and were anixous to start a new party
and had actually done studies of ballot and
electlon laws, the principal argument that
stripped that movement of its force was that
the effect would be simply to throw States
into the Nixon column. They could not CAITY
Btates.
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Another example of how direct elec-
tion would encourage the formation of
additional political parties according to
Mr. Goodwin is the liberal party and
conservative party movements in New
York State: He said:

At a minimum, you would arrive nationally
where you now are in New York State, for ex-
ample, where you have four parties, because
a party that can command a million or two
million votes only organized in three or four
States, has the balance of power in the
presidential election or could have the bal-
ance of power, just as the liberal party can
achieve the balance of power in a governor-
ship or Senatorial fight in New York. And I
think that it would be a great incentive
for people to form these groups in order, if
not to win the election, to maximize their
own influence,

As Mr. Goodwin put it:

You can be very powerful if you have the
capacity to make others win or lose . . . even
though you can never win yourself.

The result of this possible proliferation
of splinter parties could wreck our Demo-
cracy. Professor Bickel stated bluntly
that in his opinion our democracy would
become weaker because compromises
would no longer be formed in the two-
party conventions, which are relatively
cpen and accessible, but would be rele-
gated to a handful of candidates and
their managers.

Prof. Ernest Brown of Harvard Law
School testified that as he saw it the
splinter party system would feed the
atmosphere of prejudices and dogmas
that has already grown too strong in this
country. Professor Brown said, and I
quote:

The idea that we could do anything that
would encourage the spirit of dogmatism and
doctrinaire groups in this country rather

than the spirit of accommodation is just
Inconecelvable to me.

Mr. President, it is a combination of
these several changes in our political
campaigns that makes me believe that
the nature of the person who is Presi-
dent himself will change under the di-
rect election system. If a candidate knows
that he can be elected with merely 40
percent of the vote, and if the numeri-
cally smaller groups and States through-
out the Nation are considered insignif-
icant, insofar as their impact on the
election is concerned, and if doctrinaire
and one-issue splinter parties develop,
what will happen to the traditional
American experience in which the best
chance a man has to win the Presidency
is to work on bringing together voters of
varying interests? I am speaking of the
democratic prineiple of compromise and
accomodation in which as many people's
views as possible are blended together
in a positive and helpful fashion. It is
the practical process that has worked
well to advance the welfare and strength
of all the people of this great land.

Mr. President, to my mind, the various
illnesses of the direct election plan that
I have outlined today are all too real. I
have not even mentioned the horrible
thought of vote contests and utter con-
fusion that is likely to follow in the after-
math of every presidential election. Nor
have I discussed the incredible network
of Federal requirements that would have
to be erected in order to put any sem-
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blance of reason into the direct election
system.

These are among other criticisms I
have of the so-called simple direct elec-
tion plan, and I intend to pursue them
at a future time in this debate. For now,
I will ask that Senators give deep
thought to the crucial decision that each
of us will have to reach when the direct
election amendment is called up for a
vote.

Look at the hard, practical questions
that so many experienced working po-
litical leaders have raised about the pro-
posal. Look away from the blinding glow
of the theoretical principle of achieving
a perfect mechanical equality of each
man’s vote. The symbol is bright and its
appeal is quite inviting, but stripped of
theory and laid bare along the hard road
of political reality the direct election
scheme is nothing but a will-o'-the-wisp.

Mr. MeGEE. Mr, President, spurred on
by the frightening vision of electoral
chaos which was so widely predicted 2
years ago, though it failed to materialize,
the Congress is moving toward final ac-
tion on & measure intended to provide
for the direct election of the President
and Vice President of the United States.
Already, the House of Representatives
has opted for this plan. Now the Senate
is being asked to go along with the pro-
posal that we scrap one of the corner-
stones of the federal system of govern-
ment in the name of reform.

This is not reform, however. It is a
complete reversal of the procedures
which have, over the years, resulted in
the orderly transition of our Government
from the hands of one leader or one
party to another, without revolution,
without bullets being substituted for bal-
lots, without bloodshed. For the most
part, the men elected to our highest
office through this process have stood far
above the rulers of other lands in ability
and competence.

The Senate will not be so quick, I
trust, to fall in line on this constitutional
amendment—an amendment which could
have unknown impact on the two-party
system of politics which has turned out
to be America’s most effective rudder
through times of turmoil and distress.

Many of my colleagues will agree with
me, Mr. President, that it would be folly
to vote for a plan that could imperil our
Nation’s traditional stability.

For a Senator from one of the Nation's
least populous States, this proposed
amendment to the Constitution raises
yvery practical questions. I will not deny
that. My own State ranks 49th in popu-
lation, so it would be one of the most
adversely affected States, winding up
with about .17 percent of the popular
vote and, thus, with the same proportion
of influence in the election of future
Chief Executives. Our influence today in
national elections is not great—about .55
percent. But it does, at least, reflect the
statehood of Wyoming and other of our
less densely populated States whieh bring
to the American processes a different
outlook.

The electoral college as such is obsolete,
Mr. President. I will not argue otherwise.
But we do not need to throw out the
engine which has run our political ma-
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chinery, only overhaul and modify it.
The pending amendment not only wipes
out the electoral college, but abolishes
the sovereign States as voting units. In
the name of reform it would put all the
70 million or more American votes into
a single winner-take-all pool which
would overemphasize, I believe, the role
of great urban conecentrations of popu-
lation in our system, instead of giving
proper weight to the rural and under-
populated regions of the Nation. These
areas, too, must have attention if we
are to solve the problems facing this
country, including the problems associ-
ated with over concentration of people
in relatively small land areas. Our Con-
stitution was devised to guarantee the
States a measure of influence regardless
of their population, Mr. President. I
cannot be convinced that the guarantee
should be abolished in the name of
democracy.

To be sure, let us discard the electoral
college as such. As a body of individuals,
it is not needed, and it offers the so-
called faithless elector the opportunity
to disregard the wishes of the people of
his State and cast their vote as he wishes.
But we can reform the system and take
away the opportunities for such abuse
without casting out a system which has
served us well. Direct election of the
President is not reform. For some years,
I have supported the electoral prin-
ciple—the formula for assigning elec-
toral votes. But that formula can work
without the electoral college itself. In-
deed, it is a college that never meets
and whose purpose has been outlived I
will gladly vote for its abolition.

Mr. President, we must consider this
question carefully. There are a number
of substitute proposals before us which
would do away with the anachronism
which is the electoral college and still
retain the essence of our federal system.
Let us take the time to study and debate
these proposals so that it cannot be said
we abandoned a basically sound system
for an untried, unpredictable arrange-
ment. Let us retain what is good and
abolish what is bad. But let us not aban-
don a system which has helped make
democracy work for nearly two centuries
of American experience.

SEYJACKING

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it is my
hope that I will have the opportunity at
some time soon to fully communicate
my views about the skyjacking of air-
craft.

I think that for the record it might be
well to state my reaction. 1 think my
views are concurred in by a number of
other Senators with regard to this mat-
ter. My reaction is very firm.

It seems to me that we should proceed
together with other enlightened nations
of the world to boycott any country
which refuses to extradite skyjackers.
That being the case, Jordan or any gov-
ernment on whose territory a hijacked or
skyjacked plane might land should be
under the obligation to return the hi-
jackers or skyjackers, as the case may be,
tfo the nation in which the crime was
originally committed.
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Furthermore, we should pass a law or
engage in reciprocal treaties whereby ev-
ery nation would agree that any agree-
ment made to grant immunity or to con-
fer any kind of protection whatever to
murderers, skyjackers, or kidnapers
would be unlawful. It might be well even
to agree to a constitutional amendment
so that it could not be suspended by an
act of Congress.

Accordingly, when a kidnaper or sky-
jacker threatens the lives of innocent
people or demands that the world bow
down to terrorist or unlawful demands,
any agreement made to offer protection
to such criminals would be unlawful so
that whenever a person is apprehended
he would be punished for his crime.

One would ask, “How would you make
that work with regaird to a country such
as Castro’s Cuba 'which has in large
measure brought -about the skyjacking
precedent to begin with?"” *= 1

In that ‘case, enlightened powers such
as the United States, Britain, and all
countries in the Western Hemisphere
should agree among themselves that they
would not trade with any third party
which does'business with a nation which
gives any aid, comfort, or support to kid-
napers, murderers, or skyjackers.

Accordingly, Mr. President, if Mexico
wanted to become a port of entry by
which Communists go back .and forth
to Cuba and have their planes fly back
and forth between Cuba and Mexico; we
should decline to do businéss with Mex-

ico. We should let Cuba support Mexico

with respect to tourist trade that we now
afford Mexico-and the hotels in Aca-
pulco. We would then see how well they
like it.

It seems to me that if this Nation:sim-
ply takes a strong and firm position that
we are for law and ‘order and will not
bargain or do business with or bow down
to murderers, kidnapers, extortioners,
and hijackers, that would put an end to
it.

We have the power to make such a
policy effective. It is within the power of
this great country, which is the greatest
trading nation in the world, to use our
power to see that no payment is made
to the World Bank or to the International
Monetary Fund and that no trade is con-
ducted with any such country, that all
deals are off and all contracts and trea-
ties stand in abeyance until any country
that is encouraging terrorist tactics join
with the world community for law and
order.

If Jordan does not have a government,
then it seems to me that nations which
can agree to organize the United Na-
tions have and should have the power to
move in and establish a government and,
if need be, exterminate that bunch of as-
sassins in Jordan who are holding those
planes and establish a government for
those people until they are able to estab-
lish a government for themselves.

The idea of a trusteeship for people
not able to govern themselves is not new.
Such a precedent could be followed in
this case. But above all, we should not
yield to those kinds of demands. As much
as I would hate to see any innocent peo-
ple killed by murderers, assassins, kid-
napers, or extortionists, to yield to the
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threat of kidnapers, hijackers, extor-
tionists, skyjackers, or other lawless ele-
ments of this world would merely set
the stage for more lawlessness. There
will be no end to this until the world
decides to take a stand against this kind
of action.

It was this Nation, when a small power,
which was known for saying, “Millions
for defense, but not one cent for tribute.”
It was this Nation which put down the
Barbary pirates who were in a sense
blood kinsmen of the skyjackers of today.

Mr. President, it would seem to me that
we could do no less today as one of the
greatest powers in the world, certainly
the leader of all free countries, than say,
“We are not going to let this world be
‘governed by lawlessness or terrorism and
wi]l. do no business with any such coun-

If we do anything, it should be to
punish the people responsible for these
crimes. -

The first thing to do would be to call
upon -Jordan to capture and to punish
those: lawless people there and to serve
notice on them that if these terrorists
should kill any people, every one of that
bunch of assassins will be killed and
strung up by their heels until the flies
eat their flesh.

Being soft or yielding to that kind of
lawless element never gets anyone any-
where. It is unworthy of any enlight-
ened government to yield to those kinds
of demands. As soon as we do it, we will
find more and more of the same kind
of terrorism being undertaken through-
out this world. 1

Mr. President, I personally, as one
Member of the Senate, will do/what I can
to see that we outlaw any traffic with
the criminal elements. It would seem to
me that we should also make it unlawful
for any person to knowingly permit a
plane under the control of a kidnaper
or skyjacker or murderer or assassin to
leave the continental United States.

‘When those people know that the plane
cannot take off once it lands, and when
they know there is not enough fuel to
get the plane to' Cuba or Jordan, they
will not skyjack it to begin with.

What happened at Dulles International
Airport the other day is an example of
what should be done. The pilots should
be locked in the cabin and the fuel jet-
tisoned the minute the plane is under
the control of a man with guns or explo-
sives. At that point the plane must be
kept on the ground. It is that simple.

It should be against the law for any-
body to make a deal with an assassin or
a kidnaper. The deal would be illegal so
he would have to stand trial. I think it
would be that simple. Amnesty would
not be permitted because the law would
forbid it. Then, we would see how long
those people from Mexico continue to be
allies with Cuba. If they want to be
Cuba's partner, fine; but they will not
be our partner, too.

It was my pleasure to attend the din-
ner at which the President of Mexico
made-a fine speech. He spoke of his great
alarm about a trend toward protection-
ism in this country and how disastrous
it could be if this Nation decided to pro-
tect itself against the further flight of
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industry into Mexico where wages are
lower and labor is cheaper.

I have great sympathy for Mexico if
they want to be part of the international
law-abiding community; but, if they
want to support Castro’s Cuba, let them
choose whether they want to be a partner
of the United States or of Castro’s Cuba.

If we do business on that basis, I do
not think they will find it too difficult,
eéspecially if we approach it in a diplo-
matic and pleasant way and if.it were
pointed out that they would be unhappy
if someone hijacked one of their planes.
My guess is they would see the logiec of
our position and that they would be glad
to join us in supporting law and order
around the world.

Sometimes we work awfully hard to
think up complicated answers to simple
problems. The answer to this problem is
very simple. This Nation was confronted
with the same problem in 1812, and this
Nation met that problem effectively with
regard to both large and small powers.
‘We would not: permit international ban-
dits to treat our citizens or our Nation
with indignity, and we should not permit
it now. We should not be in a position
of protecting’ the entire world, but we
should make clear we are not going to do
business with international criminals or
those who do business with them or co-
operate with them.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I want
to say to the Senator from Louisiana that
his remarks are characteristic of the true
American spirit; and so were those of
the President yesterday that we are not
going to select among American citizens,

We should fashion unilateral legisla-
tion. The junior Senator from New York
(Mr. GooperLr) and I introdueced a bill
vesterday which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. He is a member of
that committee, and he will do his best
to stimulate the bill being reported.

If the Senator from Louisiana has a
proposal in the way of legislation, per-
haps the Committee on Finance could
act promptly. I would like to join in the
expression. of the Senator from Louisi-
ana that basic American principles must
be preserved, and if Congress is going
to preserve them we must fashion legis-
lation for the United States, even if we
cannot get international agreement at
this time.,

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator.

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF
THE PRESIDENT AND THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The Senate coniinued with the con-
sideration of the joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 1) proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States relat-
ing to the election of the President and
the Vice President.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am a co-
sponsor of the joint resolution relating
to the wdirect” popular election of the
President and the Vice President. I have
not heretofore spoken on this issue, so I
wish to express my views with respect to
it ‘from the point of view of equity and
justice, and s&lso—and this is impor-
tant—becatise there ' is ‘a’ controversy
about this matter from the point of view
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of a populous State like New ¥York. It
seems to me, as & Senator from New
York, that direct election is considerably
preferable to the electoral college system.
Basically, it is time that the United
States practiced what it has preached
in terms of democracy in voting-—that
as a Nation we should elect the two truly
national officers whom we do elect.

Lately, however, certain constitutional
law authorities, whose views I respect—
among them Prof. Alexander Bickel and
Charles Black, of Yale—have offered
contrary views. Far from seeing the jus-
tice of one-mian, one-vote in the presi-
dential election, these scholars hold that
the electoral system as it is presently
constituted offers certain advantages to
minority groups whiech should be pre-
served in a democratic society. In short,
they advocate a system of proportional
representation in voting for President.

They also hold that the electoral col-
lege system insures that the large urban
“swing States” like New York will con-
tinue to exert a disproportionate influ-
ence—even considering their size—on
the choice and programs of the major
party candidates. The opinions of these
two professors, which I respect, as I have
said, have caused me to review my own
reasoning for supporting Senate Joint
Resolution 1, and I have not found their
objections persuasive, so I remain fixed
in my support of the joint resolution.

It seems to me to be contrary in the
extreme to support the one-man, one-
vote principle set forth in Reynolds
against Sims while at the same time op-
posing the direet election of the Presi-
dent. In effect, this is an admission that
one believes the advantage enjoyed by
these groups with whom one feels sym-
pathy should be preserved, while the
same kind of advantage—disproportion-
ate political strength—should be disal-
lowed if enjoyed by others.

If rural counties enjoy, for example,
equal representation in a State legisla-
ture having vastly more populated urban
counties, most liberals—who generally
sympathize with the underrepresented
urban interests—would agree that the
system is wrong. How, then, can they
claim with any consistency that urban
interests benefit under the electoral col-
lege system—and I do not agree with this
premise—and that, therefore, the dis-
proportionate influence of their votes
should be preserved? That, in essence, is
their argument.

My own view is that while under the
electoral college system candidates pay
a great deal of attention to important
States like New York and California, this
attention is not necessarily centered on
minority groups in the cities, but may
jusi as effectively be directed at a strong
cshowing in other areas of the States,
other areas o a given State, canceling
out the voters of the Nation’s largest cit-
ies. Indeed, that is exactly what hap-
pened in the presidential election of 1968,
in respect of the more suburban and
rural areas countering the large vote
total cast in the big ‘cities of many
States: Quite the reverse happened in the
election of 1960, when the big-city vote
swept away the votes comiing from rural
and suburban areas in the major States,
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of which Pennsylvania was an extraordi-
nary example, as President Nixon very
well remembers.

Even this strategy is not consistent, for
it can ignore the substantial urban vote
in relatively safe States, while wooing it
in marginal States, the classic example
cited in the hearings being the cities of
Omaha, Nebr,, and Oakland, Calif., of
equal size. Omaha was virtually ignored
by the candidates since Nebraska is con-
sidered safely Republican, while Oakland
was courted out of all proportion to its
own population because it is considered a
swing area whose voters might swing the
largest single block of electoral votes in
the Nation.

I cannot believe that under any elec-
torai system we choose to adopt—par-
ticularly one in which each vofe is
counted equally—the candidate can ig-
nore the urban and suburban voters.
They are simply too numerous, too im-
portant to any victory, and their views
are becoming more issue-oriented all the
time; they do not need weighted voting
to show their strength.

Ancther argument which I feel mili-
tates against the approach taken by Pro-
fessor Bickel is the simple numbers game
of the electoral college.

Even a cursory reference to the fig-
ures reveals that votes in the larger
States are significantly diluted by the
minimum three-elector rule. Smaller
States have a great advantage in the
electoral college because no matter what
their population, they exercise at least
three votes. This means, for example,
that only 75,380 Alaskans are needed
to cast an electoral vote, and that 95,093
Nevadans and 110,022 Wyomingites are
needed to cast an electoral vote in each
State. But in New York, it takes 390,286,
and in California 392,930, or, roughly
speaking, at a very minimum, three to
five times as many votes to exert the
same measure of power in respect to our
national election. The more populous
States cannot help being benefited by a
system under which each individual vote
is counted equally. If that is to be count-
ed an advantage, the vote must be ac-
cording to the one-man, one-vote
concept.

There are many reasons why the elec-
toral college should be abolished and the
direct election system adopted. They
have been covered extensively in the
hearings, the reports of the hearings, the
studies of bar associations, and the pro-
posals of many civic groups. Indeed, it is
very interesting to me that the attitude
of the American Bar Association is so
greatly in support of direct election.

It seems to me that among the most
persuasive of these arguments are the
following:

First, direct election would discourage
corruption by eliminating the possibility
that a few “stolen” wvotes in a large
State could swing an election—and
charges have been made that elections
went exactly that way.

Next, it would insure ‘without doubt
the election of the ticket winning the
greatest number of popular votes and,
therefore, popular support. As I said
when I began, the Offices of President
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and Vice President are the two truly
national offices in our country; therefore,
those two offices should be elected na-
tionally.

Third, direct election would encour-
age voter participation by making each
vote count, instead of automatically al-
locating a fixed number of electoral
votes to each State regardless of voter
turnout.

Fourth, direct election would promote
the two-party system in States which
traditionally have only one party of
great strength.

Finally, it would do away with the
injustice of weighted voting in the elec-
toral college, which favors the small
States, as I have described.

While each of these reasons is im-
portant and has affected my decision on
this proposal, I have weighed the effect
of the amendment on my own State, on
the Nation, and on the future of the
Presidency, and I reaffirm my support
of it, as reflected by the report of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I was
temporarily called away from the floor
when the Senator from Florida finished
his very fine speech on this subject to-
day. Had I been in the Chamber, I would
have had a chance to ask him some
questions and also to compliment him
highly for his fine presentation. I have
been present during a good number of
debates, and I have heard the Senator
from Florida speak often. As always, he
has a fine contribution to make. He
speaks from great experience as the
Governor of his State, as a member of
his State legislature, as I recall, and long
years in the Senate of the United States.
As one who is vitally concerned about
the subject, I also thank him for the
very fine presentation he has made, I
was privileged to hear most of it.

STATUS OF UNFINISHED BUSINESS
WHEN TEMPORARILY LAID ASIDE
TODAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STEN-
N1s) who is to be recognized now, com-
pletes his statement and yields the floor,
the pending business—Senate Joint Res-
olution 1—be temporarily laid aside and
that it remain in that status until the
close of morning business on Monday
next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL-
MADGE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered,

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT
AMENDMENTS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that
when the Senator from Mississippi re-
linquishes the floor, and Senate Joint
Resolution 1 is temporarily laid aside
today, the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 1079, S. 3418.
This was announced on yesterday for the
late afternoon session today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TaL-
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Mmapce). Without objection it is so or-
dered.

VACATING OF PREVIOUS ORDER
FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 13810

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent, at the
conclusion of the vote on Calendar No.
1079, that the previous order, calling for
the consideration of Calendar No. 1123,
H.R. 13810, be vacated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, TAL-
mApGe) . Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

ORDER FOR LAYING THE FARM
BILI. BEFORE THE SENATE ON
MONDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent, at the
conclusion of the vote on Calendar No.
1079, S. 3418, that the so-called farm
bill, Calendar No. 1172, H.R. 18546, be
laid before the Senate and made the
pending business for consideration dur-
ing the late afternoon or evening session
on Monday next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TaLmaoce). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

STATUS OF UNFINISHED BUSINESS
WHEN TEMPORARILY LAID ASIDE
ON MONDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that on
Monday next, September 14, 1970, not
later than 5 o’clock in the afternoon, the
unfinished business, Senate Joint Reso-
lution 1, be temporarily laid aside and
that it remain in that status until the
close of morning business on Tuesday
next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TALMADGE), Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF
FARM BILL ON MONDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
at such time as Senate Joint Resolution
1 is temporarily laid aside on Monday
next, September 14, 1970, the so-called
farm bill be made the pending business
and laid before the Senate at that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TaLmapce). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, while I have the floor through
the courtesy of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, I should like to put the Senate
on notice that it is the intention of the
leadership on both sides of the aisle to
bring up Calendar No. 1123, H.R. 13810,
at some time on Monday evening next.
The matter has been cleared with the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND)
for action on the bill on Monday evening
next. Also, it is the intention of the
leadership to try for action on S. 43186,
the SBA bill, by Mr. McINTYRE, on Mon-
day evening next if possible during a
late session.
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DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF THE
PRESIDENT AND THE VICE PRESI-
DENT

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the joint resolution (8.J. Res.
1) proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States relating to
the election of the President and the
Vice President.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
long supported changes in the method of
electing the President and Vice Presi-
dent. I believe that electoral reform in
this area is long overdue and that no
political issue is of greater importance
to the Nation. At the same time, I do not
believe that we have anything like a
crisis that would push us into a system
that I believe would bring far more harm
than anything that is' possible under the
present system, and would bring about a
fundamental change in the basic strue-
ture of our Government and its philos-
ophy—as I will explain later on.

Mr. President, I speak today ‘in op-
position to the Bayh proposal which calls
for direct election by the people in the
Nation as a whole of the President and
Vice President.

I believe that adoption of the resolu-

tion would be unwise and would bring
results which would be mischievous and
also unexpected and unweighed for the
time being.
- I do support what I have supported in
the past, what is known as the district
plan. On a number of occasions I have
joined in introducing proposed constitu-
tional amendments to put this plan into
effect.’ Briefly stated, the district plan
would preserve the office of the ‘elector
but would provide electors be chosen in
the same manner as Representatives and
Senators. The presidential candidate
with a plurality in each electoral district,
the lines of which would be set by the
State legislatures, would receive the vote
of its electors. The candidate with a
statewide plurality would receive the two
electoral votes representative of the
State’s two Senators.

The candidate receiving the majority
of the total electoral votes would become
President; but if no one received the ma-
jority, Senators and Representatives,
sitting jointly and voting individually,
would choose the President from the
three candidates having the highest
number of electoral votes.

Mr. President, I referred to this mat-
ter in preceding years. I remember it
came up for the first time, since I came
to the Senate in 1948, in what was then
known as the Lodge-Gossett amendment
proposal, and that proposal provided not
for the district plan but for the reten-
tion of the electoral system, that each
candidate would receive such a fractional
part of the electoral vote allotted to each
‘State as he received percentagewise of
the popular votes in that State. That had
its merits and it'has its supporters and
that passed here by more than a two-
thirds ‘majority. It went over to the
House and failed to pass there. It was
said that the influence of the large city
States killed the plan.

I refer to it now with emphasis on the
other positions I have taken to show that
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I am not against everything, that I am
willing to join in any reasonable pro-
posal that sets forth a bringing up to
date and the better workability of the
electoral college system.

But I am certainly not in favor of
abolishing it,

The present system of electing the
President and Vice President is gov-
erned by article II, section 1, and the
12th amendment to the Constitution.
These sections provide that the President
and Vice President shall be chosen by
electors appointed by each State in the
manner directed by its legislature, each
State having the same number of elec-
tors as it is entitled to Senators and
Representatives in Congress.

This system was agreed upon by the
writers of our Constitution for two basic
reasons: first, in order to protect the
smaller States, each State, regardless of
size, was given two electors in addition
to the electors based on its population;
second, the electors- should actually
choose the President and Vice President
because it was thought that they would
have a greater knowledge and public un-
derstanding than the mass of citizens.
The growth of political parties soon after
the adoption of the Constitution and
subseguent popular-trends have had a
profound effect on the manner in which
this system actually operates.

One of the longstanding evils of our
present electoral college system is that
it makes possible the election of a Presi-
dent who did not receive a majority—or
even a plurality—of the popular vote.
I emphasize that it makes that possible.
I do not think there has been any real
or injurious effects. Thus, it is that on 15
occasions we have elected the President
by a minority vote, and on three occa-
sions candidates were elected who did
not even receive a plurality.

As a matter of historical interest, until
about 1800 approximately half of the
State legislatures chose electors them-
selves. However, a gradual change came
about in the method of choosing the
electors, and, by 1804, the majority of the
State legislators had provided for direct
popular election of electors.

I think it is historieally significant
that, at first, most of the States provided
that electors should be elected from dis-
tricts similar to congressional districts,
under which one elector was chosen by
the voters of each congressional district,
and two were elected by those of the
State at large. Thus, the electoral votes
from a State were split if the various
districts differecd in their political senti-
ments, This is basically the plan which
I support today.

The district plan eventually was aban-
doned due largely to the desire on the
part of State political leaders to deliver
the State’s entire elecforal vote to one
presidential candidate: The unit vote sys-
tem - evolved -under which all of the
State’s presidential electors went to the
party with a plurality’' of the popular
votes statewide. By 1832 the district
plan had virtually vanished from the
scene with only isolated instances of its
use since then in certain States. Sinece
1892 the present unit vote system has
been used by every State in the Union.
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As I have said, under the existing sys-
tem there have been 15 occasions when
we have elected as President by a minor-
ity vote and three occasions in which the
candidate elected did not even receive a
plurality of the popular vote. Even when
the winning candidate did receive a ma-
jority of the popular angd the electoral
vote as well, disparity between the two
has been very great.

For example, in 1960 the late Presi-
dent Kennedy's popular vote exceeded
that of Vice President Nixon by only .2
of 1 percent of the total vote, but he re-
ceived 300 electoral votes to 223 for Mr.
Nixon.

However, it does not follow that direct
popular election is the way to solve the
problem and eliminate the evils of the
existing system. Indeed direct elections
might produce even more evils than exist
at present. I will mention only a few of
the dangers which might result,

Mr. President, with our tremendous
increase in population, which is now be-
yond 200 million people and soon after
the turn of the century will exceed 300
million people and, of course, will in-
crease more rapidly after that time to
the point that we will have 400 million
people, the very concept of this plan,
without having them broken into some
units by means of some kind of a plan,
makes & topheavy electorate so large, so
big, and so vast that I shudder to think
about. what would happen if all those
people are to be considere(, as one group
and undertake by direct vote to choose
a President of the United States.

I'believe that the increase in the popu-
Iation will increase the soundness of
some kind of a system that will preserve
some entity and some voice in the Gov-
ernment by the lesser populated areas,
the rural areas, the villages, the small
towns, and the so-called rural States.

I am thinking in terms now of just a
few decades away, not something way
out in the far-distant future,

In the first place, direct election would
end any role for the States in the elec-
tion of the President and Vice President
and completely upset the balance of po-
litical forces upon which our system has
come to be based.

I think that it would not only upset
the balance of political forces, but I also
believe that it would tend to destroy the
great school of political training. That
has been one of the great sources of
strength in our Nation—the participa-
tion by the people in smaller units of gov-
ernment, from the rural areas to the vil-
lages, the small towns, the small cities,
and the eounty concept included, the par-
ticipation by countless théusands of peo-
ple of all ages in these elections, these
political conveéntions, and everything
that goes to make up the activities of our
electorate in every election, not just pres-
idential elections. I look upon that as
one of the great sources of strength of
our country.

We are now going to come up with a
proposal for election to the two most im-
portant offices in all the Nation and
sweep aside this participation, which
this amendment would do, and create at
the unit Tevel one massive body politic
and say, “Everything gces to the high
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man in this popular election.” I think we
would take a great deal of the spirit and
substance as well as the great arsenal of
training in citizenship away from our
Government.

The sweeping changes in the legisla-
tive representation which have been
made under court direction make the
electoral vote system even more impor-
tant as a bulwark of the federal system.
It could, I believe, strike a fatal blow to
the concept of federalism.

Direct election would deprive the small
States of the advantage they now enjoy
through the two electoral votes accorded
each State regardless of size correspond-
ing to the equal representation accorded
the States in the U.S. Senate.

It would jeopardize the control of the
States over voting for State and local
offices and constitute a blow to State
power. In addition the relative weight
of each State’s vote would depend, not
on its population, but on the number of
votes cast and counted.

It would encourage the major political
parties to concentrate their campaigns in
large cities containing large numbers of
voters in small geographical areas. This
would work against the interests of the
rural communities and the smaller
States. As a_ result nominees for the
Presidency would most likely come from
the larger States or from larger ideo-
logical groupings.

Mr. President, I say this with all def-
erence to our cities and the people who
live in our cities. However, we already
know that one of the great growing pains
and problems in connection with our
Government now is the problem of the
large cities. Many of them are becoming
larger and more troublesome to govern.
I speak with all deference to them.
Someone said to me, “Why, Mayor Lind-
say is not doing any good as mayor of
New York City.”” I am not criticizing
Mayor Lindsay. My point is that no one
in these large cities has a chance to be
successful or a chance to carry out his
program or the program his advisers
might suggest. I am not downgrading
the citizenship at all. It is the problems
that mount and become impossible.

wWith respect to the popular election of
the President, to concentrate more power
in the larger cities, where the problem
has already become more and more diffi-
cult to solve, would be another step. The
people out in the other areas, away from
the larger cities—in Government at
least—have ftremendous blessings that
are denied to other people.

Finally, I believe direct election is the
least likely of all proposed changes to be
accepted—and I mean accepted by the
States. Because of the opposition of the
small States, the direct popular election
amendment in my opinion could never be
ratified. It is a statistical fact that about
two-thirds of the States would lose the
puilt-in advantage that they now enjoy
in the electoral college through the two
electoral votes accorded to the States re-
gardless of size equivalent to their U.S.
Senators. I believe it would be better for
us to pursue a more realistic goal.

On the other hand, Mr. President, I
believe that the “district plan” presents
a fair, just and workable alternative to
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the system under which we now select
our President and Vice President. As I
have said, under this proposal each State
would continue to be entitled to a num-
ber of electors equal to its Representa-
tives and Senators in Congress. The peo-
ple of each State would be guaranteed
the right of choosing these electors, two
of whom would be elected from the State
at large, and the number equal to its
Representatives in the House would be
elected within single electoral districts.

To me it seems that no plan could be
fairer, taken from the point of view of the
Nation as a whole, and fairer to every
area. The cities would have their repre-
sentation, large and small, and the rural
areas would have their representation,
as they have in the House and Senate.
In turn, the district plan would tie this
matter up so that would insure the choice
of these districts and these States; and,
if that should fail, then there would be
a choice by all Members of Congress,
which is the body which makes the
choices as a whole on the major policies
and questions that confront the people
of our Nation.

I believe that a more accurate reflec-
tion of the popular vote would be forth-
coming if electoral votes are divided
within each State so that the electoral
vote in each district designated for that
purpose is determined by the popular
vote result in that district alone. At the
same time the electoral-vote concept
itself would be preserved.

I think it is significant that the dis-
trict’s election process would be retained
and be in harmony with the present sys-
tem of district election of representa-
tives, so it would not create a precedent
for proportional representation as would
the automatic division of electoral votes
in exact proportion to the popular vote
in each State.

We have accumulated a lot of experi-
ence in almost 200 years, the life of our
country, and the problems have become
greater. This involves a plan that is still
as sound as it was when it was originally
used, in my opinion, in the very threshold
yvears of the operation of our Govern-
ment.

As I stated in my earlier remarks, this
district selection system was the one
actually used and it proved to be right
by the people and Congress in the early
decades of our existence. It was the po-
litical system, the politics, the political
parties that changed the use of that dis-
trict system and in that way we got away
from it. They were within the law.

Now, however, this district plan would
go back to that plan which worked so
well and put it into the hard language of
the Constitution and permit it to be
worked out under circumstances where
it could not be altered.

The district electoral plan would
promote establishment and maintenance
of an effective two-party system in every
part of the Nation inasmuch as party
success in any district would be worth-
while. Thus, it would strengthen the mi-
nority party in strongly one-party States.

I know, as do all Senators, our situa-
tion at the present time. We must go and
campaign and we must go where the
people are In the search for votes and
what time there is to be used is used
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largely at the place where it is thought
contact can be made with the most peo-
ple. That is somewhat a rule of neces-
sity. But if we freeze this into just a cou-
ple of votes by the entire Nation, that
would mean we are leaving out of atten-
tion the great areas of this country that
we call the rural areas, the villages, the
small towns, and the small cities.

When there is not a feeling of obliga-
tion to areas, not a political sensitivity
to those areas, they are forgotten after
the election; not only during the cam-
paign are they neglected but they will be
neglected and largely forgotten after the
election. That is attributable to human
nature.

We should be trying to put together a
plan that would put them into a position
of responsibility for themselves and ac-
countability.

The district plan would reduce the
present disproportional influence of the
large population doubtful States in presi-
dential elections by ending the bonanza
that comes with the winner take all ap-
proach. In addition, the district elector
plan would encourage greater voter par-
ticipation, especially in one-party States
by making the individual’s vote seem
more important in the selection process
because one vote in a district would have
much greater impact than the same vote
in a statewide count.

The district system would give every
voter an equal voice in the selection of a
President by giving his vote the same
weight everywhere. Every voter in the
counfry would be voting for three elec-
tors rather than some voting for three
while others were able to vote for eight
or 25 or 43, depending on the State in
which they may live. This is in harmony
with the Supreme Court’s one-man, one-
vote decision.

The district system would minimize
problems which trouble the unit rule sys-
tem, such as voting frauds and efforts
s:t. political boss control, by reducing the
likelihood that total victory for one party
could be achieved in any State under
any set of circumstances.

Awarding electoral votes by districts
would maintain a fair balance between
rural and urban forces and allow minori-
ties to make their weight felt where they
have strength, without giving excessive
influence to one group.

The single elector districts which the
district plan contemplates, would be es-
tablished by the State legislatures and
would be required to be composed of
compact and contiguous territory con-
taining as nearly as practical the number
of persons which entitle the State to
one Representative in Congress. The
electors should be pledged in advance
to specific candidates for President and
Vice President.

I am aware of the argument that small
States have a disproportionate number
of electoral votes because of the fact that
each State has two electoral votes re-
gardless of the size and population of
the State. However, this objection applies
to any system which retains the electoral
vote principle, and I strongly believe that
the writers of the Constitution were wise
in adopting this principle and that it
should be retained. In any event, as I
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have already said, I am confident that
neither the Congress nor the respective
States would ever agree to eliminating
this prineiple which is basic and essential
to the preservation of our federal sys-
tem of government. We should be real-
istic and recognize that it is very doubt-
ful that the States would ever adopt
the direct vote amendment.

In addition to the basic purpose of es-
tablishing a district plan for casting
electoral votes, there would be a very
important change in the method of
choosing the President and Vice Presi-
dent in the event no candidate for these
offices received an absolute majority of
the total number of electoral votes. The
12th amendment now provides that, in
such event, the House of Representatives
shall choose the President from the three
candidates having the highest number
of votes. In this election each State has
only one vote. A similar procedure is
followed in the Senate if no candidate
for Vice President receives a majority
of the electoral vote.

The district plan would change this
procedure to provide that the House and
Senate, meeting jointly, with each mem-
ber having one vote, would select the
President and Vice President in the event
that no candidate for either office re-
ceived a majority of the electoral vote.
It is certainly more democratic to allow
each State one vote for each of its mem-
bers of Congress rather than giving each
State only one vote regardless of its
population.

I want to state that these remarks are
addressed, with such emphasis as I may
have, fo the district plan, but I really
spoke in the Senate today not only to ex-~
plain that plan, but to say that every-
thing I have said here in favor of the
district plan is an argument, as I see it,
against the massive election, as I call it—
direct election—for President and Vice
President of the United States that
would bring in far more problems and
evils than it could possibly solve.

Mr, President, I believe that most of
us agree that there is a need to reform
the electoral college system. This need
has been recognized for many years. The
Library of Congress reports that hardly
a session of Congress has passed since
1797 without the introduction of one or
more amendments of this character.
These proposals have taken several dif-
ferent approaches. It is recognized that
each of them has certain advantages and
disadvantages. No one plan presents a
perfect and complete solution to the
problem. I believe, however, that it is ad-
mitted that the adoption of the district
plan would bring about great improve-
ments in the methods by which the
President and Vice President are selected.

As I have said, Mr. President, I believe
that this question of electoral reform is
one of the most urgent problems facing
the Congress. I believe that it is our re-
sponsibility to present to the States for
ratification a constitutional amendment
to correct the defects in the electoral col-
lege system which now exists. However, 1
cannot support and will not vote for the
direct election plan as proposed by the
distinguished Senator from Indiana,

I would favor, as I have already said, a
situation in which we could really give
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consideration to the district plan and de-
bate it on its merits.

In summary, Mr. President, I agree
with Theodore H. White, the political
Jjournalist and author, who in his testi-
mony before the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee called the direct election system
“a direct invitation to chaos” and said
that while he believed “the country
needs to reform its election laws and re-
form them immediately,” he did not
think that this should be done by direct
popular election.

My remarks are not in distrust of the
electorate. They are not in distrust of the
people. I have been in public life a good
long while and have a basic faith in the
people, but I know there are times when
emotional matters sweep our Nation, or
sweep great, major parts of it. I know
there are times when people ean be
aroused when there is insufficient cause,
or no cause, for an emotional state, when
for the time being they do not exercise
their best judgment, not present their
best thinking, nor use their minds in an
analytical manner.

I believe one safety of our present sys-
tem is in the fact that those events sel-
dom happen nationwide at the same
time, and the more mature judgment of
one area will help to offset another, un-
der our present system, where there may
be an emotional or even irrational wave
of sentiment in that area. But if we put
all of the votes into the same hopper, we
are going to find, as the years come and
go, and there will be a greater and
greater percentage of them in the con-
gested areas, that the sentiment that
prevails there will more likely prevail in
the result.

For that reason, even though I think
this problem is grave, I do not think we
have to be in an extra hurry. I do not
think we have tried hard enough to work
something around the district plan.
Therefore, for the time being, in this
crowded time, when we are trying to
finish before the elections, I think we
ought to direct our attention either for
or against the proposal by the Senator
from Indiana, because that is the one
that has the real danger.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT
AMENDMENTS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In ac-
cordance with the previous order of the
Senate, the Chair lays before the Senate
S. 3418, which the clerk will state by title.

The legislative clerk read the bill by
title, as follows:

A bill (8. 3418) to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for the making of
grants to medical schools and hospitals to
assist them in establishing speclal depart-
ments and programs in the field of family
practice, and otherwise to encourage and pro-
mote the training of medical and paramedi-
cal personnel in the flield of family medicines,

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
with amendments at the top of page 2,
insert “TITLE I—FAMILY MEDICINE”;
at the beginning of line 2, strike out
“That part D of title VII of the Public
Health Service Act is amended to read
as follows:” and, in lieu thereof, insert:
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Sec. 101, Part D of title VII of the Publie
Health Service Act is amended t0 read as
follows:

In line 15, after the word “instruction”,
insert ‘“(including continuing educa-
tion)”;-on page 3, line 9, after the word
“programs’’, insert “(including continu-
ing education) "; in line 11, after the word
“interns,” strike out “or residents;” and
insert “residents, or practicing -physi-
cians;’"; on page 7, line T, after “(a)”,
strike out *A grant under this part may
be made only if the application thereof
is recommended for approval by the Ad-
visory Council on Family Medicine and
is approved by the Secretary upon his
determination that—" and, in lieu there-
of, insert “The Secretary, upon the rec-
ommendation of the Council, is author-
ized to make grants under this part upon
the determination that—"'; on page 10,
line 1, after the word “Planning”, insert
“And Developmental”; at the beginning
of line 4, insert “or develop programs or";
in line 7, after the word “planning”, in-
sert “and developmental”; in line 14,
after the word *“of”, strike out “$5,000,-
000” and insert “$10,000,000"*; in line 15,
after the word “planning” insert “and
developmental grants™; on page 12, line
8, after the word “for”, insert “and of
the amounts of’’; and on page 13, after
line 12, insert a new title, as follows:

TITLE II—MALNUTRITION

SeEC. 201, Part A of title III of the Public
Health Service Act is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new section:

“Sec. 3810c. (a) In order to reduce the
incidence of malnutrition in the United
States, to advance medical knowledge in the
causes and effects of malnutrition, and to
encourage and facilitate the provision ol
early detection and effective ireatment of
malnutrition and the conditions which
result therefrom, the Secretary is authorized,
out of the funds available for carrying out
the purposes of this section, to:

“(1) make grants-in-ald to and enter into
contracts with medical schools, appropriate
graduate schools, and nursing schools to
assist such schools in establishing courses
dealing with malnutrition, it causes and
effects, means for its early detection, and
effective treatment of malnutrition and con-
ditions resulting therefrom;

*“(2) make grants-in-ald and enter into
contracts with universities, medical schools,
hospitals, laboratories and other public or
private Institutions, and individuals and
groups of individuals for research into mal-
nutrition, its causes and effects, means for
its detection, and into the effective treat-
ment of malnutrition and conditions result-
ing therefrom;

*“(3) establish special projects designed to
provide to students of courses in malnutri-
tion practical training and experience in the
field of malnutrition; and

*“({4) provide fellowships and otherwise
financially assist students to encourage and
enable them to pursue studies and engage
in activities In poverty areas relating to
malnutrition.

“{b) In selecting schools and institutions
to carry out the purposes referred to ‘in
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a),
priority shall be accordéd to those schools
and institutions which are located in poverty
Areas.

“(e) For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of this section, there are hereby
authorized to be appropriated $32,000,000
for the fiscal year commencing with the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1871, and for each of
the next four fiscal years thereafter.”

So as to make the bill read:
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8. 3418
Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—FAMILY MEDICINE
Sec. 101. Part D of title VII of the Public
Health Service Act is amended to read as
follows:

YPART D—-Gms-To PROVIDE PROFESSIONAL
AND TECHNICAL TRAINING IN THE FIELD OF
FAMILY Mxmqnm

“DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

“Sec. TBl. It is the:purpose of this part
to provide for the making of grants to
as515t— \

“(a) public and private nonprofit medical
schools—

“(1) to operate;’ as an integral part of
their medical -education program, separate
and! distinct departments devoted to pro-
viding teaching and instruction (including
continuing education) in all phases, of fam-
ily practice; . 4

“(2) construct such facilities as may
be appropriate to carry out & program of
training’ in" the field” of famlly medicine
whether as & part of a medical school or as
separate outpatient or similar facility;

- “(8) to operate, or participate in, special
training programs for paramedical personnel
in the fleld of family medicine; and

#(4) to operate, or participate in, spécial
training programs to teach and train medi-
cal personnel to head departments of family
practice or otherwise teach family practice
in medical schools.

“(b) public and private nonprofit hospi-
tals which provide training programs for
medical students, Interns, or residents—

“(1) to operate, as an integral part of their
medical training programs, special profes-
sional training programs (including continu-
ing education) in the field of family medi-
cine for medical studants, interns, residents,
or practicing physicians;

“(2) to construct such facilities as may be
appropriate to carry out a program of train-
ing in the field of family medicine whether
as a part of a hospital or as a separate out-
patient or similar facility;

*(8) to provide financial assistance (in the
form of scholarships, fellowships, or ‘sti-
pends) to interns, residents, or other medi-
cal personnel who are in need thereof, who
are participants in a program of such hospi-
tal which provides special training (ac-
credited by a recognized body or bodies ap-
proved for such purpose by the Commissioner
of Education) in the field of family medicine,
and who plan to specialize or work in the
practice of family medicine; and

“(4) to operate, or participate in, special
training programs for paramedical personnel
in the field of family medicine.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPFROPRIATIONS

“Spe. 762. (a) For the purpose of making
grants to carry out the purposes of this part,
there are guthorized to be appropriated $50,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, $75,000,000 for the fiscal, year ending
June 30, 1972, and $100,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, and for each .of
the next two succeeding fiscal years.

“(b) Sums appropriated pursuant to sub-
section (a) for any fiscal year shall remain
available for the purpose for which appro-
priated until the close of the fiscal year
which immediately follows such year.

“GRANTS BY SECRETARY '

“Sgc, 763. (a) From the sums appropriated
pursuant to section 762, the Secretary is au-
thorized to make grants, in accordance with
the provisions of this part, to carry out the
purposes of section 761.

“(b) No grant shall' be made under this
part unless an application therefor has been
submitted to, and approved by, the Secre-
tary. Such application shall be in such form,
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submitted in such manner, and contain such
information, as the Secretary shall have pre-
scribed by regulations which have been pro-
mulgated by him and published in the Fed-
eral Register not later than six months after
the date of enactment of this part.

“(e) Grants under this part shall be in
such amounts and subject to such limita-
tions and conditions as the Secretary may
determine to be proper to carry out the pur-
poses of this part.

*(d) In the case of any application for a
grant any part of which is to be used for
major construction or remodeling of any
facility, the Secretary shall not approve the
part of the grant which is to be so used
unless the reeiplent of such grants enters
into appropriate arrangements with the Sec-
retary which will equitably protect the fi-
nancial interests of the United States in the
event such facility ceases to be used for the
purpese for which such grant or part thereof
was made prior to the expiration of the ten-
year period which commences on the date
such construction or remodeling is com-
pleted.

**(e) Grants made under this part shall be
used only for the purpose for which made
and may be paid in advance or by way of
reimbursement, and in such installments as

the Secretary may determine.

“ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS

“SeEc. T64. (a) In order for any medical
school to be eligible for a grant under this
part, such school—

(1) must be a public or other nonprofit
school of medicine; and

*({2) must be accredited as a school of med-
icine by a recognized body or bodies ap-
proved for such purpose by the Commissioner
of Education, except that the requirement of
this clause (2) shall be deemed to be satis-
fled if, (A) in the case of a school of medi-
cine which by reason of no, or an insufficlent,
period ‘of operation is not, at the time of
application for a grant under this part, ell-
gible for such accreditation, the Commis-
sloner finds, after consultation with the ap-
propriate accreditation body or bodies, that
there is reasonable assurance that the school
will meet the accreditation standards of such
body er bodlies prior to the béginning of the
academic year following the normal gradua-
tion date of students who are in their first
year of instruction at such school during the
fiscal year in which the Secretary makes a
final determination as to approval of the
application,

“(b) In order for any hospltal to be eli-
gible for a grant under this part, such hos-
pital—

“(1) must be a public or private nonprofit
hospital; and

*{2) must conduct or be prepared to con-
duct in connection with its other activities
{(whether or not as an affillate of a school of
medicine) one or more programs of medical
training for ‘medical students, interns, or
residents, which is accredited by a recognized
body or bodies, approved for such purpose
by the Commissioner of Education.

“APPROVAL OF GRANTS

“Sec. 765. (a) The BSecretary, upon the
recommendation of the Council, is author-
ized to make grants under this part upon
the determination that—

“{1) the applicant meets the eligibility re-
quirements set forth in section 764;

“{2) the applicant has complied with the
requirements of section 783;

*{8) the grant ig to bg used for one or
mc]ma of 'the purposes set forth in section
761;

“(4) It contains such Information as the
Secretary may require to make the deter-
minations réquired of him under this sec-
tlon and such assurances as he may find
necessary to carry out the purposes of this

"(5) -1t provides for such fiscal control and
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accounting procedures and reports, and ac-
cess to the records of the applicant, as the
Secretary may require (pursuant to regula-
tions which shall have been promulgated by
him and published in the Federal Register)
to assure proper disbursement of and ac-
counting for all Federal funds paid to the
applicant under this part; and

“(6) the application contains or is sup-
ported by adequate assurance that any
laborer or mechanic employed by any con-
tractor or subcontractor in the performance
of work on the construction of the facility
will be paid wages at rates not less than
those prevailing on similar construction in
the locality as determined by the Secretary
of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon
Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a-276a5). The
Secretary of Labor shall have, with respect
to the labor standards specified in this para-
graph, the authority and functions set forth
in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950
(15 F.R., 3178; 65 Stat. 1267), and section 2
of the Act of June 13, 1934, as amended (40
U.8.C. 276c).

*(b)The Secretary shall not approve any
grant to—

"“(1) a school of medicine to establish or
operate'a separate department devoted to the
teaching of family medicine unless the Sec-
retary is satisfied that—

*(A) such department is (or will be, when
established) of equal standing with the
other departments within such school which
are devoted to the teaching of other medical
specialty disciplines;

“(B) such department will, in terms of
the subjects offered and the type and quality
of Instruction provided, be designed to pre-
pare students thereof to meet the standards
established for specialists in the specialty of
family practice by a recognized body ap-
proved by the Commissioner of Education: or

*“(2) a hospital to establish or operate a
special program for medical students, in-
terns, or residents in the field of family
medicine unless the Secretary is satisfied
that such program will, in terms of the type
of training provided, be designed to prepare
participants therein to meet the stendards
established for specialists in the field of
famlily medicine by a recognized body ap-
proved by the Commissioner of Education.

“(c) The Secretary shall not approve any
grant under this part unless the applicant
therefor provides assurances satisfactory to
the Secretary that. funds made available
through such grant will be so used as to
supplement and, to the extent practical, in-
crease the level of non-Federal funds which
would, in the absence of such grant, be
made available for the purpose for which
such grant is requested.

“PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENTAL GRANTS

“SEc, 766. (a) For the purpose of assisting
medical schools and hospitals (referred to in
seetion 761) to plan or develop programs or
projects for the purpose of carrying out one
or more of the purposes set forth in such
section, the Secretary is authorized for any
fiscal year (prior to the fiscal year which
ends June 30, 1975) to make planning and
developmental grants in such amounts and
subject to such conditions as the Secretary
may determine to be proper to carry out the
purposes of this section.

“(b) From the amounts appropriated for
any fiscal year (prior to the fiscal year end-
ing June 80, 1975) pursuant to section 762
(a), the Secretary may utilize such amounts
as he deems necessary (but not In excess of
$10,000,000 for any fiscal year) to make the
planning and developmental grants author-
ized by subsection (a).

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON FAMILY MEDICINE

“SEc. T67. (a) The Secretary shall appoint
an Advisory Council on Family Medicine
(hereinafter in this section referred to as

the ‘Council’). The Council shall consist of
twelve members, four of whom shall be
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physicians engaged in the practice of family
medicine, four of whom shall be physicians
engaged in the teaching of family medicine,
and four of whom shall be representatives
of the general public, Members of the Coun-
cil shall be indlviduals who are not other-
wise in the regular full-time employ of the
United States.

“(b) Each member of the Council shall
hold office for a term of four years, except
that any member appointed to fill a vacancy
prior to the expiration of the term for which
his predecessor was appointed shall be ap-
pointed for the remainder of such term, and
except that the terms of office of the mem-
bers first taking office shall expire, as desig-
nated by the Secretary at the time of ap-
pointment, three at the end of the first year,
three at the end of the second year, three at
the end of the. third year, and three at the
end of the fourth year, after the date of ap-
polntment, A member shall not be eligible
to serve continuously for more than two
terms.

*(e) Members of the Councll shall be ap-
pointed by the Secretary without regard to
the provisions of title §, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service. Members of the Council, while at-
tending meetings or conferences thereof or
otherwise serving on business of the Council,
shall be entitled to receive compensation at
rates fixed by the Secretary, but not exceed-
ing $100 per day. including traveitime, and
while so serving away from their homes or
regular places of business they may be al-
lowed travel expenses, including per diem in
lieu of subsistence, as authorized by section
5703 of title 5, United States Code, for per-
sons In Government service employed inter-
mittently.

“(d) The Council shall advise and ‘assist
the Secretary in the preparation of regula-
tions for, and as to policy matters arising
with respect to, the administration of this
title. The Council 5hall consider all applica-
tions for grants under this part and shall
make recommendations to the Secretary with
respect to approval of applications for and
of the amounts of grants under this part,

“DEFINTTIONS

“8Sec. 768, For purposes of this part—

“{1) the term ‘nonprofit’ as applied to any
hospital or school of medicine, means a
school of medicine or hospital which is owned
and operated by one or more nonprofit cor-
porations or associations, no part-of the net
earnings of which Inures, or may lawfully
inure, to the benefit of any private share-
holder or individual;

“(2) the term ‘family medicine’ means
those certain principles and techniques and
that certain body of medical, sclentific, ad-
ministrative, and other knowledge and train-
ing, which especially equip and prepare a
physiclan to engage in the practice of family
medicine;
~ "“(3) the term ‘practice of family medicine"
and the term ‘practice’, when used in con-
nection with the term ‘family medicine’,
mean the practice of medicine by a physician
(licensed to practice medicine and surgery by
the State In which he practices his profes-
sion) who specializes in providing to familles
(and members thereof) comprehensive, con-
tinuing, professional care and treatment of
the type necessary or appropriate for their
general health maintenance; and

“(4) the term 'construction’ includes con-
struction of new bulldings, acquisition, ex-
pansion, remodeling, and alteration of exist-
ing: buildings, and initial equipment of any
such  buildings, lneluding  architects’ fees,
but excluding the cost of acquisition of land
or offsite improvements."

TITLE II—MALNUTRITION
Sgc. 201. Part A of title III of the Public
Health Service Act Is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sec-
tion:
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“Sec, 810c (a) In order to reduce the inci-
dence of malnutrition in the United States,
to advance medical knowledge in the causes
and effects of malnutrition, and to encour-
age and Tacilitate the provisicn of early detec-
tion and effective treatment of malnutrition
and the conditions which result therefrom,
the Secretary is authorized, out of the funds
avallable for carrying out the purposes of this
sectlon, to:

“(1) make grants-in-aid to and enter into
contracts with medieal schools, appropriate
graduate schools, and nursing schools to
assist such schools In establishing courses
dealing with malnutrition, its causes and
effects, means for Its early detection, and
effective treatment of malnutrition and con-
ditions resulting therefrom;

*(2) make grants-in-ald and enter into
contracts with universities, medical schools,
hospitals, laboratories and other public or
private Institutions, and individuals and
groups of individuals for research into mal-
nutrition, its causes and effects, means for
its detection, and into the effective treat-
ment of malnutrition and conditlions result-
ing therefrom;

*“(3) establish special projects designed
to provide to students of eourses in mal-
nutrition practical training and experience
in the field of malnutrition; and

‘“{4) provide fellowships and otherwise
finaneially assist students to encourage and
enable them to pursue studies and engage in
activities in poverty areas relating to mal-
nutrition.

*“(b) In selecting schools and institutions
to, carry out the purpoees referred to in
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a),
priority shall be accorded to those schools
and institutions which are located in poverty
areas,

*{e) ‘For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of this section, there are hereby
authorized to be appropriated, #$32,000,000 for
the fiscal year commencing with the fiscal
year énding June 30, 1971, and for each of
the next four fiscal years thereafter.”

Mr. DOMINICEKE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous censent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that members of
the staff of the committee and the staff
of the Health Subcommittee be permitted
to be present in the Chamber to assist us
during the consideration of this bill.

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

Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll,

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
the roll.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, T
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mf. YARBOROUGH, Mr. President,
this bill, 'S. 3418, the family mediecal
practice bill, is cosponsored jointly by
myself and Mr. RanpoLes, Mr, WILLIAMS
of New Jersey, Mr. PELL, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr: NELSON, Mr, MONDALE, Mr. EAGLETON,
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Mr. CransToN, Mr. JaviTs, Mr. PrROUTY,
Mr, SCHWEIKER, Mr: ALLEN, Mr. BaYH,
Mr. BRoOOKE, Mr, Burpick, Mr. EASTLAND,
Mr; ErvIN, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. GOODELL,
Mr. HarT, Mr. HARTRE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr:
INouUYE, Mr. Jorpan of North Carolina,
Mr. McCarTHY, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. MET-
caLF, Mr. MonTOoYA, Mr. MurrHY, Mr.
Musgig, Mr. PasTore, Mr. PErRcY, Mr.
Raeicorr, Mr. ScorTt, and Mr. SroNG,

That was as of the date reported, Mr.
President, on the 5th of August. Since
then the Senator from Mississippi has
joined in cosponsoring the bill. :

The, bill has widespread support on
both sides of the aisle. Mr. President, in
1831, three-fourths of all physicians in
private ‘practice were general practi-
tioners. In more recent years, the de-
mand for specialists and the preference
of many doctors to specialize, has re-
duced the percentage of general practi-
tioners to one-fifth of all doctors.

In the years between 1963 and 1967
alone, general practitioners decreased
7.3 percent while the specialists increased
as follows: Surgical specialists by 15.9
percent, medical specialists by 18.6 per-
cent, and others 19.4 percent. The growth
of the specialists was dictated by the
dramatic advances in medieal science
that make it impossible for one man to
master all the fields of medical knowl=
edge. Surgery, pathology, internal medi-
cine, psychiatry, pediatrics—all deserve
the exclusive attention of great numbers
of doctors. Today, 80 percent of the grad-
uates from medical school prepare them-
selves for a specialty practice.

The result has been a growing gap be-

wween the family needing generalized
health information and care for its men

and women, babies, teenagers, and
grandparents, who may suffer from time
to time from a great variety of maladies
and injuries.

Fortunately, medical practice has be-
gun to recognize the need for new train-
ing programs for the general practi-
tioner. In some medical schools, courses
are now being offered which lead to a
new /‘specialty’””—the practice of family
medicine, because there are so few gen-
eral practitioners.

The family practice doctor is trained
to consider and to treat persons in the
context of their family and surround-
ings. Preventive health is one of his ma-
jor objectives.

A second function is to refer patients
needing specialty care or treatment to
the right person and place. In that re-
spect he is the single contact where an
entire family may go for comprehensive
medical care. There are 30 million Amer-
icans ‘'who today have no access to a
family physician whereby they ean enter
into the medical care system.

The importance of the family practice
physician is evident when we remem-
ber that the Americans most lacking
medical care are those of low and mod-
est incomes who lack the means and the
family tradition of looking for the kind
of medical care they need. The rural
poor, the ghetto dweller, the elderly, the
migrant—these are the people who have
suffered most from the decline of the
general practitioner.

They have become 50 completely up-
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rooted from where they were reared.
The families have moved to areas where
they do not know where to get a doctor.
It is the rural families and the migrant
workers who have suffered the most from
the decline of the general practitioner.

In February 1969, the American Medi-
cal Association approved an American
Board of Family Practice with powers to
conduect examinations and grant certifi-
cation to family physicians. A few medi-
cal schools are offering or developing
courses leading to certification in this
field.

I am glad to say that, although there
are not many of them, one is the Univer-
sity of Texas Medical School at Galves-
ton. It is one of the four medical schools
in my State. The avowed purpose of the
University of Texas medical branch at
Galveston is, as it has always been, to
train good practitioners of medicine for
the State of Texas. Almost 45 percent of
the practicing physicians in the State of
Texas are products of the medical
branch, and in the 80 years since its
founding our school of medicine has
graduated approximately 6,000 physi-
cians.

Under the leadership of Dr. J. M.
White, vice president for academic af-
fairs and dean of medicine, and Dr. M. L.
Ross, director of family medicine, a pro-
gram for specializing in family medicine
has been developed in the school of medi-
cine.

Texas is known for its wide-open
spaces. About one-third of the population
lives in small, isolated areas which are
a considerable distance from the large
medical centers located in the metropol-
itan areas. Texas will always require fam-
ily practice physicians in spite of the
great specialization in the medical cen-
ters. To give special emphasis on this
type of training to young physicians will
require extra support for the programs
being developed in medical schools. And
Senate bill 3418 will be of great value
in insuring the success of the program
from its beginning.

Briefly, Mr. President, title I of the
bill would authorize a 5-year program
of grants to medical schools:

First—and this is the key part of the
bill—to operate separate departments de-
voted to teaching and instruection in all
phases of family practice;

Second, to construct facilities appro-
priate to earry out family practice train-
ing programs whether as a part of a
medical school or as a separate outpa-
tient or similar faeility;

It was shown at the hearings that
nearly all the teachers in medical schools
are specialists, such as in surgery or some
other branch of medicine. So without
this provision in the bill, the bill would
be meaningless.

Third, to operate or participate in spe-
cial training programs for paramedical
personnel in the field of family medi-
cine; and

Fourth, to operate or participate in
special training programs for medical
personnel to head departments of family
practice or otherwise teach family prac-
tice in medical schools.

It would also authorize grants to pub-
lic or private nonprofit hospitals which
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train medical students, interns, or resi-
dents:

First, to operate special professional
training programs in family medicine for
medical students, interns, or residents;

Second, to construct facilities appro-
priate to carry out these programs
whether as part of a hospital or as a
separate outpatient or similar facility;

Third, to provide scholarships, fellow-
ships, or stipends to interns, residents, or
other medical personnel who are in need
of such assistance to participate in ac-
credited training programs in the field of
family medicine and who plan to special-
ize or work in the practice of family med-
icine; and

Fourth, to operate or participate in
special programs for training para-
medical personnel in the field of family
medicine.

For the purpose of making the grants
to mediecal schools and to hospitals, the
bill would authorize appropriationsof $50
million for fiscal year 1971, $75 million
for fiscal year 1972, and $100 million each
for fiscal years 1973, 1974, and 1975.

Finally, Mr. President, I would like to
draw my colleagues’ attention to the
other major aspect of S. 3418. Title IT of
the bill authorizes a new program to be-
gin to effectively deal with the vexing
problems of malnutrition. The programs
authorized in title IT will greatly assist
in continuing the battle against malnu-
trition. It is a tribute to the diligent
efforts of the distinguished Senator from
New York (Mr. Javirs), the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, that the pro-
grams encompassed in title II are now
before the Senate for its consideration.

I shall not go further in discussing the
programs; I am sure that the Senator
from New York will want to elaborate
further on the bill’s provisions. He did
very effective work in presenting them
as a separate bill, and finally as an
amendment to this bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the committee amendments be
agreed to en bloc and that the bill as
thus amended be treated as original text
for the purpose of considering further
amendments.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado will state it.

Mr. DOMINICK. In the event the com-
mittee amendments are adopted en
bloe, will that have any effect in my
offering amendment No. 886 later?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. None
whatever; it will not have any effect.

Is there objection to the unanimous
consent. request of the Senator from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and the
commiftee amendments are agreed to en
bloc.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, this is the
second of two bills that have come before
the Senate in the last 2 days dealing
with health problems of the country, both
of them reported by the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare. The Senator
from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) is the
principal author of the first title of this
bill, which relates to a subject very dear
to his heart, and on which he has worked
indefatigably for a very long time.
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Whatever may be the fate of the
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. DomiNICck), in my judgment
it does not go to the very heart of the
bill. Therefore, I think it is fair and
safe to say that it is the peculiar cap-
stone of the service of Senator Yar-
BOROUGH in the Senate that this bill
should have been brought to fruition in
this Congress. I know of no measure
which would be more uniquely adapted
to his philosophy of life and his repre-
sentation of the people of Texas than
one which relates so directly to the prac-
tice of family medicine. Indeed, this is
one of the great, pioneer traditions of
our country, and we are bringing it up
to date and demonstrating that modern
practice does not eliminate basically the
fundamental concepts of life.

I remember, as a child—as I think
many of us remember—a picture, in
color, in the windows of drugstores. The
picture depicted a child ill, upon a bed
of pillows mounted on chairs alongside
a lamp. Obviously, it was a rural setting.
The mother was in the background; the
doctor was the central figure of the piece.
Obviously, he was a country doctor, mak-
ing his rounds, and saving the life of
the very sick child. He was working under
primitive circumstances and with limited
medical facilities.

To me, this has always epitomized the
Hippocratic oath and the romance and
beauty, as well as the healing power, of
the American doctor. So I think that in
this particular measure the Senator from
Texas has given us an opportunity to
support, with modern techniques, one
of the most basic and appealing aspects
of all American medicine.

In addition, Mr. President, as he has
pointed out, we may have somewhat out-
run ourselves. We do have grave de-
ficiencies in the number of doctors in
this country. We generally estimate the
immediate shortage to be at least 50,000
and we have a shortage in sight of 150,-
000 more. I must say that must be com-
pared with the figure at the most of 500,-
000 doctors available for any kind of ac-
tive medical practice—more nearly 350,-
000. This poses grave problems for our
country. We are trying to meet it with
certain types of clinical practice, group
practice units, which concentrate heav-
ily upon specialization. In this measure
we will be attacking the other end of the
scale which is the broadest kind of a
generalist; namely, the doctor who prac-
tices family medicine. I believe that both
forms of approach are equally essential.
Certainly the testimony taken before our
committee clearly indicated that.

Another aspect of the bill which is
very important to me is its effort to im-
prove the supply of para-medical per-
sonnel, personnel who are not doctors.
The Russians have an interesting sys-
tem in that regard, from which we can
probably learn something, called the
Felcher gystem. Under that system, they
have all kinds of assistant doctors, high-
ly specialized personnel, who do not have
the full training of a doctor or & physi-
cian but are well able to handle many
specialties, as for example, the setting
of broken bones or some other specific
matter of that kind.

Our experience with medical corps-
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men in the armed forces, who are not
doctors, indicates a wide range of as-
sistance to the medical profession which
can be rendered in this way.

I am hopeful that in the new Congress
we may be able to move into this area in
a far more effective way than we have
so far, in attracting medical corpsmen
to the health services and giving profes-
sional recognition to some cf these para-
medical personnel not trained to be fully
a doctor yet able to carry a good deal of
the load.

All of this, Mr. President, including
the romantic vision of the country doc-
tor called out of bed at 3 or 4 o'clock in
the morning and, in his horse-drawn
buggy, driving through the rain or snow
to attend a sick patient, which was as
characteristic of the American scene as
delivery of the mail, is invoked by this
particular measure. I hope very much
that the Senate will approve it.

As I say, discussion with the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DoMinNICK) on his
amendment is a matter of methodology
rather than the substantive trust of this
measure. I am sure that the Senator, very
much like the rest of us, feels the same
way about the basic element involved
here, which is the encouragement of the
practice of family medicine.

I congratulate the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. YarBoROUGH) for
once more bringing a very fine, high-
minded and desirable health measure to
the floor of the Senate.

I take but another few minutes to dis-
cuss at this time a title of the bill which
is my own, but if the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas would like me to yield to
him now, I shall be happy to do so.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
am grateful to the distinguished Senator
from New York for his kind words. I
have had the privilege of working with
him on this committee now for a great
many years. We have worked in harmony
on the Health and Education Subcom-
mittees during which a great body of
health and education legislation has been
passed. Without his assistance and lead-
ership, and his amendments on many of
these bills, we would never have enacted
;9 much education and health legisla-

on,

It has been a great privilege to have
worked with a Senator of his astuteness
and mental acuity, his great knowledge
of the law, and his knowledge of these
problems.

I want to thank the Senator from New
York for his cooperation. He has never
been an obstructionist. He has always co-
operated to improve our work, to add im-
provements to it, if he could. We have a
good bill here.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
from Texas very much.

Now, Mr. President, I shall deal briefly
with title IT of the bill, which sets the
seal of urgency in establishing a national
commitment to put an end to malnutri-
tion in America by authorizing grants-
in-aid to assist medical schools, graduate
schools, universities, hospitals, and other
public or private institutions in more ef-
fectively dealing with the problems of
malnutrition; by advancing medical
knowledge in the causes and effects of
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malnutrition, providing for the early de-
tection and effective treatment of mal-
nutrition, and enhancing student assist-
ance programs in the field of malnutri-
tion.

The malnutrition title of this bill was
originally introduced by me as a separate
bill, S. 1865, and cosponsored by Senators
McGoVERN, BAKER, BROOKE, Cook, DOLE,
GoOODELL, HATFIELD, PERCY, and ScoTT.

Testimony before the Select Commit-
tee on Nutrition and Human Needs, of
which I am ranking minority member,
has indicated that our medical schools
have not been adequately preparing their
students for detecting and treating mal-
nutrition and its related illnesses. Even
though many of our medical schools do
have courses in which some attention is
given to malnutrition, few make the
study of malnutrition an identifiable
part of their curriculum. We have
learned that too few doctors have a back-
ground which equips them to recognize
and treat malnutrition as it exists in our
poverty areas. For too long the study
of malnutrition has been given secondary
attention in our medical, graduate, and
nursing schools, to the shame and dis-
may of us all.

Provisions of this title are designed to
rectify the situation and respond to the
criticism of the final report of the White
House Conference on Food, Nutrition,
and Health, which stated:

The teaching of nutrition in schools of
medicine, dentistry, and nursing is most in-
adequate at the present time; Iin some
schools it is almost nonexistent.

This title of the bill also authorizes as-
sistance for research into malnutrition,
its causes and effects, means for its de-
tection, and into the effective treatment
of malnutrition and conditions result-
ing therefrom, and meets a White House
Conference on Food, Nutrition, and
Health task force recommendation that
funding be provided for: “continued re-
search, both basic and applied, on spe-
cific nutritional needs of the population
and the fundamental causes of malnu-
trition.”

To achieve the objective cited in the
White House Conference on Food, Nutri-
tion, and Health report—

More emphasis should be given to ap-
plied nutrition, not only in the classroom
but through fleld experience in hospitals,
clinics, and community.

Funds are provided for special projects
designed to provide students in courses
in malnutrition with practical training
and work experience and with fellow-
ships to encourage such students to work
in poverty areas to help combat condi-
tions of malnutrition and its related ill-
nesses.

There is substantial evidence to docu-
ment the effects of poverty and the en-
hanced risks to mental and physical de-
velopment from severe malnutrition
during the first few years of life. This
enhanced risk extends into the period of
pregnancy when the expectant mother
is unable to provide the infant with suf-
ficent nutrients.

To meet this need a section of the
title authorizes the provision of fellow-
ships and other financial assistance to
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students to encourage and enable them
to pursue studies and engage in activities
in poverty areas relating to malnutrition.

I believe this title of the bill will be
a major step forward in the war against
hunger and malnutrition and is respon-
sive to President Nixon’s 1969 congres-
sional message which said:

I am asking the Secretary of HEW to:

—initiate detailed research into the rela-
tionship between malnutrition and mental
retardation;

—encourage emphasis by medical schools
on training for diagnosis and treatment of
malnutrition and malnutrition-related dis-
eases.

The teaching of nutrition and one problem
of malnutrition in schools of medicine, den-
tistry and nursing is most inadequate at the
present time and in some schools 1t is almost
nonexistent because specialists in nutrition
among physicians, dentists and nurses is
limited. A few hundred persons would be an
optimistic estimate.

They end up, Mr. President, with a
finding which is contained in appendix
C, panel 4, or the final report of the
White House Conference on Food, Nu-
trition and Health. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the whole of the appendix be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the appendix
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

APPENDIX C—PanNEL IV-2: NUTRITION

TEACHING IN MEDICAL SCHOOLS

ADEQUACY OF NUTRITION TEACHING IN MEDICAL
SCHOOLS

Only a few formal studies have been made
of the adequacy of nutrition teaching in
schools of medicilne. Such studies have dis-
closed that:

1. A need for Improvement in nutrition
teaching is readily acknowledged by many
medical schools.

2. Only & few schools have a separate di-
vislon or department of nutrition.

3. Special courses in nutrition are rare and
nutritional material is commonly incorpo-
rated in courses in biochemistry and physiol-
ogy and in the teaching of clinical special-
ties such as medicine, surgery, pedlatrics,
and obstetries.

{a) At the preclinical level, nutritional
subject matter is often displaced by more
“hasic” toples such as enzyme kinetles, and
membrane theory. In addition, instructors In
blochemistry and physlology not infrequent-
Iy emphasize their own research interests out
of proportion to their relevance to the over-
all subject and to clinical problems. Often,
little attempt 15 made to provide the student
with the basic information about nutrition
upon which “clinical nutrition” is necessar-
ily based.

(b) In the clinical department and sub-
specialties of medicine there has been little
or no correlation of nutrition teaching; thus,
the student has been offered only a frag-
mentary selection of aspects of nutrition
having particular relevance to various clini-
cal subjects. SBuch fragmentation inevitably
has led to appreciable gaps in nutrition edu-
catlon.

4. A few medical schools offer elective
courses on therapeutic diets (medical die-
tetics), experience In a “nutrition clinle,”
and in nutritional investigation.

5. Many medical students only learn about
florid malnutrition in man when they take
electives involving participation in overseas
programs based in countries where protein-
calorie malnutrition and vitamin deficlencies
are common.

6. In medical schools with a good program
in nutrition there ls usually elther a strong
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division. or department’ interested in nutri-
tion, or. professors with a special interest in
clinical nutrition or nutritional research.

7. A thorough and definitive survey of
nutrition teaching in American medical
schools remalins to be done.

(@) No objective assessment of the nutri-
tional knowledge acquired by medical stu-
dents has been made.

(b) Sufficient nutritional questions do
not appear on National or State Board ex-
aminations to provide a falr test of nutri-
tional knowledge.

(¢) Current knowledge of the extent and
eflectiveness of nutritional teaching neces-
sarily is based in large part on the resulis
of questionnaires distributed to varlous
medical schools and on the impression, ob-
servations, and oplnions of a relatively few
faculty members. These sources give a use-
ful preliminary indication- of the state of
nutritional - teaching in American medical
schools; however, the information they con-
taln does not provide a sufficiently strong
foundation upon which a national policy
with respect to nufritional teaching at the
medical school level can be hased.

(d) (See addendum No. 1.)

I. OPPORTUNITIES FOR NUTRITION TEACHING TO
MEDICAL STUDENTS

No plan designed to improve nutrition
teaching to medical students can overlook
the striking changes introduced into the
curriculums of most medical schools during
the past 5 years. These Include:

1. Reduection of time spent in laboratory
exercises In anatomy, biochemistry, physi-
ology, pharmacology, and other preclinical
sciences.

2. Strong efforts made to coordinate
teaching of baslc science material so that
biochemlical, physiologic, pharmacologic, and
clinical information about the various organ
systems of the body Is presented to the
student In an integrated fashion.

8. Increased emphasis on interdisciplinary
teaching with some beginning dissclution of
departmental boundaries.

4. Introduction of the student to clinical
problems earlier than previously; often in
the first year, or early in the second year,

5. ‘More emphasis .on elective opportu-
nities for students after they have completed
a “core ocurriculum,” usually during the
last 18 months of medical school. These
elective opportunities include:

(a) Assignments to medical facilities in
technically underdeveloped countries and to
poverty rareas in the United States,

(b) “Clerkships™ in community medicine
where problems in the -delivery of medical
care by the hospital center are given special
attention.

I NUTRITION TEACHING DURING THE
PRECLINICAL YEARS

In considéring how nutrition teaching can
be fitted into and articulated with the medi-
cal school curriculum, it must be kept in
mind that the fime gvailable for basic sci-
ence courses is belng increasingly compressed.
Thus, it would seem difficult to add a required
course on baslc aspects of nutrition during
the so-called preclinical years, even though
establishment of such a course has been rec-
ommended on a number of occasions, How-
ever, since there is an increasing emphasis on
integration of hasic science material, it is
possible that the presentation of what 1is
ordinarily considered to be nutritional sub-
ject matter can be used to organize biochem-
ical or physiological Information. For ex-
ample, a discussion of the factors affecting
nitrogen balance could be used to pull to-
gether 'a great deal of material on protein
biochemistry that otherwise might not be
related readily to human health problems. A
discussion of calorle requirements in man
might serve to give relevance to the subject of
energy fransformations at the cellular level.

It has been pointed out that some medical
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schouols offer courses in clinical correlation or
pathophysiology, in which an attempt is
made to bridge the gap between basic science
and clinical training. In such a course nutri-
tional information can help the student un-
derstand the relationship between the clini-
cal picture and the underlying physiologic
or biochemical disorder. For example, the
symptoms that accompany growth-onset dia-
betes mellitus can be best understood in
terms of the conditioned malnutrition that
results from inability to utilize carbohydrate
properly.

I, NUTRITION TEACHING IN THE CLINICAL

SPECIALTIES

The importance of nutritional considera-
tions in medicine, surgery, pediatrics and ob-
stetrics is acknowledged. Unfortunately (as
mentioned previously), the nutrition teach-
ing provided by the various medical special=-
ties is necessarily fragmented, and some-
times superficial. For example, the student
may be taught a rule-of-thumb approach to
nutritional therapy without being given an
understanding of the principles upon which
such treatment 15 based.

It has been suggested that a properly
qualified member of the faculty with a strong
interest in nutrition could heip to coordinate
and strengthen the teaching of nutrition
in the clinical specialties and, by means of
lectures, conferences, clinics, or teaching
rounds, fill in any important gaps that re-
main,

IV. NUTRITION TEACHING IN ELECTIVES

1. Electives that involve participation in
programs . desighed to deliver medical care
in poverty areas in the United States or
abroad often bring the medical student into
direct contact with patients who. exhibit
florid: deficlency states, including protein-
calorie malnutrition. Buch experiences are
far more effectlve than slides or textbook
pictures in convincing the student that
malnutrition remains a major world health
problem and that clinical nutrition is a
subject providing many challenges for the
voung physician,

2. Clerkships in community medicine are
increasingly offered by the various divisions
and departments of community medicine
that are developing in medical schools and
teaching hospitals throughout the country.
In’ such programs, the medical student can
work in a nutrition elinic, participate to
nutrition surveys, study the role of nutri-
tion in disease prevention or retardation and
learn to work effectively with other members
of the “health care team,” including the pub-
lic health nutritionist, This type of train-
ing can lead loglcally into a career in public
health nutrition or to a program of grad-
uate tralning in comprehensive  medicine
designed to train a ‘new type of speclalist
for whom the designation “primary physi-
cian' has been suggested.

3. An elective In a division where nutri-
tional and metabolic researeh are conducted
can serve as-an introduction to a career in
academic clinical nutrition. Medical stu-
dents who participate In such electives may
be motivated to obtailn 2 to 4 years of post-
doctoral training in nutrition and metabo-
lism after completing 1 or 2 years of residency
work in a medical speclalty.

V. RECRUITMENT

Recruitment of young physicians into cli-
nical nutrition has been extremely difficult
and there 1s a critical shortage of tralnees
gn‘dd of teachers and investigatorz in this

eld.

Some of the reasons for this situation
have been identified. These include the fol-
lowing:

1. A lack of identity for clinical nutrition.

2. Lack of a subspecialty status for clini-
cal nutrition.

3. Dearth of superior fraining programs in
nutrition designed to meet the needs and
Interests of young physicians.
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4. Lack of recognition by medical schools
and teaching hospitals of a need for clinical
nutrition programs.

5. Debilitating effect on the image of nu-
trition as a respectable scientific diseipline
of food faddists, commercially  motivated
pressure groups, and widespread pedestrian
nutritional research.

The problems of an identity for nutrition
seems to be inherent in the scope and dif-
fuseness of the word “nutrition.” For exam-
ple, there are no satisfactory terms in the
vocabulary of nutrition to distinguish the
clinjecal Investigator of nutritional problems
from the home economist who is concerned
with applied nutrition. A professor of nu-
trition can be either a dietitian or & medical
sclentist. Buch semantic difficultles have
not helped to dispel the cloud of confusion
that hovers over the subject as it relates to
clinieal medicine and medical research, In-
deed, many otherwise sophisticated mediecal
school faculty members and administrators
tend to identify nutrition inherent in the
standards for certification in this fleld pro-
ttx;ulgated by the American Board of Nutri-

on,

Lack of a subspecialty status for clinical
nutrition has been an important factor in
discouraging many young physicians from
entering the fleld. While hematology, cardi-
ology, gastroenterology, ete., are recognized
subspecialties, clinical nutrition is not. This
distinetion has important financial implida-
tlons'for the house officer who is considering
entrance into a subspeeialty.

As Mueller has pointed out (Fed. Pros.
167, 1967): “At the present time there is no
clear career future for the young physician in
nutrition,” He goes on to say that “* * * if is
a well-established trufsm that the quality of
undergraduate training is proportional to
that of graduate training. In other words,
if the sclence ‘of nutrition lent itself to a
residency training program it would auto-
matically lmprove the. faellity for under-
graduate teaching."”

It must be recognized that there has
emerged in medicine a growing number of
medical students and young physiclans who
are placing the concept of service well above
considerations of financial remunerations
and “‘success” as it 1s conventionally viewed.
Such individuals are very likely to be at-
tracted to careers in clinieal nutrition if they
can be shown the enormous benefits to man-
kind inherenf in the prevention and treat-
ment of all forms of malnutrition. However,
the exposure that medical students usually
receive to serious nutritional problems in
thelr present medical school setting 1s ordi-
narily so minimal that the chances of stimu-
lating their interest in the subject seem
small.

AppENpUuM No. 1

It is recommended that funds be made
avallable to permit appropriate voluntary
agencies (AAMC, AMA, etc.), to conduct a
thorough and definitive survey of nutrition
teaching in medical schools. The results of
such a survey should be evaluated by an ex-
pert panel selected by NAS-NRC {n consulta-
tion with other national groups concerned
with medieal education, to determine the
adequacy of nutrition teaching in American
schools of medicine.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the need
for improvement in nutritional teaching
is readily acknowledged by many medi-
cal schools. Also we have the testimony
of Harvard University School of Public
Health which in a letter to me dated
July 15, 1970, states as follows:

Dearn SENATOR Javirs: We who are inter-
ested in the nutritional problems of this
counfry appreciate your efforts and I thank
you for your letter of June 23, 1970. With
specific reference to Sectlon 411 on Fortified
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and Enriched Foods, I would like to raise
two questions.

It should be clear that the objective is to
supply “nutritious food"” and this may be
achieved with natural praducts without spe-
cific additions of nutrients which would ordi-
narily be considered under “fortified or en-
riched foods.” I am uncertain as to the legal
interpretation of the current wording.

Secondly, I have been told that OEO has,
in fact, funded a few projects of this kind al-
though I have no specific information. The
usual response of industrial people to this
kind of suggestion has been that while they
could prepare cheaper and sometimes better
products than those they now market, they
ses. no way to sell such products without
cutting into thelr present markets. So, I
have some skepticism about how realistic the
industry would be In attempting to develop
this entire concept although the need for
some kind of activity to develop cheaper nu-
tritious products that are acceptable would
seem quite clear.

The Food and Nut.ritim Board expects to
begin activities very shortly under contract
with the Food and Drug Administration to
develop some nutritional guidelines for vari-
ous classes of foods. As you are probably
aware, the fortification of some foods is
limited by certain standards for specific foods.
At the same time, some limitations are nec-
essary since excessive additions of vitamin
D to foods have produced severe toxic effects
in children and caution has to be exercised.
I assume that this whole area will be rede-
fined in the next year or two.

Graduate tralning in nutrition, as in most
flelds; will probably decrease this year be-
cause of limitations in research and training
grant funds, Most schools are in trouble and
some in very serious trouble. I see little that
can be done without increased funds for
research and tralning. We should recognize,
of course, that the limitation in funds avail-
able across the board does provide an oppor-
tunity to direct larger numbers of individuals
into nutrition, or other fields, provided funds
can be made avallable.

At the same time it has to be recognized
that research support in nutrition and prac-
tically all flelds of medicine during the past
20 years or more has emphasiged the bio-
chemical and physiological aspects with little
attention to the social aspects. As is stated
in Section 202, “the Nation lacks sufficient
knowledge” to solve the nutrition problems
we have. The remainder of Title II, however,
appears to me to be based largely upon the
supposition that. the knowledge is more or
less adequate’ and the primary need is to
produce new curricula and educate and in-
form the population. It seems to me that
programs of these kinds will not succeed
unless a professional core is developed to
lead the program. If nutrition is to be intro-
dueed Iinto -medical schools, it will pre-
sumably be through Professors of Nutrition
in the medical schools and these will not de-
velop unless specific funding 1s available.
Similarly, means must be found to develop
strong and wmore comprehensive nutrition
programs than now exist in universities. The
baslc core of nutritionists now available are,
in general, not prepared to develop the
comprehensive programs needed, particularly
the need to involve the social scientists. The
specific areas identified in 8. 2789 as requir-
ing more research effort are sound, I think,
but it is not clear to me that these will neces-
sarily lead to the kinds of broad training and
research programs which are clearly needed.

I should like to point out also that nutri-
tion in medicine is a far greater problem
than deallng with those diseases related to
poverty and undernutrition. The nutritional
aspects of renal disease, heart disease, mal-
absorption syndromes, anemias, allergles, etc.,
are also a neglected fleld and I feel that
these kinds of problems also have to be
attacked, particularly if we are to obtain
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the real interest of the medical profession
in nutritional problems of this country.

I certainly agree that prioritles must be
established from the many recommendations
of the White House Conference. One of the
major difficulties at the moment is the in-
ability of most of us to find out exactly
what is happening in W and
clally in HEW that relates to nutrition. There
is need for coordination and evaluation. I
am uncertain how this can be best accom-
plished.

If I can be useful at any time, I hope you
will call on me.

Sincerely yours,
D. M. HeGsTED, Ph. D.,
Professor of Nutrition.

Mr. President, finally, at my request,
the medical schools of the State of New
York organized for the purpose of sur-
veying the situation in the State. This
was-also followed in other States on the
issues of hunger and malnutrition, They
have made a report, which we will be
issuing in due course, but I should like
to state now that they, too, flay the in-
adequacies of medical training and the
facilities for medical training in the
field of nutrition as one of the most
urgent needs before them. This relates
both to research and actual treatment
and other problems of a medical charac-
ter which arise in connection with mal-
nutrition.

I see the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
Sponc) in the Chamber. I should like
to pay my tribute to him and to the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HoLn-
rINGs) who both helped to explode the
notion that Southern Senators are neces-
sarily reactionary. These Senators were
frank and direct enough to go into their
own States and acquaint the country
with conditions there of which, had they
been smaller men, they would have been
ashamed and covered up. However, be-
cause they are men of size, they revealed
them in order to bring about a national
concern and a national correction.

I congratulate them. They are truly
gf the character that Senators ought to

e.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New York. I had in-
tended to rise to commend him for his
leadership insofar as title II of the
pending bill is concerned.

I introduced a bill seeking the same
objectives. I am very much aware of the
leadership that the Senator from New
York, working with the Senator from
Texas (Mr. YareorouUGH), has shown in
this important field.

I urge passage of this legislation, and
predict that, through our medical
schools, we will go a long way toward
knowing more about malnutrition and
in our efforts to alleviate hunger and
malnutrition.

I commend the Senator from New
York (Mr. Javits) and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) .

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, T thank
the Senator from Virginia very much.
No analysis of title IT of the bill could
be concluded without a reference to the
work which is being done by the select
committee dealing with the subjects of
hunger and malnutrition. That commit-
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tee is headed by the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGoverN). I happen to
have the honor to be a ranking minority
member of that committee.

There the evidence, it seems to me, is
conclusive with reference to the need
for a mediecal answer to the problems of
malnutrition and hunger. These prob-
lems are most awful in respect of moth-
ers who are bearing children because
we are learning that the effects of mal-
nutrition in the mother may cause a re-
tarded child even before the child is
born,

I could think of nothing worse. We are
all accustomed to & bloody world—and
it is. Yet, there are some things which
touch the human heart peculiarly, even
though we are accustomed to the tragic
suffering and dying in the world. One of
those things that touch our hearts
deeply is the danger that a child may be
completely useless to itself and to the
world for all its life because we had
failed to deal with the nutritional prob-
lems of the mother bearing that child.

With some 20 million Americans at
the poverty level, this is a problem of
vast magnitude. The medical schools are
unable to cope with this problem. A num-
ber of the medical schools are in danger
of closing their doors. Practically every
medical school in the country is in very
deep financial trouble.

We passed a bill the other day seeking
to bail them out with $100 million of
emergency funds. The provision in the
bill for authorization for family medical
practice and for nutritional education
are absolutely essential if we wish to
legislate concerning this problem and
have that legislation implemented.

I hope very much that the Senate will
pass the bill.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have had
the pleasure of serving on the commit-
tee dealing with nutrition and human
needs along with the distinguished Sena-
tor from New York.

Mr. President, the bill which we are
considering today establishes two very
worthwhile programs.

Title I establishes a program to help
medical schools and hospitals educate
larger numbers of doctors in the field of
family medicine.

This program is designed to answer the
very great need to supplement this coun-
try's highly specialized medical man-
power with physicians who possess a
more broadly based medical education.
Hopefully, these doctors will provide
their patients with generalized and com-
prehensive health care which takes into
account the patient’s total soeial and
economic environment.

Title IT establishes a program to im-
prove nutrition, education, and research.

As a member of the Select Committee
on Nutrition and Human Needs, I am
acutely aware of the problem of malnu-
trition as it affects the poor and nonpoor
alike. One of the more disturbing dis-
coveries of our committee relates to nu-
trition education. Testimony before the
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committee has indicated that although
some general attention is given to nutri-
tion in some of our medical schools, the
study of nutrition is not an identifiable
part of the curriculum. This fact, con-
firmed by the White House Conference
on Food, Nutrition, and H=zalth, has re-
sulted in too many doctors, dentists, and
nurses who are unable to adequately rec-
ognize and treat malnutrition.

This bill will remedy this defect by au-
thorizing grants-in-aid and contracts to
medical schools to assist them in estab-
lishing courses dealing with malnutri~-
tion, its causes and effects, means for its
early detection, and effective methods of
treatment.

In addition, the bill provides funds for
research and for financial assistance to
students of malnutrition to provide them
with practical training and experience
and to encourage them to pursue studies
and engage in activities in poverty areas
relating to malnutrition.

Mr, President, both of the programs
contained in this bill are desirable and
both are necessary if we are to continue
to meet the health needs of the country.
I am proud to support this bill.

We do have many rural communities
in Illinois which have no doctors. If
those communities could get doctors in-
terested in going there, they would have
to be general practitioners. That would
require a medical education.

If we look at a city like Chicago, we
find that Chicago has fewer doctors to-
day than it had in 1930, but it has a
much larger population today.

Many of the doctors do not have a
general practitioner’s background and
would be required to have that kind of
background if they are to render the kind
of service we require for our people.

I think this bill would help us to make
a giant step forward toward meeting a
great human need.

I again commend the Senator from
New York and the Senator from Texas.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to my friend, the Senatfor from
Illinois, who has been such a fine in-
fluence and leader in this field. He has
been a fine influence on our select com-
mittee.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement on this matter
prepared by my colleague, Senator Goon-
ELL, may be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, Senator
GoopeLL’s statement was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR GOODELL

Mr, President, it is appalling to note the
deeline in the number of physicians who en-
gage in general practice. Since 1940, the
number of family doctors in the United
States has decreased by nearly 40 per cent. In
19040 there were approximately 110,000 fam-

ily physicians—today there are less than
70,000. The number of doctors who treat pa-
tients as people rather than as collections of
organs is rapidly diminishing. We must act
now to offset the depersonalization of medi-
cal services.

The reversal of this trend depends upon a
number of factors—particularly the social
consclence of the individual physician and
the commitment of the FPederal Government
to encourage the fraining of family prac-
titioners.

For the first time, there is an increasing
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interest among a large number of medical
students for medical training relevant to
community needs. Today's students work in
low-income communities during vacation pe-
riods; they are seeking courses in medical
sociology and, in increased numbers, they are
demanding to be taught methods to treat
persons in the context of their family and
surroundings.

If we take advantage of growing student
interest in family medicine by making Fed-
eral grants avallable to medical schools and
hospitals, we can reverse the trend of de-
creasing numbers of badly needed general
practitioners,

The bill before us today, S. 3418, assists
medieal schools and hospitals in establishing
special departments and programs in the
fleld of family medicine. Such Federal assist-
ance will encourage more students to spe-
cialize in general or family practice.

This ‘legislation offers us the opportunity
to provide delivery of personal health care to
millions of people. I am proud to be one of
the original co-sponsors of this bill and urge
my colleagues to join in supporting the au-
thorization of professional and technical
training in the field of family medicine.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the Senator from New York has com-
mented on malnutrition and mentioned
the effect on the fetus of a pregnant
woman who is suffering from malnutri-
tion.

In our hearings in the Select Commit-
tee on Hunger and Malnutrition—on
which I have served since its creation—
it has been developed by knowledgeable
people in this field that 90 percent of
the potential intellectual capacity of a
person is formed by the time the child
is 5 years of age. If a child suffers mal-
nutrition prior to its birth, that child
will always be a slow learner in school
and may be mentally retarded. His
chances for a full life are gone.

I commend the Senator from New
York for adding this language. I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Virginia (Mr. Spong), who is one of the
coauthors of the bill.

With reference to the first title of
the bill, there are 134 counties in the
United States which do not have a single
doctor. There are many other communi-
ties and many counties with only one
doctor in the entire county. The need is
very great for this measure. If we send
a doctor into the rural areas of the
country, he has to be a general practi-
tioner.

There is a great need for general
practitioners. We do not have them and
we will' not have them unless we put
some money in the medical schools to
frain them.

The medical schools do not have the
money. A number cf them are so close to
the verge of bankruptcy that about
three of them are faced with the pros-
pect of collapsing within a year.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a statement on the pend-
ing business, prepared by the Senator
from California (Mr. CRANSTON).

There being no objection, the state-
ment by Senator CransTON was ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CRANSTON

Mr. President, I rise in support of 5. 3418,
the so-called Family Practice bill.
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The number of health professionals and
paraprofessionals in the fleld of family med-
icine will be considerably expanded as a re-
sult of this bill, which the Senate Labor and
Public Welfare Committee has reported out
under the able leadership of the Senator
from Texas (Mr, Yarborough). The practice
of medicine has shifted dramatically in re-
cent years to specialization with a compara-
ble decrease in the number of physiclans
providing general family care. Medical stu-
dents have been attracted to the specialties
during their education through exposure to
faculty members who are themselves spe-
elalists, and by the genuine excitement sur-
rounding research and scientific discovery.
This environment tends to draw them away
from generalized practice, and the result
has been a visible drop- in the number of
general practitioners, at the very time the
need for them is increasing.

The Academy of General Practice has com-
piled statistics showing that between the
years 1931 and 1967, the number of physi-
cians In private practice 'increased by T3%,
while at the same time the number of physi-
cians in family medicine declined by 44%.
The number of specialists increased 469%.
In 1964 the AMA, concerned with this rap-
idly developing shortage and the growing
imbalance in the medical profession, estab-
lished an Ad Hoc Committee made up of
leaders in the medical community, which
after studying the cdAuses and projecting
the future effects of this trend on the pro-
fession recommended two major approaches
to resolving the problem,

The first AMA recommendation was that
medical school programs in family medicine
be given more emphasis and visibility. In
keeping with this recommendation, the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare
as early as 1968 provided medical schools
with funds for family medicine programs.
The second AMA recommendation—to en-
hance the status and prestige of the prac-
tice of family medicine by establishing an
approved specialty board and recognizing
family medicine as a speclality—was ac-
cepted in 1969 when the speclalty of family
practice was established.

S. 3418 expands upon the AMA's first rec-
ommendation by providing grants for the
establishment of separate and coequal De-
partments of Family Medicine at medical
schools, for the training of medical person-
nel to become faculty for these Departments
and for training programs in the field of
family medicine at hospitals. I am per-
suaded that such Departments are necessary
to reverse the damaging trend I referred to
earlier and to permit the fleld of family
practice to compete effectively for medical
students,

Among the Innovative provisions of this
bill 1s the full recognition given to the vital
role that paramedical personnel must play
in the field of family medicine and the great
potential for expanding this role. S. 3418 will
support the inclusion, along with training
programs for the physiclan, of programs for
the training of such paramedical personnel
in mediecal school curricula as well as in the
hospital training programs. Integration of
these two levels of training in the academic
and clinical setting should have a dramatic
influence on the delivery of health care in
the future. And it should bring greater effi-
clency and lower costs to the practice of
medicine.

In these integrated medleal paramedical
programs, the physician specialist and the
paramedical support person, by learning to-
gether in interrelated courses, will each learn
to appreciate fully the scope and the value of
the other’s function in the treatment of a
patient. The greater potential for care which
can be derived from a team approach to the
treatment of a patient will be apparent to
both. They will become accustomed to deal-
ing with medical problems as a team, and
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in all probability will seek to establish the
same method of delivering health.care when
they move, perhaps together, into the prac-
tice of their professions in the community.

Some exciting new concepts in medical care
delivery have developed recently with the
creation of programs for the training of the
physician's assistant at medical schools and
in hospitals. I strongly hope that develop-
ment-of this new type of paraprofessional to
his fullest potential as a member of the
family medical team will be fostered under
the provisions of S. 3418. Thus, I would urge
the Secretary of Health, Education and Wel-
fare in administering this grant program to
encourage, to the maximum feasible extent,
schools and hospitals receiving funds under
the proposed Act to undertake at the same
time integrated medical/paramedical train-
ing and education programs.

I would also llke to draw attention to the
importance this bill places on training pro-
grams provided by hospitals, through the in-
clusion of authorizations for grants to hos-
pitals for the development of training pro-
grams for medical students, interns, residents
and paramedica! personnel. The special con-
tributions made to the tralning of health and
allied health professionals by hospital train-
ing programs are substantial, and I am de-
lighted that due recognition is provided this
fact by S. 3418. The Committee has made
clear in its report on the bill that the poten-
tial of the hospitals of the Veterans Admin-
istration, the Publiec Health BService, and
other federal agencles to establish training
programs in the field of family meaicine has
been recognized. Under the bill, these federal
hospitals would be able to compete for grants
established by 8. 3418 on an equal basis with
non-federal hospitals.

Another aspect of the bill deserves atten-
tion. This is the emphasis given to the need
for medical schools and hospitals to include
in their curricula and training programs con-
tinuing education for practicing physicians.
I am grateful to the Committee for adopting
an amendment, which I proposed, to cover
continuing education. In this era of rapidly
expanding scientific knowledge and tech-
nological development, means must be pro-
vided for physicians to keep abreast of the
newest advances in their fleld. Thus, the
American Board of Family Practice requires
recertification of specialists after six years of
practice. The provisions in 8, 3418 for con-

tinuing education programs at mediecal

schools: and iIn hospitals will insure that
practicing family physicians have the oppor-
tunity and the means to meet this recerti-
flcation requirement.

Other provisions in title I of the bill pro-
vide for the construction of such facllitles
to carry out a program of training in fam-
ily medicine—either as part of a medical
school, hospital or separate outpatient or
similar Tfacility—and for financial assist-
ance—such as scholarships, fellowships or
stipends—to Interns, residents or other med-
ical personnel following a program in the
field of family medicine.

In order to carry out these and the other
purposes I have discussed, $50 million is au-
thorized for fiscal year 1971 and an additional
#3756 million is authorized over the next
four fiscal years.

Also included in S. 3418, in title II, are
provisions designed to assist in meeting the
challenge presented by the existence of mal-
nutrition in our “affluent” soclety. The bill
authorizes the appropriation of $32 million
for each of the next five fiscal years, be-
ginning in fiscal year 1971, to encourage the
establishment by medical schools, graduate
schools and nursing schools of courses deal-
ing with malnutrition, to encourage research
into. malnutrition, and to provide financial
assistance, practical training and field ex-
perience for students who are or who wish to
become engaged in courses in the field of
malnutrition,
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The Senate Select Committee on Nutrition
and Human Needs, under the able leadership
of the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovERN ) , has thoroughly doc-
umented the appalling depth of this prob-
lem. One of the barriers to its solution” has
been a dearth of personnel, both professional
and paraprofessional, specially trained in
nutrition, In addition, doctors in general have
not had even the elementary background in
nutrition which would enable them to rec-
ognize and treat those cases which come to
their attention in the course of their dally
work. I very much hope that the research and
training which would be assisted under title
II of this bill will be approved by the Con-
gress, as important in the elimination of
malnutrition in America.

Mr. President, S. 3418 should be a strong
step to assure the expansion of the practice
of family medicine in response to the great
challenge facing that medical discipline. I
urge my colleagues to vote for this bill.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had passed the following bills of the Sen-
ate, severally with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

S.203. An act to amend the act of June
13, 1962 (76 Stat. 96), with respect to the
Navajo Indian irrigation project;

S.434. An act to reauthorize the Riverton
extension unit, Missouri River Basin project,
to Include therein the entire Riverton Fed-
eral reclamation project, and for other pur-
poses;

8. 621. An act to provide for the establish~
ment of the Apostle Islands National Lake-
shore In the State of Wisconsin, and for
other purposes;

S.2264. An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide authorization for
grants for communicable disease control and
vaccination assistance;

85.2882. An act to amend Public Law 304,
84th Congress, to authorize the construction
of supplemental Irrigation facilitles for the
Yuma Mesa Irrigation District, Arlzona; and

B5.3558. An act to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to provide continued
financing for the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting.

The message also announced that the
Hcuse had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H.R. 10874. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Gulf Islands National Sea-
shore, in the States of Florida and Mississippi,
for the recognition of certain historic values
at Fort San Carlos, Fort Redoubt, Fort Bar-
rancas, and Fort Pickens in Florida, and Fort
Massachusetts in Mississippl, and for other
purposes; and

HR. 17795. An act to amend title VII of
the Housing and Urban Development Act

of 1965.
e —

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 10874) to provide for the
establishment of the Gulf Islands Na-
tional Seashore, in the States of Florida
and Mississippi, for the recognition of
certain historic values at Fort San Carlos,
Fort Redoubt, Fort Barrancas, and Fort
Pickens in Florida, and Fort Massachu-
setts in Mississippi, and for other pur-
poses, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.
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PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT
AMENDMENTS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3418) to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the
making of grants to medical schools and
hospitals to assist them in establishing
special departments and programs in
the fleld of family practice, and other-
wise to encourage and promote the train-
ing of medical and paramedical person-
nel in the field of family medicine.

AMENDMENT NO. 886

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 886.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the
amendment will be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

On page 2, strike out lines 12 through 16,
and in lieu thereof, insert the following:

“(1) to establish or operate, as an integral
part of their medical education curriculums,
programs to provide teaching and instruction
(including continuing education) in all
phases of family practice;".

Beginning on page B, line 21, strike out all
through page 9, line 17, and insert in lieu
thereof, the following:

“{1) a school of medicine to establish or
operate a program for the teaching of family
practice medicine unless the BSecretary is
satisfied that such school has made adequate
administrative provision for such program,
through separate departments, administra=-
tive units, or other administrative arrange-
ments that emphasize family practice in the
education of medical students, interns and
residents;”,

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, I call
the attention of my colleagues to the
specific amendment which is printed and
on the desk of each Senator.

There is one change made, which the
clerk read. It changes the struck portion
from line 11 to line 12—that is all it
does—in the beginning of the amend-
ment in order to correspond with the
amendment I have had printed.

Mr. President, I would like to say sev-
eral things about this bill after having
listened with great interest to the Sena-
tor from Texas, the Senator from New
York, the Senator from Virginia, and the
Senator from Illinois, all of whom com-
mented on the purpose of the bill.

I want to assure everyone that I sub-
scribe to the purpose of this bill, having
been delivered into this world by a gen-
eral practitioner as I am sure many of
my colleagues were. I have great sym-
pathy for their work and their assistance
with all kinds of family problems that
are created by the various illnesses that
occur to everyone as we go through life.

I subscribe to the idea that specialties
are great but that we can overspecialize
in certain areas. Many health situations
still reguire the need of a generalist. I
think it is important to say that the so-
called practice of general medicine is a
specialty in and of itself, accredited and
recognized by medical schools and by
the medical profession. It is, therefore,
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encompassed in the general description
of specialties.

The purpose of my amendment, which
is based oun language suggested by the
American Medical Association, is to cure
what I consider to be an inflexible ap-
proach to the very problem with which
the bill is concerned.

That problem, as pointed out in the
previous colloquy,.is a shortage of gen-
eral practitioners caused by the increas-
ing degree of specialization within the
profession. I think, and I have stated
it many times including yesterday on
the floor of the Senate, that the method
proposed to carry out this worthy objee-
tive is too rigid.

As presently written, this bill would
require medical schools to establish
separate departments of family medicine
of equal standing with their other de-
partments in order to qualify for grants.
My amendment would give medical
schools more flexibility by requiring only
that they make sufficient administrative
arrangements to satisfy the Secretary
that grant funds would, in fact, be used
for programs designed to train doctors
and other medical personnel in family
practice medicine.

Although family practice is itself a
specialty recognized by the American
Medical Association, it requires training
in several of the traditional specialities—
internal medicine, pediatries, surgery,
psychiatry, obstetrics, and gynecology.
For that reason, an educational program
in family practice medicine is adaptable
to a diversity of administrative arrange-
ments.

Many medical schools have programs
which emphasize the teaching of family
practice medicine. But at present, only
nine of these schools administer such
programs through separate departments
of family medicine. The others adminis-
ter their programs in a variety of ways,
depending on what each school deter-
mines to be the most effective utilization
of its particular resources. Some schools
have established divisions of family
medicine within one of their depart-
ments. Others have administrative ar-
rangements which draw on the resources
of several departments.

My staff has contacted representatives
of several of the medical schools which
do not have full departments of family
medicine, and asked them their opinion
regarding the requirement in this bill
that each school set up a separate de-
partment of family medicine which is of
equal standing with its other depart-
ments. Each school was strongly opposed
to the requirement, and several stated
flatly that they would not apply for Ped-
eral funds which were subject fo that
requirement.

At this point I wish to inform my col-
leagues of the colleges and medical
schools which were contacted. The list in-
cludes my own school, the Universify of
Colorado Medical Center. Others con-
tacted were the University of Oklahoma,
Harvard, the University of Vermont,
Stanford, Johns Hopkins, Southwestern
Medical College in Dallas, Tex., and the
University of California Medical School
in San Diego. All of these are prominent
medical schools. Every one of them
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strongly oppose that portion of the bill
which requires a separate department.

Among the reasons given in opposition
were some which I believe to be very
illuminating and extremely important in
the process of this debate:

First. Congress should not be legislat-
ing the curriculums of medical schools.

It seems to me that this principle is
basic to the whole argument. Should we
or should we not in providing money for
very badly needed family practitioners,
find ourselves also engaged in determin-
ing curriculums of medical schools. I do
not think we should. I do not think we
should involve ourselves in their admin-
istrative business nor in their curricu-
lums.

Second. Each medical school should be
permitted to determine how best to ad-
minister its family medicine program,
based on its particular resources.

Third. It would be difficult to get top
flight people to staff separate depart-
ments of family medicine. It would be
better to utilize top people in existing de-
partments.

Fourth. It would be very expensive to
establish and operate separate coequal
departments of family medicine, The cost
estimates ranged from $250,000 to $600,-
000 per year.

The family practice specialty requires
training in several of the traditional
specialties—internal medicine, pediat-
rics, surgery, psychiatry, obstetrics, and
gynecology. Are we going to require the
medical schools to set all of those up in
a separate department entifled “Family
Practice,” as well as having people who
are engaged in specialties in those fields
go through those departments?

The testimony of Dr. William R. Wil-
lard, recent chairman of the Couneil on
Medical Education of the American Med-
ical Association, before the committee
which econsidered the bill, of which I
am the ranking Republican, indicates he
had the same problem with it that I
have. He said:

We are somewhat concerned, however, over
the specification in section 761 (a) (1) that
there must be “separate and distinct depart-
ments"” established for those purposes. While
new administrative units would be desir-
able, the requirement of ‘‘separate and dis-
tinct departments"” would render ineligible
for Pederal assistance many otherwise
worthy programs of family practice.

He referred to the report of the ad
hoc committee on education for family
practice of the American Medical Asso-
ciation, which emphasized that separate
departments were only one of several
ways of satisfying the need for adminis-
trative units responsible for carrying out
family medicine programs, and went on
tosay:

In the light of this, surely it would be
inadvisable to legisiate the organizational
structure for teaching family medicine, es-
pecially since some medical schools are suc-
cessfully developing programs without sep-
arate departments.

The only opposition from the medical
profession, I think, to the position I have
taken in my amendment—and I ask the
Senator from Texas to correct me if I
am wrong is the American Academy of
General Practitioners. They have been
strongly in favor of having a separate
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and distinet department. They so stated
before our committee. We have had con-
tact with them sinee. They are still of
that opinion. But the Association of
American Medical Colleges and. the
American Medical Association are in
favor of my amendment on the ground
it provides more flexibility in establish-
ing family medicine programs, and makes
it far easier to instruect people, at a cost
level in keeping with their budgets, and
it would not require the unnecessary
overhead of a separate department.

After testifying before the committee
in the way I have stated, Dr. Willard, in
the process of that testimony, referring
to the requirement that family medicine
departments be of equal standing with
other departments, pointed out that such
requirement is unclear because, he
stated:

The various clinical departments of medi-
cal schools are not equal now in terms of
budget, numbers of faculty, patient load,
curriculum, or other measurable criteria.

In other words, the other departments
are not of equal standing as between
themselves in these fields, so with what
department ‘are we going to compare
this one that has to do with family
practice?

After so testifying bhefore the commit-
tee, Dr. Willard wrote to Senator Yar-
BOROUGH, the chairman, reiterating his
opposition to the separate department
requirement. He said:

It would be administratively inappropri-
ate and unworkable,

He suggested an amendment which
would eliminate that requirement, and
leave it to the discretion of the Secretary
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to decide whether a medical
school which applies for funds has made
adequate administrative arrangements
to assure that the funds will be used for
a family medicine program. My amend-
ment is based on his suggestion. I ask
unanimous consent that a copy of his
letter be inserted in the Recorp at this
point.

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

AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, Ill., July 23, 1970,
Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C. 4

DEAR SENATOR YAREOROUGH: You will recall
that I had the privilege of testifying for the
American Medical Association on behalf of
Senate Bill 3418, in support of this Bill,
which would assist in developing programs
of family practice. You will also recall that
I took some exception to Section T85(b),
which reads:

“(b) The Secretary shall not approve any
grant to—

“(1) & school of medicine to establish or
operate a separate department devoted to the
teaching of family medicine unless the Sec-
retary is satisfied that—

“({A) such department is (or will be, when
established) of equal standing with the other
departments within such school which are
devoted to the teaching of other medical
speclalty disciplines;

“(B) such department will, in terms of the
subjects offered and the type and quality of
Instruction provided, be designed to prepare
students thereof to meet the standards es-
tablished for specialists in the speclalty of
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family practice by a recognized body ap-
proved by the Commissoner of Educa-
tionty .., .

Possible language, which would meet my
objection, to cover the content might read
somewhat as follows:

“(b) The Secretary shall not approve any
grant to—

*(1) a school of mediclne to establish or
operate programs of the teaching of family
medicine unless the Secretary is satisfied that
there is adeguate administrative provision
for such programs, either separate depart-
ments or other administrative arrangements
or units that emphasize family medicine in
the education of medical students, interns,
and residents.”

Section 765(b) (1) (A) and 785(b) (1) (B)
and Section 765(b) (2) should be dropped.
Sectlon 765(b) (1) (A) which specifies that
the family practice department must be
equal to other departments is not realistic,
as my testimony pointed out, and would be
administratively inappropriate and unwork-
able. Section 765(b) (1) (B) is inappropri-
ate because medical students cannot be pre-
pared to meet the standards for specialists
in family practice. Their training is more
generic and Is a basis for practice in any
specialty. Hopefully, there will be family
practice orientation in the undergraduate
program, however. Section 765(b) (2), which
relates to the type and quality of program
for the internship and residency, is redun-
dant because an accredited program in fam-
ily practice will, by definition, prepare resi-
dents for the specialty of family practice.

I appreciate the courtesy of the hearing
wihich you gave me and the American Medi-
cal Association. If 'we can be helpful in
any way, pleace call upon me or Dr. Rube.

Sincerely yours,
WiLLyanm R, WiLLarD, M.D.,
Immediate Past Chairman, Council on
Medical Education.

Mr. DOMINICK. The witness who ap-
peared before our committee on behalf
of the Association of American Medical
Colleges testified to the same effect. Dr.
Robert M. Heysset, associate dean for
health care programs, Johns Hopkins
University School of Medicine, testified:

The Association would view with great
concern approaches which would have the
effect of determining departmental organi-
zation and the nature of the currieulum in
medical schools by statutory action. We join
with the American Medical Assbciation in
thelr reservation concerning the specific
language of S, 3418. Medical schools are ac-
tively changing their educational programs
to meet new challenges. Support for specific
programs rather than general support will
limit the speed, flexibility, and effectiveness
of this process of innovation. The objectives
sought through S. 3418 could be well achieved
if the bill were modified to provide broad
support for all programs that will increase
the number of physicians qualified to par-

ticipate in the delivery of primary health
care.

Mr. President, in addition to the evi-
dence that I have already cited, the ad-
ministration, through Dr. John Zapp,
who is Assistant Secretary for Health,
Education, and Welfare, and who was ac-
companied by Dr. Endicott, who is Di-
rector of the Bureau of Health Profes-
sions Education and Manpower Train-
ing, National Institutes of Health, and
also by Dr. Bucher, Deputy Direetor,
Bureau of Health Professions Education
and Manpower Training, National Insti-
tutes of Health, objected to this require-
ment of the bill.

On page 32 of the hearing record, Dr.
Zapp is quoted as saying:
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I should particularly like to address my-
self for a moment to the provision of the
bill (seet. T61(a) (1) which would authorize
grants to medical schools to operate sepa-
rate and distinet departments devoted to
the teaching and instruction in all phases
of family practice. There is an implication
in this provision that the only way for a
medieal school to emphasize family practice
18 to establish and operate a separate depart-
ment of family practice. We question that
implication. . . .

Our experience has shown that some
sehools are concentrating their educational
program on the production of family physi-
cians; other schools are developing Ifamily
practice or continuity care programs on an
interdepartmental basls, s0 that the con-
cepts of family practice become an integral
part of the teaching program of many de-
partments. We Ieel that such efforts also
have great potential and are making major
contributions to both concepts and practice
of family medicine. ‘These contributions
should also be recognized.

80, in summary, I repeat that I am
the Association of American Medical
Colleges all oppose the separate depart-
ment requirement which my amendment
would delete.

5o the administration, the AMA, and
in favor of the overall objective of this
bill—to inecrease the number of doctors
and other medical personnel who are
trained in family medicine. But, I am
opposed to the method this bill would
adopt to achieve that objective. I think
the requirement that medical schools
establish separate departments of equal
standing with other departments is ill-
advised for two basic reasons. The first
is that such an approach is too inflexi-
ble. It would discourage the innovation
and experimentation by medical schools
which is necessary in order fo find effec-
tive solutions to current and future
health manpower needs. The second is
the Congress should not be in the busi-
ness of dictating the organization of, as
well as the contents of, medical school
curriculums. I want to repeat that—in
my opinion Congress should not be in the
business of determining the organiza-
tion and the contents of medical school
curriculums.

I think that is extremely important.

1 think it makes better sense for Con-
egress to establish the overall objective
and to leave it to the medical schools, as
my amendment would, to decide how
best to carry out that objective, re-
stricted only by the discretionary power
of the Secretary to determine whether
the method chosen would be effective.

It seems to me that makes far more
sense than for us to try to set up a whole
new administrative unit.

I want to say, in passing, that, although
I support the bill, I raised a question in
committee on whether or not we needed
another separate council. I have dis-
cussed this matter with the distinguished
Senator from Texas. It seems to me every
time we have a bill coming out of that
eommittee another council is established,
whether we are dealing with education,
medicine, or anything else, except labor,
as far as I can ascertain. As a matter of
fact, it got so redundant to me, as far as
the number is concerned, that I asked
my staff to learn—and I hope at some

point I will be able to make a brief state-
ment on this—how many advisory com-
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mittees we have that are in legislative
status of some kind. As soon as I ascer-
tain it, I will give that information to
my colleagues.

I am not going to oppose this partic-
ular council, but I bring up the fact that
it is the same old routine: every time
we have a bill we have another advisory
council, It is all right for people to serve
on them, but they can find themselves
occupied in a tremendous fo-do without
accomplishing very much in most cases.

Having said that, let me say——

Mr, HOLLAND, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to- me while he is trying
to get enough Senators present to have
the yeas and nays ordered?

Mr. DOMINICEK. I shall be happy to
yield, but I want to say one more thing
before I yield, if I may. I want to read
the list again—if we have that list here—
of the schools that were contacted, just
for the sake of the record.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado has the floor.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on my amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr, President, the
following universities already have sep-
arate departments of family medicine,
as shown on page 38 of the hearing rec-
ord: the University of Minnesota, the
University of Nebraska, the University of
Oregon, Pennsylvania State University,
the University of North Carolina, Up-
state University of New York at Syra-
cuse, the Medical College of South Car-
olina, the University of Texas Medical
Branch at Galveston, and the Medical
College of Virginia.

Those are the only ones in the entire
United States that have separate and
distinct departments for family practice.
There are divisions, and those are also
listed at page 38 of the hearings, at a
number of other medical schools.

Yet the language in the bill would re-
quire separate and distinet departments.
As I have stated, we contacted a number
of medical schools and asked them their
opinion on the wording of the bill, as op-
posed to my amendment. The following,
all supported my amendment: Colorado,
Oklahoma, Harvard, Vermont, Stanford,
Johns Hopkins, Southwestern Medical
College in Dallas, Tex., and the Univer-
sity of California at San Diego—a pretty
prestigious group, all trying to do some-
thing, and all saying the wording in the
bill was too inflexible, and we were in-
vading the right to determine their cur-
ricula and their organization, and that
we should not do that.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
this amendment, if adopted, would
weaken the committee’s bill. T adamantly
oppose it and hope it will be defeated.
We all know of the increasing special-
ization which has characterized medical
education over the past several decades.
That is not necessarily bad. In fact, for
the most part, it has been most bene-
ficial.. However, an unfortunate by-
product of that specialization has been
a drastic decline in the number of fam-
ily practitioners. As reported, the com-
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mittee’s bill will reverse that unfortunate
trend. The proposed amendment would
have the effect of neutralizing and ren-
dering meaningless this major purpose
of the bill.

The amendment would not have such
a catastrophic effect if our institutions
of medical education were in reasonable
financial shape. However, as we know,
the exact opposite case obtains. Many
medical schools and their affiliated
teaching hospitals are on the brink of
financial collapse. In other words, if the
requirement for the creation of these
needed family physicians is removed, the
medical institution will simply utilize the
funds under this bill to shore up their
existing, highly specialized departments.
That, of course, needs to be done. But
not under this bill. In point of fact, our
committee reported and the Senate re-
cently adopted a special $100 million
disaster relief program for mediecal
schools as a part of S. 3586.

I urge the defeat of this amendment
in the strongest possible terms.

Mr. President, the bill before us does
not propose to dictate anything to any
medical school whatsoever. It says, “If
you want to, you can establish a depart-
ment of family practice, and we will
grant you some money,” but it does not
try to force anyone.

There is desperate need for family
doctors. The Academy of General Prac-
tice has tried for years, and finally got
nine schools to establish such depart-
ments,

As the President of the Academy of
General Practice said:

We in the general practice area have gone

down the blind alley of trying to produce
family doctors in a nonspecialty department.
We have had much experience showing that
it does not work, because the department
is set out in a corner in the medical school.
1t does not work.

If we adopt the amendment of the
Senator from Colorado, medical schools
would be under no requirement to set
up a department of family medieine.
They have been trying for years, and
cannot get general practice departments.
The Senator’s amendment might be all
right, if all medical schools had enough
money, but many of them are faced
with disasters. I have had letters from
the deans of 73 of the medical schools
of America in the past week on their
finaneial situations, and many are in
desperate straits.

As far as the testimony of Dr. Willard
is concerned, as representing the AMA,
I challenge his representation of the
AMA in support of the Senator’'s amend-
ment. I have a telegram dated July 29,
1970, from Dr. Francis L. Land, of the
University of Nebraska School of Medi-
cine, which reads as follows:

DEAR SENATOR YarRBOrROUGH: I have at-
tempted to contact Dr. Bland Cannon,
chairman of the Legislative Committee of

Council of Medical Education Activities and
Dr. William Bodeman, chalrman of the Coun-
cil of Medical Education and they are un-
available due to being on vacation.

As the senior member of the Council of
Medical Education I wish to advise you that
I and several other members of the council
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do not agree with ex-member and ex-chalir-
man Dr. William Willard concerning the need
ror a separate dept. on entity for family prac-
tice in a medical school. We feel very strongly
and I do particularly since I direct the pro-
gram that it ean only be accomplished by
famlily practice being a separate entity in a
medical school. I should advise you that the
Council on Medical Education of the Ameri-
can Medical Assoclation authorized Dr. Wil-
lard to testify in support of your entire bill
including co-equal departments of family
practice. However the Council was not sup-
portive of that portion related to the devel-
opment of allied health program.

Sincerely,

Frawncis L. Lano, MD.,
Professor of Family Practice, Univer-
sity of Nebraska School of Medicine.

I submit that Dr. Willard, under that
mandate of the AMA, should have been
testifying for that provision of the bill
instead of fighting it.

I submit that even with the amend-
ment of the Senator from Colorado, to
provide the money without requiring the
setting up of the Department, the bill
would be good. The schools need the
money. Many medical schools are about
to go broke in the country. But we would
still end up without practitioners, and
I respectfully submit that the amend-
ment should be defeated.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, I shall
not take much longer, but I simply wish
to point out that Dr. Willard’s letter to
Senator YARBOROUGH was at least a week
later than the one he refers to; and sec-
ondly, I think I should point out and ask
unanimous consent that subparagraphs
(5) .and (6) of the report of the ad hoe
Committee on Family Practice, which
points out that there are a number of
different ways to go forward with family
practice, and which is printed in the
Journal of Medical Education of June
1968 over which, as I understand it, Dr.
Willard presided, be printed in the Rec-
ORD at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpt
from the report was ordered to be print-
ed in the Recorp, as follows:

5. Obviously, one of the major academic
challenges will be the configuration of the
curriculum necessary to educate students,
house staff, and practicing physicians in the
generalist function as defined above. The re-
ports emphasize the Importance of internal
medicine, pediatrics, psychiatry, community
medicine, behavioral sciences, soclology, and
psychology. Each medical school has the re-
sponsibility of examining its postulate criti-
cally and of bringing its academic resources
to bear on the development of an optimum
curriculum which can equip the student to
perform the generalist function within a new
health care matrix. Each medical school
should devise a program which will express
its own view of the way in which the gen-
eralist physician is to be best educated. With
increasing experience and the evaluation of
various models, the optimum curriculum
should emerge.

6. Inevitably, thils vexing question will
arise: Which department should teach the
generalist function or operate the model of
care? A certain amount of psychological en-
tropy will undoubtedly accrue from this dis-
cussion. In some instances, a department of
general practice might be contemplated; in
others, the department of medicine, pedi-
atries, or community medicine might take the
lead. An interdisciplinary program calling
upon all departments, but totally dependent
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on no single one of them, might be the opti-
mal solution. Whatever the pattern, some
person must be given responsibility and au-
thority to explore the lssues raised in this
and the other reports if anything concrete
is to be done.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the ranking minority member of the
Health Subcommittee has based his case
on four points. Each of those points,
while seemingly persuasive, does not
lead me to the conclusion that we should
emasculate this bill.

First, this bill as reported by the com-
mittee in no way legislates medical
school curricula. No medical school
would be forced to apply for a grant.

Second, within the context of a sepa-
rate department there is wide latitude
for each medical school to determine
how best to utilize its resources. Any fair
analysis of the structure and funection of
the existing medical school departments
leads me to marvel at their differences
more than their similarities. Concern
over the rigidity of a separate depart-
ment is a smokescreen intended to un-
dercut a program which will in fact
achieve the purpose of producing more
highly trained family praectitioners.

Third, of course there will be difficul-
ties in finding top staff for these depart-
ments. But that is only a further mani-
festation of the paucity of family prac-
titioners. The creation and support of
separate departments will create the
necessary climate in which this deficit
can also be remedied. If we continue to
place reliance upon medical educators
who are forced to give family medicine
short shrift because of their more press-
ing responsibilities to their own depart-
ment, we make it inevitable that family
medicine will remain a second-class
profession.

Fourth, yes, there will be administra-
tive costs associated with the programs
contained within the committee’s bill.
They will not vanish even if the Sen-
ator’s amendment is adopted. In a high-
ly technological society such as ours,
administrative overhead is a fact of life.
One needs only to look to the military
establishment to verify that fact. The
important issue is whether these costs
are justifiable in terms of the purposes
of the program. In this instance, there
is little doubt that they are.

Let us not becloud the issue of how we
go about fostering the growth of the
family practice of medieine with the red
herring of “administrative costs.”

Mr. President, to further document the
necessity of separate and co-equal De-
partments of Family Medicine, I ask
unanimous consent to include in the
Recorp appropriate passages from ex-
pert witnesses who testified before our
committee in support of the bill in gen-
eral and this important requirement in
particular. These portions of the hearing
record include testimony from the Amer-
ican Academy’ of General Practice, the
Student American Medical Association,
and eminent physicians at medical
centers.

There being no objections, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:
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STATEMENT OF DR, EDWARD KOWALEWSKI,
PRESIDENT, ACADEMY OF GENERAL PRACTICE,
AERON, PA., ACCOMPANIED BY DR. JAMES
PRICE, SPEAKER, HOUSE OF DELEGATES, ACAD-
EMY OF GENERAL PRACTICE, BrRUsH, COLO.;
AND Mike MrLiLer, HEADQUARTERS, ACADEMY
OF GENERAL PRACTICE

L L] - - -

I gshould state at this point, there are sev-
eral reasons why there. has been a de-
emphasis on training family physicians. Ad-
vances in medical science have opened new
medical horlzons and made feasible the prac-
tice of medicine In many specialized areas.
At the same time, medical schools have
focused much of their attention on research
almed at discovering new horizons.

The medical school curriculum has been
geared to accommodate research, with the
result that few, if any, of the medical school
faculty have been general practitioners with
a primary interest in training family doctors.

It is only natural that faculty surgeons
would tend to support programs which
would improve the training of surgeons, just
as faculty internists would tend to support
programs to improve the training of intern-
ists. Once the emphasis switched to research,
the trend toward limited specialization be-
came self-perpetuating.

- * - L L]

It is imperative that funds be made avall-
able on a categorical basis for training fam-
ily physicians.

I have already spoken of the medical school
trend toward research, with a resulting
emphasis on limited specialization, which
has become self-perpetuating. By simply in-
creasing the amount of Federal funds avail-
able to medical schools, one has no reason
to expect that medical schools will establish
departments of family practice. Rather, the
supposition would be that medical schools
would tend to strengthen those departments
and programs already in existence.

L - L] - -

We in the general practice area have gone
down the blind alley of itrying to produce
jamily doctors in a nonspecialty depariment.
We have had much experience showing ithat
it does not work, because the department is
set out in a corner in the medical school.
It does not work.

But we do have experience in the last 15
months with schools setting up primary areas
of family practice. The student interest is
tremendous. The interest on behalf of new
teachers of family medicine is tremendous.

STATEMENT OF PETER ANDRUS, CHAIRMAN,
StanDING COMMITTEE ON HEALTH AFFAIRS,
STUDENT AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,
HUNTERDON MEDICAL CENTER, FLEMING-
TON, N.J.

L] - L] L -

It is for the reasons I have stated that the .

Student American Medical Association
strongly supports S. 3418. We belleve this
bill focuses at each of the important levels
required to develop a strong program of train-
ing in family medicine. By its provision for
funding departments of family medicine
within the medical schools, a significant
positive exposure and influence by family
medicine can be provided for medical stu-
dents at & crucial time in their career deci-
8 process. By providing funds for
the development of family medicine resi-
dency training programs there will be a
strong impetus placed on capitalizing upon
the increased interest in and need for the
practice of family medicine. Finally, by pro-
viding funds for the tralning of allied health
personnel in this area the bill takes the very
progressive step of encouraging innovation in
developing new patterns of delivering health
care in a more effective and economic man-
ner.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA
MEepIcAL CENTER, DIVISION OF
FAaMILY PRACTICE,

Omaha, Nebr., July 17, 1970.

Hon, RALPH YARBOROUGH,
U.S. Senate, New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: I have recently
read the testimony concerning your bill 5.
3418 and feel called upon to make some
comments concerning the testimony that
was given before your committee,

First, let me identify myself as the Direc-
tor of the Division of Family Practice, Uni-
versity of Nebraska College of Medicine, and
a senior member of the Council on Medical
Education of the American Medical Associa~-
tion, having been a member for seven years.
I also serve as a member of the Family Prac-
tice Committee of the AMA Council on Medi-
cal Education. I was a practicing family
physician in Fort Wayne, Indiana, for 15

ears.

Y Dr. Willard, the past chairman of the
Council on Medical Education, recommended
the deletion of the requirement for a sepa-
rate department of equal standing In Family
Practice. I am certain this is not the opinion
of the entire Council. In particular, °= a
working Director of a Division, I feel that in
order for the family practice program to be
viable in a medical school, it is absolutely
essential that there be a separate entity of
equal standing in family practice with the
Chalrman or Director reporting directly to
the Dean. I state this because only in this
fashion can the director of the program be-
come a member of the Executive Faculty and
engage in decisionmaking concerning the
enfire medical school curriculum, including
both tndergraduate and graduate. This to me
is a very essential element in the develop-
ment of this movement to provide more
clinicians, primary physiclans, for this na-
tion. I reiterate that I am fully qualified to
express my opinion since I am engaged in
this endeavor and, as a matter of fact, would
not accept a position as director of & program
unless this type of administrative arrange-
ment were present.

A quote from page 30, the penultimate
paragraph, of the Report of the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee on Education for Family Practice,
chalred by Dr. Willard, I think gives further
credulence to the concept of the separate
entity, ‘“Furthermore the faculty should
have the same recognition in terms of rank
and prerogatives as afforded the faculty in
other major clinical areas. To insure the
quality of patient care, the family practice
service, both in and cut of the major teach-
ing hospital, should be subject to the same
kind of suryeillance and audit by the faculty
of the institution to which other disciplines
and services are subject.? '

With regard to the testimony by HEW's
team of Dr. John Zapp, Dr. Kenneth Endi-
cott and Dr. Robert Butcher, I hope that you
were able to pose a guestion to them as to
what programs are already in existence that
are sufficient to accomplish the aims of the
legislation, I know of absclutely none. Our
program is financed entirely by State of
Nebraska funds because there are no federal
funds available at the present time such as
you have requested in your bill. I do not
know what the Administration people had in
mind, but I can assure you that a thorough
search of the records of NIH Bureau of Health
Professions Education Manpower Tralning
will show that no grants have been given for
this primary purpose.

I also do not understand, as a member of
the Liaison Committee on Medical Education
of the AMA and the Association of American
Medical Colleges, that the AAMC would object
to some portions of this bill. I would like to
quote some parts of the Ad Hoc Committee
report, which I think would be helpful for
your committee members. This committee,
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as you are probably well aware, consisted of
four members of the Council on Medical Edu-
eation, two representatives of the American
Academy of General Practice, one represent-
ative of the AMA Section on General Prac-
tice and three representatives of the Associa-
tiom of American Médical Colleges. I particu-
larly eall your attention to-the statement
agreed to by representatives from the AAMC
that “The need 'for family physicians in the
United States is viewed by the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee to be a major national need which
should cldim a high priority—comparable to
that for research and research training. The
realization of more family physicians will re-
quire an infusion of substantial and growing
sums of money for medical schools and train-
ing programs for family practice.” (page 46)

The present generation of medical students
have a high degree of interest in participat-
Ing in this program and are most hopeful
your bill will be enacted.

Sincerely yours,
Frawcis L. Lano, MD.,
Professor of Family Practice.

Yare UNIVERSITY,
ScHOOL OF MEDICINE,

DEPARTMENT OF INTERNAL MEDICINE,

New Haven, Conn,, February 17, 1970.
Hon, RALPH YARBOROUGH,
Senate Office Building,
Washingtion, D.C.

Dear SenaTorR YArBOROUGH: I am writing
to extend my enthusiastic support of your
proposed amendment to Part D of Title 7 of
the Public Health Service Act. Its passage
should have an exceptionally favorable im-
pact on the health problems facing the med-
ical profession and the nation. In my opin-
lon, formal assistance of family health care
programs is long overdue, and the lack of
such assistance has led to misdirection and
resultant misuse of our most important med-
ical manpower commodity—the physician.
Your bill strikes at the heart of a dire situ-
ation, and outlines a pertinent and far-
reaching strategy for alleviating the storage
and increasing maldistribution of medical
mManpower.

My personal interest in this bill is partic-
ularly great because of the absence of a
family health care department at my alma
mater (University of Cincinnati College of
Medicine), as well as at the Yale School of
Medicine where I now serve on the faculty.
Indeed, most medical schools and teaching
hospitals have been derelict in meeting what
should be their preeminent responsibility—
the provision of adequate training and serv-
ice facilities for family health care. A singu-
larly appealing feature of your proposal, In
this respect, lles in the provision which
would promote the establishment of family
health care as & major specialty department,
although perhaps this is impossible within
our present system of outpatient care in uni-
versity medical centers.

The overwhelming emphasis in our medical
schools has been on baslc, disease-oriented
research and training, while applied clinical
research and training oriented toward com-
prehensive and continuing personal health
care has been almost totally neglected. Most
“clinic” care is so fragmented that it has of-
ten led to serious omissions or to expensive
duplications of clinical procedures. Ambula-
tory services are on the bottom rung of the
academic ladder and are usually so Inefficient
that unnecessary financial burdens are per-
petrated on the patients, as well as on the
taxpayers who often have to pay the bill.
With priorities so deranged, it is no wonder
that physicians-intraining visualize -family
health care as a particularly unattractive
career.

The. tired arguments that physicians will
instinctively seek careers in family héalth
care and will learn how to practice family
medicine through intuition and experience




31394

have lost their credibility in the face of our
present manpower problems. May I suggest
that a department such as you propose
should take advantage of the predilection of
many trainees in internal medicine and pe-
diatrics to become primary physician gpecial-
ists if training opportunities were available.
This inclination toward primary care could
be supplemented by experience in delivering
personalized family health care in an orga-
nized setting—with emphasis on continuity,
coordination and comprehensiveness of care—
within a department dedicated to these prin-
ciples.

Multispecialty group practice with a strong
core of primary physician specialists has
demonstrated repeatedly an ability to over-
come most of the existing deficiencies in the
area of service and manpower, while provid-
ing significant cost benefits. I belleve that
the principles of family care can best be
learned In the setting of a medical-school-
sponsored multispecialty group practice—
which may turn out to be the only feasible
framework for training next-generation phy-
sicians in the practice and delivery of com-
prehensive medical care.

I should be most happy to support, in any
way I can, your efforts to obtain passage of
this bill, Please feel free to call upon me for
personal or further written testimony on be-
half of your proposed iegislation to establish
special departments in the fleld of family
medicine.

With high regard for your concern with
the health of the nation, I am

Bincerely yours,
Gorpow K. MacLeop, M.D.,
Associate Clinical Professor of Medicine
and Public Health.

Mr. DOMINICE. Mr. President, I am
ready to vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ScHwWEIKER) . The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK), On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk ecalled
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia.I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bavn), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
Bisre), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr, Burpick), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Byrp), the Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr. CannonN), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr, CHURCH), the Senator from
California (Mr. CransTON), the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. Dopp), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Gore), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. Graver), the Senator from Mich-
igan (Mr. Hart), the Senator from Indi-
ana (Mr. Harrke), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. Honrings) , the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. HucHES), the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. Jackson),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
EenNNEDY), the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. MacnNUsoN), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MansrieLp), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. McCarTHY), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
Govern), the Senator from Montana
(Mr, Mercarr), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MonTOoYA), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PasTore), the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLFH) ,
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Ris1-
corr), the Senator from Georgia (Mr
RusseLr), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. SymincTON), the Senator from
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Maryland (Mr. Typings), and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. WiLLIAMS)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from California (Mr.
CransToON) , the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHEes), the Senator from Washington
(Mr. JacksoN), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Magnuson), and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS)
would each vote “nay’.

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. Bager), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr., B!:LLI[ON)
the Senator from Delaware (Mr, Bogas),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr
Brooke), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr Corron), the Senators from
Arizona  (Mr! F'mm and Mr. GoLp-
WATER), the Senator from New York
(Mr. GoopeLL), the Senator from Mich-
igan (Mr. GrIFFIN), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. Hansgn), the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), the Senator
from California (Mr. MURPHY), the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. Pnom) the
Senator from Ilinois (Mr. SmatH), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. Txma-
MonND) and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
Tower) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munot) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CUR-
T1s) is absent because of death in his
family.

The Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MaTHIAS) is absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. MIitLer), the
Senator from. South Dakota (Mr.
MounpT), the Senator from California
Mr. MurpHY), the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. ProuTy), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), and the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. Tower) would
each vote ‘‘yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 19,
nays 28, as follows:

[No. 289 Leg.]

YEAS—19

Fong
Gurney

Hrusks
Jordan, Idaho
MeclIntyre
Packwood
Pearson

NAYS—28

Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Long
MeClellan
McGee

Mondale
Muskie
Nelson
Pell
Percy

NOT VOTING—b53

Dodd Jackson
Eastland Eennedy
Fann

in
Fulbright
Goldwater
Goodell

Gore
Gravel
Grifin
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Hollings
Hughes

Baxbe

Smith, Maine
Talmadge
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Proxmire
Schwelker
Beott
Sparkman
Spon

£
Stennis
Yarborough
Young, Ohio

September 11, 1970

Smith, 1.
Randolph Stevens
Ribicoff Symington
Russell Thurmond

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, reluctantly, nevertheless I must do
it, I ask for the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Coox) . The regular order has been called
for. On this vote there are 19 yeas and
28 nays. A quorum not having voted, the
vote is invalid, the Chair under the prec-
edents, of the Senate, directs the roll
to be called to ascertain the presence of
a quorum.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Prouty

e
Willlams, N.J.

[No. 200 Leg.]
Alken
Allen
Allott

Ellender

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 AM, MON-
DAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 1870

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, a quorum not being present, I move
in accordance with the previous order
that the Senate stand in adjournment
until 10 o’clock Monday morning next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3
o'clock and 19 minutes p,mn.), the Sen-
ate adjourned until Monday, September
14,1970, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate September 11, 1970:

UnITED NATIONS REPRESENTATIVES

The following named persons to be Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
to the 25th session of the General Assembly
of the United Nations:

Charles W. Yost, of New, York.

Christopher H. Phillips, of New York,

JacoB K. Javrrs, U.8. Benator from the
State of New York.

CLAIBORNE PELL, U.S. Senator from the
State of Rhode Island.

Glenn A, Olds, of New York.

The following-named persons to be Alter-
nate Representatives of the United States of
Amerlca to the 25th session of the General
Assembly of the United Natlons:

Seymour M. Finger, of New York.

Helen G. Edmonds, of North Carolina.

Richard H. Gimer, of Virginia,

Aloysius A. Mazewskl, of Illinoils,

Gordon H. Scherer, of Ohlo,

IAEA CONFERENCE REPRESENTATIVES

Glenn T. Seaborg, of California, to be the
Representative of the United States of Amer-
ica to the 14th session of the General Con-
ference of the International Atomic Energy
Agency.

The following-named persons to be Alter-
nate Representatives of the United States of
America to the 14th session of the General
Conference of -the International Atomic
Energy Agerncy:

T. Keith Glennan, of Virginia.

Clarence E. Larson, of Tennessee.

Verne B. Lewls, of Maryland.

Dwight J. Porter, of Nebraska.

Dwight J. Porter, of Nebraska, a Forelgn
Service officer of the class of career minister,
to be the Deputy Representative of the
United States of America to the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency.
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