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terranean and outright Soviet military in-
volvement in Egypt. But the Pentagon always
seems unable or unwilling to find alterna-
tives that would save the United States the
embarrassment of bolstering a repressive re-
gime In the avowed interest of defending
freedom.

POW IS NO CLOSER TO HUMANE
TREATMENT

HON. JOHN M. ZWACH

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, September 23, 1970

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, on Septem-
ber 17, 1969, I joined with a number of
my colleagues in sponsoring House Con-
current Resolution 362, which ealled up-
on North Vietnam and the National Lib-
eration Front of South Vietnam to com-
ply with the requirements of the Geneva
Convention relative to the treatment of
prisoners of war.

These provisions, which North Viet-
nam signed in 1957, include making pub-
lic the identification of prisoners, free
exchange of mail between prisoners and
families, impartial inspection of prisoner
camps, and release of seriously ill or in-
jured prisoners.

A year has passed since that resolu-
tion was introduced but we are no closer
to humane treatment of our prisoners
now than we were then.

My heart bleeds for these men, for
their families, and their wives and sweet-
hearts.
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Picture the plight of the wife or sweet-
heart whose husband or fiance has been
missing for years. Is he dead or alive?
Should she start to rebuild her shattered
life or should she continue to wait?

Never before has America been treated
so contemptuously. Never before have
the tenets of civilization been so com-
pletely ignored.

We have waited in vain for Hanoi to
warm fo our suggestion for humane
treatment of these prisoners.

We have pursued the philosophy that
an outpouring of indignation by our citi-
zens would move Hanoi to soften its pol-
icies, but the only outpouring of indig-
nation that we had was directed at po-
litical prisons in South Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the United
States should take whatever steps now
considered necessary to obtain informa-
tion on these prisoners of war and to
convince Hanoi of the necessity to treat
them in a civilized manner,

JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION OF
EQUAL EMPLOYMENT

HON. JOHN R. RARICK

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, September 23, 1970

Mr. RARICK, Mr. Speaker, in Loui-
siana we now have a judicial interpreta-
tion by a Federal judge of equal employ-
ment opportunity in State jobs.

“Blacks to fill all vacancies.”

September 24, 1970

Mr. Speaker, I include a newsclipping
from the August 26 Times Picayune of
New Orleans, as follows:

Bracks To FrnL ALL VACANCIES—JUDGE SETS
REFORM ScHooL HIRING GUIDELINES

Federal Judge Alvin B. Rubin Tuesday or-
dered that any staff vacancies occurring in
the state’s three main reform schools must
be filled by Negroes.

In addition, he approved a plan presented
by the Department of Corrections which
would glve special placement to boys tested
at a new diagnostic center, for which the
1970 Leglslature allocated funds.

After testing at the center, and rated ac-
cording to mental and physical age, the low-
est and highest would be sent to the Loui-
siana Tralning Institute in Monroe, with
those in the middle bracket remaining in
Scotlandville. Girls below 15 years of age
would be placed in the LTT in Pineville and
others will be located in Scotlandville.

Judge Rubin stressed that stafing of the
diagnostic center must be done on an equal
racial balance, and he ordered that the ad-
ministration of the schools follow guldelines
which he established for equalizing staffs in
regard to Negro and white personnel. His
quotas for the varlous departments called for
virtually 50-50 ratio of blacks to white.

“I am aware of the employment problem,
however,” Judge Rubin said. “And I am not
requiring that persons be hired who are in-
competent. Rather, in order to achieve a
racial balance, I am saying that it may be
necessary to hire the second best. Neverthe-
less, If it seems impossible to fill vacancies
for this purpose, I will consider other sugges-
tlons. Any deviation from the guidelines,
however, must be done by court consent.”

The judge sald he believes the action will
create motivations to seek out personnel
from minority groups.

SENATE—Thursday, September

The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore (Mr. RUSSELL).

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

Eternal God, Lord of this world and
the worlds beyond, we pray for Thy whole
creation. Order unruly powers, crush
every tyranny, rebuke injustice, and sat-
isfy the longing peoples. Send peace on
earth, and by Thy grace put down the
pride, greed, and anger that turn man
against man and nation against nation.

O Thou whom we cannot love unless
we love our brother, remove from us and
from all men all hate and prejudice, that
Thy children may be reconciled with
those whom they fear, resent, or threaten,
and thereafter live in peace.

Regard Thy servants in this Chamber,
O Lord. Direct them in all their efforts by
Thy most gracious favor, and strengthen
them with Thy continual help, that in all
their works begun, continued, and ended
in Thee, they may glorify Thy holy name,
and finally by Thy mercy obtain ever-
lasting life.

In the Redeemer’s name. Amen.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the President
pro tempore laid before the Senate mes-
sages from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations,
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

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

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 agreed to the amendment of the
Senate to House Joint Resolution 589,
expressing the support of the Congress,
and urging the support of Federal de-
partments and agencies as well as other
persons and organizations, both public
and private, for the international bio-
logical program.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint reso-
lutions:

S. 3637. An act to revise the provisions of
the Communications Act of 1934 which re-
late to political broadcasting;

H.R. 11953. An act to amend section 205
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of the act of September 21, 1044 (58 Stat.
736) , as amended;

H.R. 18127. An act making appropriations
for public works for water, pollution control,
and power development, including the Corps
of Engineers—Civil, the Panama Canal, the
Federal Water Quality Administration, the
Bureau of Reclamation, power agencles of
the Department of the Interior, the Tennes-
see Valley Authority, the Atomie Energy
Commission, and related independent agen-
cies and commissions for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1971, and for other purposes;

8.J. Res. 218. Joint resolution providing
for the designation of a “Day of Bread” and
“Harvest Festival Week";

8.J. Res. 228. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to designate the period begin-
ning October 5, 1970, and ending October 9,
1970, as “National PTA Week";

H.J. Res. 589. Joint resolution expressing
the support of the Congress, and urging the
support of Federal departments and agencies
as well as other persons and organizations,
both public and private, for the international
biological program; and

H.J. Res. 1178. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the month of Oc-
tober 1970 as “Project Concern Month.”

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, September 23, 1970, be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.




September 24, 1970

FIXING A TIME FOR COMMITTEE
TO FILE A REPORT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Foreign Relations have until mid-
night tonight to file its report on H.R.
18306, to authorize U.S. participation in
increases in the resources of certain in-
ternational financial institutions, to pro-
vide for an annual audit of the exchange
stabilization fund by the General Ac-
counting Office, and for other purposes,
together with individual and minority
views.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare; the Sub-
committee on Small Business of the
Banking and Currency Committee; the
Subcommittee on Parks and Recreation
of the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs; and the Committee on
Public Works be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, there is no
objection on the minority side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection——

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, the Senator from
Indiana is reluctant to impose an objec-
tion on his colleagues, but I think the
REecorp of yesterday will show the rea-
sons for doing so.

I notice that this is the first time there
has not been an objection proposed by
our friends on the minority side relative
to one particular commitiee that has
been meeting for some time, but I do ob-
ject, Mr. President, without any further
explanation, but with all apologies to my
colleagues for the inconvenience,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator has that
right as a Member of the Senate.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod for the transaction of routine morn-
ing business, with a time limitation of
3 minutes therein.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Indiana,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, reserving the right to object——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Indiana has been recog-
nized.

Mr. BAYH. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, would the majority leader state his
request one more time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. I understand
this was agreed to on yesterday.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent—and this is the usual procedure
allowed under any and all circum-
stances—that there be a period for the
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transaction of routine morning business,
with a time limitation of 3 minutes
therein.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection?

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the Senator
from Indiana does not care to object.
The Senator from Indiana would not
have objected yesterday. This is normal
courtesy to the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
Indiana.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the Senator from
Montana? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Under
the order of yesterday, the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs) is
now recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, to
clear the RECORD——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from New York yield to the
Senator from Montana?

Mr. JAVITS, Well, Mr. President, I
have exactly 5 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator
yield to me, without losing any of his
time, of course?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I want to clear the
Recorp by stating that at the coneclu-
sion of the remarks of the Senator from
New York the period for the transaction
of routine morning business will begin.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Montana is correct.

The Senator from New York is recog-
nized.

THE TRADE BILL

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, 1 month
ago, I spoke on the Senate floor on the
trade bill which had been reported out of
the House Ways and Means Committee.
This bill is now pending before the House
Rules Committee, and Senator HoLLINGS
in his press conference of last Friday
indicated that he would introduce it as
an amendment to both the social secu-
rity bill and the family assistance plan.
I cannot support this parliamentary
maneuver and regret that special inter-
est legislation such as the trade bill
might be attached to domestic legislation
of overridding concern to millions and
millions of Americans.

In my statement of 1 month ago I
specifically analyzed various provisions
of the bill. Today I would like to explain
in greater detail why this legislation is
anticonsumer and also why it repre-
sents a reversal of the trade policy the
United States has followed since the end
of the war.

The legislation that has been reported
out of the Ways and Means Committee
of the House of Representatives is out
and out quota legislation which will im-
mediately limit the entry of five cate-
gories of products including textiles and
shoes into the United States.

In addition, the general purpose quota
triggering device contained in section
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301(5) (a) of the bill could lead to quota
restrictions on dozens of products rang-
ing a wide spectrum from automobiles to
wigs. By limiting the enfry of these prod-
ucts into the United States without re-
gard to internationally accepted injury
criteria, the supply-demand equation for
these products will be altered. It is widely
accepted that changes in the supply-
demand equation for any product lead
to price changes and supply limitations
almost inevitably result in price in-
creases. This is not in the interest of the
consumer or in the interest of our Nation
in terms of curbing the inflationary
spiral.

In addition to the price increases which
can result from rigid import quotas, the
consumer is also denied the flexibility of
choice, Quotas, by insuring that fewer
competing products will be available,
distort normal marketing patterns. For-
eign industries exporting to the United
States under a quota limitation will seek
to maximize their profits within the
limited market range, available to them.
Production shifts toward higher priced
products are often a result.

For example, my office has now re-
ceived a barrage of letters asking for an
import limitation on speciality steels.
This problem arose very suddenly after
“yoluntary” steel export quotas were
agreed to by the European Common
Market and Japan. These exporting
countries shifted their production into
these higher priced lines of steel in order
to maximize profits. This case also indi-
cates how quotas can disrupt normal
marketing patterns and inadvertently
injure other sectors of the industry. It
also is indicative of the fact that the
imposition of quotas leads to demands
for more quotas.

In previous statements I have made
on the trade bill, I spelled out in detail
the effect on prices import quotas have
had on two items of direct interest to
the consumer—oil and meat—the facts
clearly indicate that gquota controls on
these two items have materially contrib-
uted to higher prices for consumers.

The trade bill, as reported out of the
House Ways and Means Committee, does
violence to one of the key principles of
the international trading world, namely
the most-favored-nation clause. Under
the rules of the GATT, nations have
been enjoined to accord other free na-
tions the same treatment in trade. For
example, the United States cannot ac-
cord West German automobile imports
different tariff treatment than French
or Japanese automobile imports. In turn,
in negotiations tariff concessions granted
by one country to another must also be
granted to all other trading partners in
the free world. Since the end of the war
then, international trade negotiations
generally have been nondiscriminatory
and multilateral. But, the trade bill now
before the Congress would turn the clock
back to bilateral, discriminatory negoti-
ations; it contains a clause which gives
the President the power to exempt cer-
tain countries from specific quotas where
he deems such an exemption is in the
national interest. This provision shapes
up as a potential nightmare for the
State Department and augurs a new era
for our economic policy.
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For example, it has been reported that
during the Spanish military bases nego-
tiations, the question of an exemption
for Spain’s shoe exports to the United
States was on the negotiating table. It
has also been reported that Latin Ameri-
can nations have been promised an ex-
emption from some of the quota pro-
visions in the bill.

This national interest exemption pro-
vision opens endless possibilities of bilat-
eral pressure. Under this clause, country
after country would feel obliged to lobby
bilaterally with the United States for
exemptions. This would put a premium
on the type of questionable lobbying
practice which came to characterize the
granting of quotas under our sugar im-
port policies in years past. The diplo-
matic mischief could be played both
ways with foreign countries holding the
“exemption gun" to our head in terms
of military bases on foreign investment
negotiations, and so forth, and the United
States in turn could promise quota ex-
emptions to secure political or military
objectives. The chances for abuse are
enormous.

Moreover, every time a specific exemp-
tion came under consideration, formid-
able political pressure would be put on
the White House by domestic lobbies to
reject the exemption request. The lobby-
ing and counterlobbying would present
an endless source of new problems for
the White House and reduce U.S. trade
policy to bilateralism, favoritism, and
special interest consideration. This game
has already been played in textiles and
oil and it is my view that it has not re-
dounded to our national interest.

It is the course of wisdom, in my view,
not to go the protectionist route with
all the inherent dangers of a trade war.
However, if this Nation’s lawmakers are
determined to go the protectionist route,
it is better that this protectionism be
nondiseriminatory rather than a protec-
tionism which picks and chooses its vie-
tims on a bilateral, arbitrary basis. The
impact of the trade bill will not solve
any problems. It will heighten them for
the businessman, the consumer, and the
country.

Mr. President, I make these remarks
because we may be faced with the trade
bill as a rider to some other bill in the
closing days of this session.

I wish to serve notice now—I am sure
not only for myself but for other Sena-
tors—but certainly I serve notice for my-
self, that I consider this bill so inimical
to the interests of the United States, in-
cluding the consumers and the workers
of America, that I shall consider it ap-
propriate to use every means available to
an individual Senator to see that we do
not make an improvident mistake for the
future of this country in that regard.

Mr. President, a bill such as the trade
bill deserves to have the considered and
intelligent and wise judgment of the Sen-
ate. I am entirely willing to come here
and stay here as long as necessary, in-
cluding all of October or to come back
immediately after election, whatever the
leadership desires. To endeavor to have
such a critical measure introduced as
an amendment to some other measure
because of the crowding at the end of
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the session would, I think, be a great
mistake.
I hope we do not make that mistake,

TECHNOLOGY, MAN, AND NATURE

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, The As-
pen Institute for Humanistic Studies, of
which Mr. Joseph E. Slater is president,
and the International Association for
Cultural Freedom, whose president is Mr.
Shepard Stone, recently sponsored a con-
ference of most distinguished scientists,
artists, scholars, public officials, and citi-
zens for many parts of the world to con-
sider the better use of modern technology
for the needs of man.

As this conference aroused broad in-
terest in many parts of our society, I ask
unanimous consent that the concluding
statement of the conference, together
with lists of the participants, be printed
in the RECORD.

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

TECHNOLOGY, MAN, AND NATURE

We have come together from many parts
of the world—scientists and artists, scholars
and philosophers, public officials and citi-
zens—to consider how socletles can make
better use of modern technology for the
needs of man. This is one of the most press-
ing of all issues facing humanity today. Even
if a man suceeds in the supreme task of
avoiding annihilation by nuclear warfare,
the consequences for society and for the
natural environment of the uncontrolled
peaceful uses of technology could bring dis-
aster within the foreseeable future. This is
one of the crucial concerns of our age.

Men have from the beginning used tech-
nology to alter the physical and soclal en-
vironment. One should not underestimate
that accomplishment. Technology has elimi-
nated hunger and misery In many countries,
and it can do so in many more. It has helped
to halt malaria, polio, famines, and floods.
It has provided unprecedented opportunities
for education and for the development of
individuality.

Yet technology has also served the inter-
ests of suppression, genoclide, saturation
bombings, and economic expleitation. In
other words, technology can become the tool
of mindless, selfish, or malign governments
or industrles that overlook human ends.
Today, moreover, technologies are so pow=-
erful that they can threaten radical and
frreversible changes in the entire planet, in
the quality of human life, and even in the
biological nature of man. The root of the
problem is not in technology as such, but in
its generation, its management, its use, and
in the difficulty of controlling it.

We are concerned both about the sense
of defeat shown by many young pople and
poor people and about the complacency of
large sections of the public in all countries.
We are also concerned about the continuing
deterloration of many parts of our natural
environment.

We are all agreed that the problems of
poverty and human deprivation are the most
pressing we now face, but we are also unani-
mous in the belief that there will be an en-
vironmental crisis if we do not take delib-
erate and timely steps to prevent it.

How much injustice can soclety suffer?
How much change can man adapt to? How
much punishment can the earth sustain?
These are the questions that rightly disturb
us and, particularly, young people. They are
urgent questions and their resolution will
demand greater wisdom in the development
and application of new technologies than so-
cleties have usually shown in the past.
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We emphasize that the need is not for the
slower development of technology, either in
advanced or in developing countries. Such a
slowdown would cruelly sacrifice the inter-
ests of millions of underprivileged people
whose hopes and expectations cannot begin
to be met without more technology. The need
is rather for more thoughtful and careful ap-
plication of new technologies to prevent both
long-range damage to the earth and violence
to human values and to foster soclial, eco-
nomic, and cultural development,

The prosperity which technology has
brought to some nations and to some com-
munities within nations is continuously
sharpening the differences between rich and
poor. Within nations, close attention must be
given to the problems of disadvantaged com-
munities if internal political stability and
social justice is to be assured. Between na-
tions, the disparity between the developed
and the developing nations is not merely a
threat to international stability, but also an
impediment to bringing the developing na-
tions fully within the international commu-
nity.

It follows that advanced and developing
socleties must both aim at increasing the
transfer of technology and technological
capability to the developing nations. At the
same time, however, each developing nation
should be free to determine priorities con-
sonant with its own cultural values and so-
clal Institutions. Ald organizations must be
fully aware that technical assistance, usually
given for projects which are economically
worthwhile in the simplest sense, should also
be sensitive to socially desirable objectives.

In many respects existing social and po-
litieal institutions—Ilocal, national, and in-
ternational—are now inadequate for the
problems occasioned by technological ad-
vance and the growth of population. Na-
tional institutions frequently lack the means
or the will to impose necessary restraints on
the exploitation of technology and to medi-
ate equitably between individual interests
and those of the community at large. Inter-
national institutions are often unable to
reconcile conflicting interests among nations
or even international corporations.

We believe that many of these deficiencies
can be remedied. Indeed, even existing legal
and political devices have often been used to
direct technological developments construc-
tively. In meeting changing needs, it may
often be sufficient to extend the scope of
many existing institutions, to strengthen ad-
minjstrative regulations and to make more
effective the enforcement of judiclal rights.
These steps require political will, often re-
inforced by appropriate economic incentives.
Nevertheless, there are already many circum-
stances in which new kinds of institutions
are necessary, and there will be many more.

In the actual world, confiicts of interest,
disagreements about goals, and differences in
values will no doubt always remaln to be
resolved through political processes, both na-
tional and international. But it would be
wrong to suppose that rationality and wis-
dom can make no contribution. Often, con-
flicts may be overcome when a third way
is found to advance common aims. Even
where incompatabilities of interests and
values remain, however, knowledge and in-
telligence can play a crucial role by showing
which choices are preferable, and which are
not, in a given specific situation.

The rapld growth of population and its
concentration in some parts of the world are
particular and growing causes for concern.
There is an urgent need to move as quickly
as possible towards a stationary population,
not merely for the improvement of the qual-
ity life but for the development of human
personality. Only by the control of popula-
tlon growth can socleties hope to share the
potential benefits of technology. Moreover,
we know that economic and soclal progress
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is one of the most effective inducements to
a declining birth rate. :

We believe it to be important that the
encouragment of economic growth should
not be simply an end in itself but also an
encouragement of soclal development. From
this it follows that ald organizations should
be sensitlve to the need to support some
technical projects in developing countries
when potential social benefits outweigh pos-
sible apparent dlseconomies. Capital for
economic development outside the Indus-
trialized nations is an urgent need, how-
ever, and in this spirit it 1s important that
developed countries should -concentrate
economic development in advanced tech-
nology and at the same time be prepared to
throw open their markets to imports of
manufactured goods from labor-intensive in-
dustries of countries in earller stages of
development.

Similarly, governments seeking to en-
courage economic growth should provide
means by which poorer communities would
be able to share as fully as possible in the
potential benefits of technology. In the at-
tempt to adapt the uses made of technology
to the needs of society, governments should
be aware of the uses which may be made
of economic tools for directing efforts and
resources to desirable ends. Economic in-
centives and disincentives can also help to
insure the development of technologies
which are not wasteful of natural resources.

The pace of technological development,
faster than ever before, compels increasing
vigllance in anticipating the consequences
of technological development. The objec-
tives should be to predict as fully as possible
the social, economic, and even political
consequences of new developments and to
provide governments and their electorates
with an opportunity for making informed
assessments of potential benefits and social
costs. In many countries, new institutions
will be needed for this work.

One particular task to be undertaken is
the continuing assessment of developments
in weapons technology, for the threat of
nuclear warfare requires constant vigilance.
But early warning systems, often admin-
istered by new institutions, are also neces-
sary in the surveillance of the condition of
the natural environment and in the con-
tinuing assessment of sclentific research,
which may provide opportunities for bene-
ficial application. One component of this
apparatus should be more research in the
natural and social sclences; desirable as this
may be in its own right, deeper understand-
Ing will make it easler to foresee the conse-
quences of new technological developments
and thus easler to choose wisely between
alternatives.

In this same spirit, fuller use must be
made of institutions of the kind which at
present serve to bring individuals in touch
with government—voluntary associations,
local governments, parliamentary bodies, and
the investigating committees which they
often set up. Such devices can alone provide
groups of individuals with means of assess-
ing the opportunities and the dangers of new
technological developments.

Institutional changes are needed in both
education and the arts. In developing na-
tions, educational systems may have to evolve
in a way radically different from those ap-
propriate to industrial socleties, and they
should be supported and encouraged to de-
velop according to indigenous cultural needs.
But, in industrial socleties as well, educa-
tional reform—in structure, purpose, and
content—is also necessary at all levels,

Higher education should not be concen-
trated on a given age group; opportunities
and financial support for adult education are
of the utmost importance.

The delicate relationship between the arts
and society has been stressed by develop-
ments in technology. Artists have always had
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& unique power to clarify human experience.
Thelr work has had the dual function of
defining the character of contemporary re-
ality and of imagining alternatives. The most
gifted artists have responded with presclence
to the impact of technological change. As
the rate of change accelerates, however, the
public often has more difficulty in under-
standing what artists have perceived. Soclety
must recognize that the contributions of its
artists will take surprising and disturbing
forms. In this situation, we reaffirm that the
artist’s primary responsibility is to his own
work, and that soclety in turn must encour-
age him and leave him free.

The freedom of expression which creative
artists require if their work is to prosper
must be mirrored by the freedom which in-
dividuals of all kinds must be given and must
assume if society as a whole is to function
well. Nothing in the new technology requires
that freedom and diversity should be re-
strained. On the contrary, unless society can
devise means by which individuals can par-
ticipate fully and equitably in the making of
decisions, wise decisions about the proper
exploitation of technology will be difficult
and even impossible to reach. The continuing
development of technology is not a restric-
tion of the right of individuals to be free
but rather reinforces their responsibility to
assert their clalms on soclety at large.

TECHNOLOGY: SOCIAL GOALS AND CULTURAL
OPTIONS—PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Amory Bradford, Aspen,
B818611.

Monsignor Marvin Bordelon, Director, De-
partment of International Affairs, U.8. Cath-
oliec Conference.

Prof. Harvey Brooks, Dean, Department
of Engineering and Applied Physics, Har-
vard University.

Mr. Colin Crouch, Lecturer in Soclology,
London School of Economics.

Mr. K. E. de Graft-Johnson, Lecturer in
Sociology, Soclology Department, University
of Ghana.

Mr. Frederic de Hoffmann, Chancellor-
Elect, Salk Institute.

Countess Marion Doenhoff, Editor-in-
Chief, “Die Zelt".

Mr. Jean-Marie
1!&-?1.1"”

Prof. Paul Doty, Department of Blochem-
Istry and Molecular Biology, Harvard Uni-
versity.

Mr. Charles Eames, Filmmaker and De-
signer.

Prof. Victor Ferkiss, Department of Gov-
ernment, Georgetown University.

Mr. Stepher Fischer, Assistant to the Pub-
lisher, “Scientific American.”

Mr. Fred Freed, Executive Producer, NBC
White Paper.

Mr. Edward Furia, Attorney, City Planner,
and Environmental Consultant.

Prof. Murray Gell-Mann, Robert Millikan,
Professor of Physics, California Institute of
Technology.

Mr. Mathias Goeritz, Architect, Sculptor,
City Planner.

Mr. Maurice Goldsmith, Secretary General,
the Science of Science Foundation,

Prof. William Gomberg, Professor of Indus-
try, Wharton School of Finance and Com-
merce.

Mr. Paul Goodman, Writer.

Mr. Gordon Harrison, Officer in C -
Resources and Environment, Division of Na-
tional Affairs, Ford Foundation.

Prof. Yurjiro Hayashi, Tokyo Institute of
Technology.

Professor Stanley Hoffmann, Professor of
Government, Harvard University.

Dr. Alexander Hollaender, Consultant and
Senlor Research Adviser, Blology Division,
Oak Ridge National Laboratory.

Mme. Danielle Hunebelle, Journalist.

Mr, Isaac Hunt, Lawyer and Urban Re-
searcher, the New York City Rand Institute.

Colorado

Domenach, Director,
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Dr. Ivan Illich, Philosopher and Independ-
ent Educator.

Dr. Erich Jantsch, Richard Merton Profes-
sor, Technical University, Hannover, Ger-
many.

Dr. Carl EKaysen, Director, Institute for
Advanced Study.

Dr Prof. Earl Kaiser, Professor of Politi-
cal Sclence, Universitit des Saarlandes, Inst.
fiir Theorie u. Sozlologle der Politik, Saar-
briicken, Germany.

Mr. Pierre Eende, Economist and Associate
Lecturer, University of Paris-Ouest (Nan-
terre).

Dr. Alexander King, Director General for
Sclentific Affairs, OECD.

Mr. Eurt Klappholz, Reader in Economics,
London School of Economics.

Raj Krishna, Professor of Economics, Uni-
versity of Rajasthan, Rajasthan, India.

Mr. Hans Landsberg, Economist and Direc-
tor, Resource Appraisal Program, Resources
for the Future, Inc.

Professor Cyrus Levinthal, Chairman, De-
partment of Biological Sciences, Columbia
University.

Mr. Robert Lilley, Director, Environmental
Action Institute.

Professor Salvador Lurla, Department of
Biology, Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology.

Professor Gene Lyons, Chairman, Depart-
ment of Government, Dartmouth College,

Prof. Donald G. MacRae, Professor of
Soclology, London School of Economics.

Mr. John Maddox, Editor, “Nature”.

Professor Leo Marx, Professor of English
and American Studies, Amherst College,

Miss Mary McCarthy.

Mr. Victor McElheny, Science Editor, “The
Boston Globe.”

Dr. Emmanuel G. Mesthene, Director,
Harvard University Program on Technology
and Soclety.

Mr. John Oakes, Editor of the Editorial
Page, “The New York Times.”

Mr. Hasan Ozbekhan, Economist and Plan-
ner.

Mr. Guy Pauker, Senlor Staff Member,
Soclal Sclence Department, Rand Corpora-
tion.

Dott. Aurelio Peccel, Vice Chairman, Oll-
vettl Corporation.

Professor Morse Peckham, Distinguished
Professor of English and Comparative Litera-
ture, University of South Carolina.

H. E. Dr. Ernst Petric, Minister of Sclence
of the Republic of Slovenia.

Mr. Herman Pollack, Director, Office of In-
ternational Scientific and Technological Af-
fairs Department of State.

Professor Theodore T. Puck, Chairman,
Department of Biophysics, University of
Colorado.

Professor Isidor Rabi, Columbia University,
Professor Emeritus, Columbla University.

Mr. James Reston, Vice President, “The
New York Times.”

Professor Roger Revelle, Director, Harvard
University Center for Population Studies.

Mr. Harold Rosenberg, Writer and Art
Critic, “The New Yorker.”

Professor Nathan Rosenberg, Visiting
Rockefeller Professor ('70-'71), Department
of Economics, University of the Philippines.

Dr. Jonas Salk, Director, Salk Institute,

Mr. Daniel Schorr, Radio-TV Commentator,
CBS.

Professor Eugene Skolnikoff, Professor of
Political Sclence, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.

Mr. Joseph E. Slater, President, Aspen In-
Btitute for Humanistic Studies.

H. E. Ambassador S. Soedjatmoko, Indone-
slan Ambassador to the U.S.

Mr. Shepard Stone, President, Interna-
tional Assoclation for Cultural Freedom.

Mr. Tsutomu Tanaka, Government Offi-
clal, Tokyo, Japan.

Professor Laurence
School.

Tribe, Harvard Law
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Mr. Marc
“L’Express.”

Mr. John Voss, Executive Officer, American
Academy of Arts and Sciences.

Mr. David Webster, Assistant Head of Cur-
rent Affairs Group, BBC-TV Studios.

Mr. Thomas Wilson, The Anderson Founda-
tion.

ASPEN INSTITUTE FOR HUMANISTIC STUDIES—
TRUSTEE-OBSERVERS

Mr. Robert G. Anderson, Chairman, ATHS.

Mr. Herbert Bayer.

Mr. Robert Ingersoll,
Warner Corporation.

The Honorable Robert S. McNamara, Presi-
dent, World Bank.

Mr. John Merriam.

Mr. John Musser.

Mr. Harold Pabst.

Mrs. Walter Paepcke.

Mr, James H. Smith, Jr.

Mr. William E. Sevenson.

Ullmann, Economic Editor,

Chairman, Borg-

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR SCHWEIKER TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that on
tomorrow, immediately following the dis-
position of the reading of the Journal and
the disposition of any unobjected to items
on the calendar, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER) be recognized
for 15 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that, fol-
lowing the remarks of the able Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER) on
tomorrow, there be a period for the
transactior. of routine morning business
with statements therein limited to 3 min-
utes.

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

MAJORITY OF AMERICANS FAVOR
CUT IN MILITARY SPENDING

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, to-
day’s publication of the Gallup poll
brought additional proof of public sup-
port for congressional cuts in military
spending. According to Gallup, a major-
ity of the American people now favor a
reduction in military spending. The Gal-
lup pollsters asked the following ques-
tion:

Congress is currently debating how much
money should be spent for military pur-
poses. Would you like to have your Con-
gressman vote to keep spending for military
purposes at the present level, increase the
amount, or reduce the amount?

MAJORITY FAVOR CUTTING

In reply, 49 percent said they would
like to have their Congressman vote to
reduce military spending. Another 34 per-
cent favored keeping spending at the
present level. Only 10 percent nationwide
favored increasing military spending.
Seven percent had no opinion. Thus, the
majority of those with an opinion fa-
vored the cut.

In every section of the country except
the South over 50 percent of all those
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asked favored cutting military spending.
Even in the South, a total of 77 percent
either favored cutting below the present
military spending levels—36 percent—or
in holding the line at the present level—
41 percent.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
giving the results of this latest Gallup
poll be printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD.

There being no objection, the results
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

[In percent]

Present No
level Increase  Reduce opinion

National. ........

—

——

21 to 29 years..._

30 to 49 years__. .

50 and over

Republicans
Democrats_.__.__
Independents_ _ .. 30

12,500 WISCONSINITES AGREE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
results of this Gallup poll are not sur-
prising. Last month I sent a question-
naire to my Wisconsin constituents in
which I asked them specifically how they
would vote on President Nixon's proposed
spending levels for a number of major
programs. I received about 12,500 replies.
In the case of the President's proposed
$73.6 billion military spending for fiscal
year 1971, I received the following
answers:

— et
WO QoW  =rWOoeS

OO D WL b~

-

Cut
1 below  Hold at
Billions proposed proposed
proposed level level
spending (percent) (percent)

Increase
above
level

Program (percent)

National Defense_ $73.6 66 30 4

I want to point out that the question
I asked my constituents was based on the
spending level the President proposed for
fiscal year 1971. It cannot be argued,
therefore, that the cuts which Congress
made in the President's requests last year
of about $6 billion are sufficient. The
$73.6 billion figure is the reduction oc-
casioned by the huge cut which Con-
gress made last year. The public there-
fore wants a further cut in military
spending.

When thie votes for either holding the
line on military spending or cutting it
are combined, the results are even more
spectacular.

Hold line or cut below present levels
[In percent]
Proxmire Wisconsin poll
Gallup poll:
National results

ADMINISTRATION SPOKESMEN OUT OF STEP

Yet while the public overwhelmingly
favors a cut in military spending, spokes-
men for the administration are calling
for no more cuts. In the last few weeks
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there have been a series of statements
by top-level military or budget officials
saying we should cut no more.

Speaking at a press conference on the
6th of August, Secretary of Defense Mel-
vin Laird had this to say:

The Chairman of the House Appropriations
Committee had indicated he belleves our
budget will be cut by one billlon dollars.

I'm going to do everything I can to see
that it isn't. I think we have submitted a
rock bottom budget this year.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Affairs, Mr. Warren Nut-
ter, had this to say in an address before
the Western Economic Association’s an-
nual meeting in Davis, Calif., on August
28:

In brief we have cut defense enough for
the present. It is time to look elsewhere for
relief from the heavy burden of taxes and
for resources better employed in meeting
pressing domestic needs.

And he concluded by saying that:
Those whom you have entrusted with re-
sponsibility for the nation's security speak
with one volce in sending this message to
you.
TAXPAYER'S REGRET

I am certain that the American tax-
payer must regret these inflexible stands
against cutting defense expenditures on
the part of the leading spokesmen for
the Pentagon in the administration.

Not only is there vast waste in the mil-
itary, but according to the very best es-
timates we now have, the Government
faces a budget deficit of at least $10 bil-
lion for the 1971 fiscal year.

The only place where significant cuts
can be made which would both reduce
that deficit and affect the inflationary
pressures which have brought it about, is
in the military spending area. That is
where the cuts must be made.

The administration is clearly out of
step with the views of the people of my
State. From today’s results in the Gallup
poll, they are out of step with the views
of the majority of the people in the
Nation.

The time has come fo cut military
spending, provide additional resources
for high-priority programs, and give the
hard-pressed American taxpayer some
long-overdue relief.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire article from today’s New York Times
on the results of the Gallup poll be print-
ed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

489 PeErcENT 1IN Porr Favor DerFENsE-CoONT
CurT—GALLUP FiNps BSHIFT 1N VOTERS'
Views 1N Last 10 YEARS

PriNcETON, N.J., Sept. 23—A majority of

voters in all major regions of the nation ex-
cept the South would like their Congress-
men to vote for a reduction In military
spending, the Gallup Poll reported today.
. For the nation as a whole, the latest
Gallup survey found that 49 per cent be-
lieved spending should be reduced, 10 per
cent thought it should be increased and 34
per cent favored keeping it at its present
level,

The two groups most in favor of a reduc-
tion in military spending were the college-
educated and young adults. Little difference
was found between the opinions of Demo-
crats and Republicans.
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Opposition to military spending stems
largely from frustration over the Vietnam
war and the bellef that the war is diverting
much-needed funds from problems at home,
the Gallup organization said.

Total military spending (including Viet-
nam expenditures) accounts for about half
the Federal budget, which totaled about
$105-billion in 1970.

QUESTION ASKED OF 1,474

The following question was asked of 1,474
adults in a survey conducted Sept. 11-14 in
more than 250 localities across the nation:

Congress is currently debating how much
money should be spent for military purposes,
Would you like to have your Congressman
vote to keep spending for military purposes
at the present level, increase the amount, or
reduce the amount?

Here are the findings:

[In percent]

Present

-

National...

-~y

T
Midwest.

e
MO OD~NWWOHU =

High o g
Grade school

OO mD—D —reOED
o

Independeﬁis'. ==

EARLIER SURVEYS SIMILAR

Two earlier nationwide surveys conducted
during the last year showed the public fav-
oring reductions in military spending, with
results closely comparable to those reported
today.

The polling organization sald a “dramatic
change” in public attitudes on military
spending had come about in the last 10
years, based on previous survey evidence.

In April, 1960, during a period of relative
peace, 18 per cent of Americans belleved the
United States to be spending “too much”
for defense, Twenty-one per cent sald “too
little,” while 45 per cent thought the amount
being spent was “about right.”

Btill earlier, just before the outbreak of
hostilities in Korea, more than six out of ev-
ery 10 voters favored an increase in the out-
lay for national defense.

Before World War II, in the face of Hit-
ler’'s growing power in Gemany, the public
expressed concern over the inadequacies of
our defense program and called for greater
expenditures for this program.

8. 4393—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO PROVIDE FOR PHYSICAL DIS-
ABILITY SEPARATION FROM
SERVICE OF MILITARY PERSON-
NEL AND TO PROVIDE CIVIL COM-
MITMENT

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I introduce
for appropriate reference a bill to amend
title 10 of the United States Code which
would provide the opportunity for drug
dependent military personnel to be sep-
arated from service on a physical disabil-
ity basis and to be civilly committed and
treated for their drug dependence.

This amendment to our laws is long
overdue in my estimation and we should
not delay in moving it through the Con-
gress to the President’s desk for enact-
ment into law.

Clearly, the evidence presented before
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the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee
during recent hearings points to the need
for this bill.

Much has been said by Members of this
body concerning our political-military
involvement in Indochina, little however,
is mentioned about a related problem
which poses a serious threat to the United
States both in that theater of operations
and here at home.

Narcotics addiction and drug abuse are
certainly not new in the military. In re-
cent years, however, the problem has
intensified. It has become more complex
and it now demands that efforts be un-
dertaken to provide adequate medical
assistance and treatment to those serv-
icemen who either become addicted or
drug dependent while in the military.

While the Defense Department now
acknowledges that there is a drug abuse
problem in the military, they are not
willing to acknowledge that drug ad-
dicted servicemen should be separated
from service on physical disability bases.

Basically the Defense Department’s
position on this issue is that drug ad-
dicted individuals or servicemen habitu-
ated to drugs are usually involved in
some additional form of misconduct dur-
ing their tour of service. This they feel,
should preclude service personnel from
receiving an honorable discharge from
the services on medical grounds.

In keeping with this line of reasoning
one of the recommendations of the De-
partment of Defense’s Task Group on
Drug Abuse was the retention of present
discharge provisions which do not allow
the drug addict to be discharged medi-
cally., The specific recommendation
states:

The Discharge System now in effect in the
Armed Forces represents a fair and proper
method of categorizing service. Changes in it
should not be made for the sole reason of

allowing drug abusers to receive Veterans
benefits.

I do not, believe that the basic point
at issue is Veteran's benefits. It is the
well being of the individual soldier who
has become addicted to or habituated to
narcotics and who should receive a med-
ical discharge with provisions for treat-
ment and rehabilitation.

The U.S. Supreme Court in the Robin-
son decision—370 U.S. 660 (1962) —rec-
ognized that narcotics addiction, per se,
was not a crime and the court went on
to allude to the medical nature of addic-
tion as an illness rather than a crime.

And while the military clings to the
theory that addicts tend to be eriminals,
studies conducted by a former Army so-
cial worker who served in Vietnam,
Roger Roffman, do not substantiate this.

He stated in testimony before the
Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee:

We found, for example, that while 28 per-
cent of our entire sample had received at
least one Article 15 (a non-judiclal punish-
ment generally for a minor infraction), some
30 percent of the users had received such
punishment. There was no trend, however,
in the incidence of courts-martial. Moreover,
there was no greater proportion of users

seeking professional help for emotional prob-
lems.

Mr. President, I believe that we must
acknowledge drug addiction for what it
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is, namely, an illness that must be
treated.

This is the position I take and the bill
that I introduce today reflects this view.

The ravages of narcotics addiction are
certainly known in the United States.
The countless numbers of lives that are
lost to this scourge and the millions of
dollars that are wasted each year by
drug addicts are factors that are known
to the Congress and to the American
people.

And the fact is, Mr. President, that our
involvement in Indochina may be com-
pounding this problem because of the
number of drug dependent military per-
sonnel who return to the United States
with their drug habits or dependencies
and are unable to take their place in an
orderly society nor make any contribu-
tion to that society.

The Federal Government has long
been concerned with the rehabilitation
of narcotics addicts. Our Federal hos-
pitals at Lexington and Fort Worth have
been in the fore in treating and in at-
tempting to rehabilitate those who be-
come addicted to narcotic drugs.

The Federal Government’s concern for
this problem was further recognized with
the enactment of the Narcotic Addict
Rehabilitation Act of 1966, which for the
first time provided an alternative to jail
for those Federal offenders adjudged to
be addicts and likely to be rehabilitated.
That effort, only recently begun, is a
signal effort and one which will in time
show positive results.

Unlike our domestic policy toward the
narcotic problem, the problem with
which I am concerned today has not been
met by the Federal Government. The
result is that drug dependent military
personnel, many of whom either have
served or are now serving in Vietnam or
Cambodia, or other areas of the world,
are not considered to be eligible for
medical discharge for their drug abuse
or dependency.

The result is that, if they are subse-
quently discharged administratively or
on other than honorable grounds, they
are returned to their communities and
continue their drug habits without any
assistance or rehabilitation,

The legislation that I propose today
would do much to correct this situation.

My concern with this problem is not
new.

The subcommittee which I chair, the
Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee, has
conducted public hearings and investi-
gggéons into this controversial area since

Before elaborating on these subcom-
mittee efforts, I would first remind Sena-
tors who have questioned our jurisdie-
tion in this matter that the subcommittee
by resolution of the Senate is charged
with the responsibility of examining, in-
vestigating, and studying the adequacy
of existing provisions of law, including
the youthful offender provisions of title
18 of the United States Code. This is in
addition to our specific responsibility to
determine the extent to which juveniles
and youthful offenders are violating
Federal narcotics laws.

I believe that this mandate is clear
and I find no conflict in jurisdiction.
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Certainly the treatment and rehabili-
tation of narcotic addicts or drug de-
pendent persons falls within the purview
of the term “correctional action taken
with respect to youthful offenders by
Federal courts” included in the subcom-
mittee's resolution. The chapter of title
18 dealing with the treatment of youth-
ful offenders extends jurisdiction to the
age of 22, an age at which many, if not
most, of our military men have served
their terms of service.

It is this youthful age group within
the military with which we are con-
cerned. The testimony before the sub-
committee confirms the fact that it is
this very age group that is most involved
in illicit drug use.

The testimony further reflects the in-
adequacy of treatment or corrective ac-
tion for drug dependent military per-
sonnel, the preponderance of whom are
young men.

Because of these facts, I concluded
long ago that the subcommittee is well
within its mandate in inquiring into the
problem of drug abuse in the military.

I am hopeful that my colleagues, in-
cluding those who have questioned this
jurisdiction, would accede to this view
and support the bill that I propose today
to help correct a very real and pressing
problem.

I would now turn to a brief legislative
history of the subcommittee’s inquiries
with regard to the problem of narcotics
and drug abuse in the military and espe-
cially in overseas theaters of operation.

The dimension of this aspect of the
drug abuse problem was brought home
to me as long ago as 1966 when Dr, Robert
Baird, director of the Haven Clinic in
New York City, made these remarks in
his appearance before the subcommittee:

The important point that I am trying to
make this morning i{s that I am concerned
about the increased amount of addiction of
boys in the Armed Services. There Is a small
percentage of men who are dropouts, with
3 years or less of high school, who are getting
drugs in the Armed BServices, and who have
elther experimented with drugs before en-
tering the service or are psychologically ex-
tremely susceptible to the suggestion of
others to take drugs.

He then observed:

I have come across servicemen in every
branch—the Army, the Navy, the Air Force
and the Marines—who have gotten narcotics,
marihuana, barbiturates and amphetamines,
known as goof-balls and pep pills, in every
place from their own home stations, tralning,
grounds, and towns, to overseas, in France,
Italy, Germany, Greece, Sweden, Eorea and
Vietnam.

Dr. Baird indieated that based on his
knowledge of the problem he would esti-
mate that there were some 10,000 to
15,000 addicts in the service and about
100,000 marihuana smokers in the Mili-
tary Establishment.

Mr. President, those estimates were
hard to accept then, but I believe that
time has proven that Dr, Baird’s esti-
mates were more accurate than official
Defense Department figures.

Appearing with Dr. Baird at those
hearings in 1966, was an ex-marine, who
had served in Vietnam and had flown
approximately 125 combat missions as
a crew chief and a gunner on a helicop-
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ter. The former marine was an addict
who told us that drugs were readily avail-
able to him while he was in the service,
both in the United States and overseas.

He related a personal experience with
drugs while serving as a gunner aboard a
helicopter in Vietnam where he shot and
wounded friendly troops thinking they
were the enemy.

The point, Mr. President, is that this
young marine had taken a quantity of
“goof balls,” that is, barbiturates be-
fore that mission; and while on that
mission under the adverse illusionary in-
fluence of those drugs, he machine-
gunned two friendly Vietnamese soldiers.

That marine told the subcommittee
that he personally knew 12 heroin ad-
dicts and numerous other men who
abused other drugs, including hashish,
pep pills, and goof balls,

It was during those hearings that tes-
timony was given relative to the handling
of military personnel who are either
drug abusers or drug dependent.

Dr. Baird when asked to outline the
types of discharges afforded these men
stated:

I have reviewed some of these things. Some
of these discharges are undesirable dis-
charges, some of them are character disorder
discharges. But I don’'t think I have come
across one that has said the individual was
discharged because of drug addiction.

I would add at this juncture that the
picture in that regard has not changed
and today there is no physical disability
discharge available for either drug abu-
sers or drug dependent persons.

One question that must be explored,
of course, concerns whether drug addic-
tion and drug abuse among the military
are detectable while the individual is in
service.

If the drug condition is not established
while the individual is in the military,
then the bill that I propose could not be
operable. I am convinced, however, based
on the testimony of former military doc-
tors that the drug addict and the chronic
drug abusers in the military in the ma-
jority of cases are not only detected,
but are actually seeking assistance for
their problem, assistance which in most
cases may be inadequate at best or not
available at worst.

When the subcommittee next held
hearings on this aspect of the drug abuse
problem in March of 1968 I requested
that the Defense Department furnish us
with an evaluation of the drug situation
in the military establishment.

I did so because of the fact that addi-
tional testimony, citing the prevalence of
marihuana use among service personnel
in Vietnam, was heard by the subcom-
mittee. )

The witness, John Steinbeck IV, a
former soldier who had served in Viet-
nam, told the subcommittee that he esti-
mated that 60 percent of the men in
Vietnam, between the ages of 19 and 27,
were smoking marihuana whenever they
thought it reasonable to do so.

He went on to opine that upwards of
75 percent of that same age group would
be involved with marihuana as they be-
came more sophisticated in its use.

The picture painted by Steinbeck was
that marihuana was a relatively harm-
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less drug, a view that he said was also
accepted by the military.

The response of the Defense Depart-
ment in the form of testimony before the
subcommittee was that drug abuse in
the military was a minimal problem and
that statistics reflected that “there is
virtually no addiction to the so-called
hard narcotics and a low rate of inci-
dence of drug abuse in the Armed
Forces.”

This testimony presented in early 1968
represented an evaluation of the drug
abuse problem through calendar year
1967, the last year for which statisties
had been compiled at the date of the
subcommittee’s 1968 hearings.

It is axiomatic that official statistics
concerning drugs abuse rarely, if ever,
indicate the true incidence of such abuse
whether it be military or ecivilian in
nature. Stafistics usually simply repre-
sent apprehensions, that is, those who
have been detected and arrested for
illicit drug involvement.

One is not going to come forward and
acknowledge that he is either violating a
Federal law or one of the Articles of the
Uniform Code of Military Justice by
acknowledging drug involvement.

In the military such an admission is
punishable as a violation of the Uniform
Code.

Thus, one can reasonably conclude
that official and reported statistics do not
present an accurate picture of illicit drug
use and abuse. However, they certainly
are indicators which can be used to
evaluate developing patterns especially
changes in the incidence of arrests or
apprehensions.

With this in mind, certain questions
may be put to the Department of Defense
relative to the figures that were fur-
nished the Subcommittee in 1968. This
is especially true in view of recent knowl-
edge of the problem that was made avail-
able in testimony presented before the
Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee.

Did the Defense Department know the
extent of drug abuse at that time?

Did they ignore it?

Did they attempt to cover it up?

Were they honestly unaware of the
magnitude of the problem?

Or, was there, as official figures seem
to indicate, a relative minimal problem
at that time?

A definitive answer on my part would
be speculative. However, I can point to
testimony before this subcommittee
which indicates that there is a serious
drug abuse problem in the military estab-
lishment and that legislation such as I
propose today is urgently necessary.

My bill, since it provides for physical
disability separation from service, would
in effect be of assistance in determining
the true incidence of drug abuse in the
military in that it provides that such
abuse be handled medically rather than
punitively, as is now the case under
present military law.

It would thus serve as an incentive for
drug abusers to come forward in order
to seek the treatment that is necessary
for their rehabilitation.

What then are the drug abuse condi-
tions in the military today towards which
this legislation is directed?
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I can only characterize the problem as
massive, dangerous, unabated, and grow-
ing.

It is a problem with which the mili-
tary has not yet come to grips and the
result of this lack of responsiveness is
that drug addicted or drug dependent
servicemen are returning home, unknown
to civilian authorities, with only one way
to go, a continuation of their drug ori-
ented way of life.

While there is certain controversy over
the effects of marihuana smoking, the
fact is that the ultra strong Vietnamese
variety has particular and discernible
adverse effects, which have been de-
scribed before the Juvenile Delinquency
Subcommittee in terms of toxic psy-
chosis, in other words, drug-induced in-
sanity.

The marihuana toxic psychosis is a
cerebral cortex malfunction due to tox-
ins in the body due to the marihuana
smoked or ingested. This condition has
already been described in the mediecal
literature as existing among Vietnam
servicemen who are marihuana smokers.

The manifestations of this condition
are readily discernible and include a loss
of reality testing, paranoid feelings or
feelings of suspiciousness, disorientation,
confusion, and auditory and visual hal-
lucinations.

These conditions are usually tem-
porary.

But we have heard of cases where the
individual soldier remains schizophrenic
even after having come out of the acute
toxie state.

Mr. President, in layman's terms the
above medical descriptions of the ad-
verse reactions to marihuana smoking
means that the soldier in Vietnam who
smokes marihuana may react violently,
hysterically or in other aberrant be-
havior patterns.

This is particularly true because of the
fact that our servicemen in Vietnam are
under great stress, they are under great
tension and undoubtedly are fearful for
their lives in combat situations.

The point to be stressed here is that
one’s mental set and the social-psycho-
logical conditions under which one
smokes marihuana to a large extent de-
termine the individual’s response to it.

Therefore, if one is under great stress,
great tension, and is fearful for his life,
the marihuana episode can enhance that
mental condition and can result in vio-
lence, including murder, rape and as-
sault.

This behavior has been described to us
and I certainly have no reason to ques-
tion it.

It is a matter of record at the Long
Binh jail in Vietnam.

A case in point concerns the death of
a U.S. soldier in Vietnam who jokingly
told his companion that he was Ho Chi
Minh. The companion who had smoked
marihuana only minutes before expe-
rienced a panic reaction and shot the
man to death.

While the reference to Ho was made
jokingly, the confused and hallucinating
marihuana smoker reacted in a disori-

ented manner and shot his comrade.
In addition to the above behavior pat-

terns, we have been told of cases where
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the individual pot smoker, if he is a
heavy user of marihuana, will experience
“trips” similar to those experienced upon
ingestion of LSD, a potent hallucino-
genic.

An anamoly concerning the marihuana
experience is that the soldier who smokes
marihuana believes that the drug relaxes
him and makes him better able to func-
tion, while in truth, his functioning is
severely impaired.

Whether the soldier is in a combat unit
or a support unit, his marihuana smok-
ing impairs his functioning, his judg-
ment, and his ability to carry out his as-
signed mission.

One witness told the subcommittee that
he had a standing order with the men of
his squad that marihuana was not to be
smoked prior to any military operation.
His rationale was that the marihuana
smoker could not function and would im-
pair the success of the mission and, in
fact, endanger the lives of those assigned
to the mission.

Further evidence of this anomalous
situation is to be found in a taped inter-
view with servicemen from Vietnam
which was summarized in Family maga-
zine, a sunday supplement to the Army
Navy and Air Force Times publication.

The interviewer questioned the men
on instances where servicemen, who were
under the influence of marihuana, may
have been adversely influenced by the
drug.

The following is one incident cited by
these active duty military men:

There was an inecldent in Korea. We were
going on patrol across the DMZ and we were
walking through a mine field. He (another
trooper) was the point man and he stepped
on a mine and had his leg blown off. But I
mean that really wasn't his mistake because
he just read the map wrong. But yet, I mean
he was high at the time.

Another case from the interview gives
us a glimpse of the confused state of mind
resulting from marihuana smoking:

We got caught In an ambush, I was just
sitting there eating chow and Instead of
golng for my rifie when they started shoot-
ing ... 1t happened just like this ..., I
looked at him (a comrade who had just
smoked marihuana) and sald, “Oh no! My
man got hit” and instead of going for my
rifle I went for his 79 because at that time
in my mind I was high and I sald, “What's
the use of having this puny M-18 when I've
got a hell of a lot more fire power over here
on my righthand side?" You know, I just
started plugging away with the M-79 and
we got out of there,

In summary, the man under the influ-
ence of marihuana hysterically grabbed
the wrong weapon and fired at the
enemy.

The interview, which lasted for 214
hours, is a chilling documentary on the
reactions of these troops in combat and
frontline situations. The most dramatic
aspect of the statements made by these
soldiers is the difference between their
subjective reactions to marihuana smok-
ing and the actual facts surrounding
their performances in combat.

They thought they were doing just
great,

In reality, they and their befuddled
buddies were getting killed, wounded, and
routed because they were reacting in
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the confused, unreal, distorted world of
marihuana intoxication.

Additional evidence of the problems
created in combat by marihuana abuse in
Vietnam, were brought to our attention
during our most recent hearings on the
issue.

I questioned Vice Adm. William P.
Mack, a Defense Department expert on
drug abuse, about the combat readiness
of our troops in Vietnam and the possible
impairment of functioning of the men
as the result of marihuana smoking.

He replied:

We also agree with you that there are
many instances where a platoon or a squad
endangers some of Its members. Maybe a
squad mission cannot be carried out. We
know this has happened, or helicopter mis-
sion, and there have been people killed who
should not have been killed, but we are look-
ing at It really from the overall point of view
that we do not feel at this moment that our
ability to do what we want to do in Vietnam
is, for instance, endangered. We are talking
about a higher level, At the lower level we
agree with you.

The point is that when you get down
to cases, marihuana smoking does impair
the functioning of men who abuse the
drug. And in a combat situation this
means unnecessary deaths and loss of
unit efficiency.

Examples of such losses were given by
two former veterans. Jon Steinberg, who
served in Vietnam told the subcommittee
of cases such as the following in which a
unit suffered losses because of a psychotic
episode following marihuana use:

The release of assaultive behavior hap-
pened to a soldier in Salgon. This particular
soldier was on guard duty and smoking pot
in a bunker with four buddies. He had
smoked marithuana on three other occasions
without any trouble. All those experiences
were pleasurable. This time, after smoking
his normal amount of pot, he picked up his
MI16 and emptied a magazine into his four
friends. They did not all die following this
initial burst of gunfire, so he put another
magazine into his rifle and stopped thelr
crying with bullets.

Additionally, Dr. John K. Imahara, a
former Army psychiatrist, who served in
Vietnam, testified to the loss of effective-
ness of combat units because of mari-
huana use by many members of a given
squad or company:

A military lawyer told me about an ineci-
dent in which a helicopter began to recelve
gunfire at night. The helicopter swooped
down and strafed the area. The following
morning, American soldiers were found dead
with evidence of marihuana in the guard
post. There were stories about how bunkers
were overrun or break-throughs into the base
camps by the enemy with the evidence of
marihuana cigarettes present. I cannot
enumerate all of the many situations in
which marihuana and/or other drugs were
Involved. Needless to say the use of mari-
huana and other drugs can contribute to a
more dangerous situation in the combat
zone,

Mr, President, I believe that the evi-
dence of adverse reactions to marihuana
smoking in Vietnam is sufficient to jus-
tify labeling that particular drug as dan-
gerous.

What then is the estimate of the ineci-
dence of such drug abuse in Vietnam?

Again, based on our record, as high as
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80 percent of the men in Vietnam have
used marihuana at least once. The inci-
dence of chronic marihuana use has not
been determined definitely. Figures do
indicate that at least 30 percent of the
men in Vietnam can be classified as
chronic users of marihuana.

Dr. Joel Kaplan, a psychiatrist who
was a U.S. Army major with a year's
tour in Vietnam, told the subcommittee
that 70 percent of the outpatients who he
saw in Vietnam, some 3,000 men, were
heavy drug users.

In addition, 50 percent of the inpa-
tients seen by Dr. Kaplan during his tour
in Vietham were heavy drug users.

Thus, in Dr. Kaplan’s words, 3,500
men about whom he knew personally
were heavy drug users in Vietnam re-
quiring medical and psychiatric assist-
ance for their drug abuse and depend-
ence.

When describing what he considered
chronic drug use Dr. Kaplan put it this
way:

When I refer to drug abusers, I am not
referring to the soldier who smokes mari-
huana once & week or even once every few
days. I am referring to a soldier who 1s us-
ing drugs heavily day in and day out.

Dr. Kaplan's view of the seriousness
of this problem is shared by other pro-
fessionals.

Dr. James Teague, another psychia-
trist, who had served a year's four of
duty in Vietnam with the U.S. Army
Medical Corps told the subcommittee
that prior to his going to Vietnam and
experiencing firsthand the adverse re-
actions to marihuana smoking, he con-
sidered the drug to be relatively harm-
less.
He has since changed his appraisal of
marihuana abuse because of his profes-
sional experience with the drug among
servicemen in Vietnam and he considers
Vietnamese marihuana to be a poten-
tially dangerous substance.

Evidence of the potential dangers of
drug abuse is contained in figures con-
cerning drug overdose deaths in Vietnam
that have been furnished the subcom-
mittee by the Department of Defense.

From 1965 through 1967 there were
no deaths attributed to drug overdose
among U.S. Army personnel in Viet-
nam. However, in 1968, seven such deaths
were recorded and in 1969 the number
of troops who died from overdoses
jumped to 18.

We can be thankful that drug over-
dose deaths are no higher than indi-
cated.

While the consensus of the witnesses
who appeared before the subcommitee
would indicate that medical assistance
is available in Vietnam to treat drug
abusers and drug dependent persons,
they insisted that available medical as-
sistance is inadequate to meet the prob-
lem.

There is evidence of a need to detoxify
drug abusers and to hospitalize chronic
marihuana users in order to stabilize
their conditions and hopefully return
them to duty.

Dr. Kaplan told the subcommttee of
his treatment efforts with regard to drug
abusers including reliance on group
therapy sessions.
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While these efforts to treat and sta-
bilize chronic drug abusers are utilized in
Vietnam, the testimony reflects that
they are currently inadequate and that
more must be done not only with regard
to treatment, but with regard to drug
abuse education and preventive efforts.

If the treatment programs are not
adequate, an alternate approach must be
available which would provide for the
physical disability discharge of drug ad-
dicted or dependent servicemen. How-
ever, under current military law, that is
impossible.

Drug abuse and/or drug addiction are
not considered by the Army to be
grounds for a medical or psychiatric dis-
charge. Such symptomatology must be
subsumed under the hearing of character
behavior disorders which must be then
handled through administrative chan-
nels. Such a situation now means a dis-
charge, under existing Army regulations,
for an underlying personality disorder.
As a result of this procedure, the indi-
vidual is not treated upon his discharge
and continues his drug habit upon his
return home.

And the fact is, Mr. President, that we
have now begun to see the results of this
problem at home.

Dr. Myron Feld, a former psychiatrist
with the Veterans’ Administration re-
cently spoke out on this problem and in-
dicated that the heavy abuse of drugs by
servicemen in Vietnam is responsible for
a high rate of mental breakdown among
Vietnam veterans. He went on to point
out that the breakdowns are occurring
after discharge, and are due to the heavy
use of ultrastrong Vietnamese mari-
huana and to other drugs including LSD
and amphetamines.

Feld pointed out:

Our troops find it necessary to enter com-
bat under the influence of drugs and, fur-
ther to continue their use on return to the
United States.

Mr. President, it is my firm belief that
the Congress must now recognize the se-
rious nature of the drug abuse problem
in the military and must take immediate
action to provide means to alleviate not
only the immediate, but the long-term
results of drug abuse by servicemen,

I believe that the legislation that I now
propose would go a long way toward
achieving such a goal.

If a man cannot function in the mili-
tary because of drug addiction or drug
dependence, he must be medically sepa-
rated from service, treated and hopefully
rehabilitated under an organized pro-
gram of care.

The bill that I propose would do just
this.

It provides:

For the physical disability separation
from service of drug dependent and drug
addicted military personnel.

For their civil commitment to freat-
ment under titles III and IV of the Nar-
cotic Addict Rehabilitation Act of 19686.

For penalties for drug offenses that are
commensurate with those provided for
in the Controlled Dangerous Substances
Act.

I believe that if this bill is enacted, that
we will make inroads into a problem of
serious dimensions not only in the mili-
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tary, but here at home where drug abuse
and dependency must not be compounded
by returning servicement who have be-
come “dope fiends” while in military
service.

‘We should provide the very best of care
for our returning veterans and this in-
cludes adequate treatment for drug de-
pendency.

I urge my colleagues to give this bill
their favorable consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
NeLson). The bill will be received and
appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 4393) to authorize mem-
bers of the Armed Forces to be discharged
from active military service by reason of
physical disability when such members
are suffering from drug addiction or drug
dependency, to authorize the civil com-
mitment of such members after their dis-
charge, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. Dopp, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

LET US OFFER EXCHANGE OF PRIS-
ONERS OF WAR—OFFERING ON
BASIS OF 35 FOR ONE OF OUR MEN

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, at
this time Americans have reason to be-
lieve that approximately 1,500 American
fighting men, most of them officers of our
Air Force, are being held as prisoners of
war in prison camps in North Vietnam
and in South Vietnam. Most of these offi-
cers and men were known to have been
shot down over North Vietnam or South
Vietnam or over the Gulf of Tonkin or
South China Sea. Their planes were
damaged or destroyed. When the downed
pilots were not found alive, they were
listed as missing in action. They have
been presumed to be killed in combat or
prisoners of war. A large majority ac-
cording to American observers who saw
the war planes shot down or were in
rescue helicopters directly after these in-
cidents or based on other information
obtained, are believed to be prisoners of
war.

It is believed that this total may ap-
proximate 1,500 American fighting men
still being held as prisoners of war. In-
formation servicemen known by their
names are presently being held as pris-
oners of war by the forces of the National
Liberation Front in South Vietnam or by
the authorities in North Vietnam., An
additional 1,100 are missing in action. It
is hoped and believed that particularly
all of them are prisoners of war.

Mr. President, I have no means of
knowing how many of the 36,000 VC and
North Vietnamese held as prisoners by
the friendly forces of South Vietnam are
officers. Probably relatively few are, in
fact, officers.

It is an unfortunate policy that pris-
oners taken by our GI's are furned over
to ARVN forces who do but very little
fighting.

Veterans of World War II never be-
held a German prisoner of war hooded
and with his hands manacled behind
him. We should by all means offer to
exchange all these 36,000 prisoners of
war for the 1,500 Americans. This op-
eration, of course, to be handled entirely
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by the International Red Cross and in
accord with the Geneva agreement per-
taining to the humane treatment of pris-
oners of war to which we are signatory.
Whether or not the militarist govern-
ment of Thieu and Ky have also signed
the Geneva agreement for the humane
treatment of prisoners, I do not know.

David Poling in the Christian Herald
recently stated:

There is no doubt that there are thousands
of Americans in North Vietnamese prisons.

From the thousands of helicopters and
planes shot down alone, we understand
a goodly percentage of personnel have
been rescued and held prisoner by the
North Vietnamese, The treatment of
prisoners of war even by the most civil-
ized nations does not always follow the
Geneva Convention on rules of war, In
the Vietnam conflict the Americans
themselves do not show up too well in
this connection. We turn over the cap-
tured enemy to the South Vietnamese to
do with as they like, and the reports
on conditions in South Vietnam prison
camps are shocking. Torture of the most
fiendish sort is inflicted, care of the
wounded and sick is practically nil, and
starvation is rife.

We know from pictures on our screens
that invariably VC taken prisoners are
immediately tortured by the South Viet-
namese. Americans witnessed on their
television screens a VC officer murdered
by General Loan immediately after being
turned over by Americans to whom he
had surrendered.

Here is a proposal which might be ac-
cepted as Pentagon claims VC are suf-
fering a shortage of manpower due to
heavy losses.

In the history of warfare not only in
wars in which the United States has been
involved but almost universally there
have been prisoner-of-war exchanges.

I am today making a constructive sug-
gestion which I hope will be acted on
by officials of the International Red
Cross. Also, that leaders in the executive
branch of our Government will work in
trying to bring about the release of a
thousand or more Americans held as
prisoners of war by offering this ex-
change of approximately 36,000 prisoners
most of whom were captured by our GI's.
We should insist that President Thieu
and Vice President Ky of the Saigon mil-
itarist regime go along and obey us on
this or does the little tail wag the dog?

We Americans would gain a great deal
if we received a thousand or more Ameri-
can prisoners of war through the work of
the International Red Cross, and gave
back to the VC and the North Vietnam-
ese on the basis of 35 to 1 some 36,000
prisoners we have taken in this war.

Mr. President, in the entire history
of our Republic including throughout
two world wars and the Korean conflict
our generals never adopted that abomi-
nable brutal system termed “body count.”
This was concocted by officers in the
Pentagon some years ago about 1963 or
1964. This so-called body count policy
has been followed from that time to the
present time in reporting casualties sup-
posedly suffered by the VC and North
Vietnamese in the course of the unde-
clared war we are waging in Southeast
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Asia, first in Vietnam and now in recent
months expanded and escalated to fight-
ing in Cambeodia, Laos, and Thailand.

Pentagon officials and the generals of
our Joint Chiefs of Staffl no longer refer
to this as the Vietnam war but term it the
Indochinese war. They have adhered to
this body county policy although no
knowledgeable American believes these
highly exaggerated body count figures
issued regularly from the Pentagon. Were
these body count figures accurate, any-
one would wonder how it comes there
are any men left to fight on the side
of the VC or forces of the National Lib-
eration Front.

This Indochinese war became the most
unpopular war ever waged in the his-
tory of our Republic very shortly follow-
ing the time that President Lyndon
Johnson on his own, in the absence of a
declaration of war from Congress, had
more than 500,000 U.S. troops in Vietnam
at one time. In the administrations of
Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy we
had military advisers in Vietham—no
combat troops. On the day President
Eisenhower left the White House we
had 687 military advisers in Vietnam—
no combat troops. On the day that Presi-
dent Kennedy was assassinated we had
approximately 16,200 military advisers in
Vietnam—no combat troops.

Waging a major war in Southeast Asia
is the most horrendous mistake made by
a U.S. President. Vietnam is of no im-
portance whatever to the defense of the
United States. This is the most unpopu-
lar war our Nation has ever waged. It
is an undeclared war. It is the longest
war in point of time. With the exception
of World War II, it is the most costly war
in the loss of priceless American lives.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may
proceed for 3 additional minutes.

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

CARL McINTIRE: PREACHER OF
HATRED

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
Carl McIntire, the rightwing extremist
preacher of hatred who has invited Vice
President Ky of the militarist Saigon
regime to come to Washington and par-
ticipate in his so-called march for free-
dom, has long been recognized in re-
ligious circles as a charlatan and heretic.

The fact is that Carl McIntire is a
bigot in clerical clothing, He was de-
frocked in disgrace in 1936 by leaders
of the United Presbyterian Church. To-
day, the United Presbyterian Church has
a membership of 3,172,760. By compari-
son, Mr. McIntire's group of misguided
followers in the splinter Bible Presby-
terian Church he established number
1,800. The United Presbyterian Church
is more than 1,500 times the size of Mec-
Intire’s group of followers.

Mr. MclIntire spews forth his brand
of hatred from a dilapidated building
in Collingswood, N.J. His organization
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prints the Christian Beacon, a weekly
compilation of the preacher’s opposition
to legitimate political and religious
groups as well as printing books, tracts,
and position papers.

Last year, Reverend MclIntire, so-
called, was expelled from the executive
commitiee of the American Council of
Christian Churches due to his extremist
views and his reputation as a spewer
of hate.

Mr. President, yesterday WVice Presi-
dent AcNEw stated that Vice President
Ey’s scheduled appearance at the Oc-
tober 3 rally would not serve any “useful
purpose.” I am in complete agreement
with the Vice President.

When I was in Vietnam in 1968, I in-
terviewed Vice President Ky of the Sai-
gon militarist regime for nearly an hour.
He is an abominable fellow. This mini-
dictator, who is a fraud and a phony air
marshal, was born and reared in Hanoi.
He, along with nine generals born in
North Vietnam who overthrew the legal
civilian government in Saigon in June
1965, fought with the French Armed
Forces seeking to reestablish their tyran-
nical colonial Indochinese empire. In
1954, Ky was in the French Air Force
as were those nine generals opposing
their fellow countrymen fighting for na-
tional liberation then termed “Viet
Minh,” now Vietcong. Ky proudly dis-
played on his flamboyant flying jacket a
decoration he was awarded by the
French. He is really a traitor to his na-
tion now the same as he was at the time
of Dienbienphu.

He and President Thieu stalled for 4
weeks before sending delegates to join
Ambassador Averell Harriman at the
Paris conference. Their refusal caused a
halt to all proceedings toward peace.
During a period when 200 or more Ameri-
cans were being killed in Vietnam each
week, he and President Thieu refused to
join the conference.

In addition, Vice President Ky per-
sonally receives $15,000 per week from
the receipts of the Saigon racetrack. In
1967, Ky admitted he was receiving this
racetrack money and said he used it
from time to time to help disabled war
veterans. He had, up to that time, paid
out the total sum of $65 for this purpose.

Our Ambassador to South Vietnam,
Ellsworth Bunker, who in 1968 made the
astonishing statement that the Tet lunar
offsensive was ‘‘a resounding military
defeat for the Vietcong,” accompanied
Ky to the airport when he left Saigon
last week on his trip to Paris and Wash-
ington. Perhaps Ambassador Bunker per-
sonally had reason to rejoice and state
that the Tet offensive of the Vietcong was
“g resounding military defeat.” He fled
and escaped with his life from the U.S.
Embassy compound. The Vietcong
breached the fortress-like wall, invaded
our Embassy, killed American soldiers
and civilians in the Embassy compound,
and held possession of the Embassy for
T hours.

In this same Tet lunar offensive of
February 1968, the Vietcong invaded
Saligon and released thousands of pris-
oners in jail and they forcibly invaded
and took possession of 37 of 44 provincial
capitals in South Vietnam, in every in-
stance releasing prisoners from jail, con-
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scripting many of the young men in their
armed forces and seizing possession of
many tons of rice. They held possession
of Hue, the ancient capital, for a month.
Our marines finally drove them out after
suffering heavy casualties.

It was reported at the time that Am-
bassador Bunker escaped and was se-
cluded in a safe place. He was able, how-
ever, to return after some 7 hours, prob-
ably feeling happy to be alive.

Mr. President, it is disgraceful to con-
template that Vice President Ky and
Reverend MecIntire, so-called, would
stand in the shadow of the Washington
Monument and the Capitol calling for
the American people to rally for all-out
military victory in waging an immoral
war in a tiny country in a remote part of
Southeast Asia that we have devastated.

In any event this flamboyant Vice
President Ky, instead of coming to
Washington to participate in the demon-
stration, would be well advised if he
would go to Hong Kong or Switzerland
and rendezvous with his unlisted bank
accounts in both places, or continue to
take $15,000 almost every week in re-
ceipts from the militarists in Saigon
which he controls.

Reverend MclIntire, so-called, and Vice
President Ky are advocates of blood and
tears and fighting on to a complete
American military victory in Southeast
Asia even though that might cause
another 50,000 young Americans to be
killed in combat.

A TRUTH WE ALL AGREE ON

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, some
truths bear constant repetition. When
Col. Frank Borman addressed a joint
meeting of Congress concerning his dip-
lomatic mission on behalf of American
prisoners of war, he spoke a simple fruth
on which we all agree.

The humanitarian aspect of this ques-
tion is above all political and military
aspects. Regardless of what our individ-
ual opinions are on the Vietnamese war,
we unite in our concern for these unfor-
tunate captives.

They have been denied the minimum
treatment prescribed in the Geneva Con-
vention on prisoners of war. The North
Vietnamese Government is a signatory to
that treaty. We are determined to make
every effort to persuade that Government
to rise to that minimum level in its pris-
oner-of-war policy.

MAKING CONGRESS MORE
EFFECTIVE

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I call atten-
tion to a study report just released which
I believe will stimulate a broad and con-
structive discussion. It is a statement by
the Research and Policy Committee of
the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment.

I ask unanimous consent that at this
point in the Recorp the membership
report of that committee be printed.

There being no objection, the mem-
bership list was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:
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RESEARCH AND PoLIcY COMMITTEE

Jervis J. Babb, New York, New York.

Joseph W. Barr, President, American Se-
curity and Trust Co.

Frederick S. Beebe, Chalrman of the Board,
Newsweek.

William 8. Beinecke, Chalrman of the
Board, The Sperry and Hutchinson Company.

8. Clark Beise, President (Retired), Bank
of America N.T. & S.A.

William Benton, Publisher and Chairman,
Encyclopedia Britanniea, Inc.

Joseph L. Block, Chairman, Executive Com-
mittee, Inland Steel Company.

Marvin Dower, Director, McKinsey & Com-
pany, Inc.

John L. Burns, President, John L. Burns
and Company.

Rafael Carrion, Jr., Chairman and Presl-
dent, Banco Popular de Puerto Rico.

Emilio G. Collado, Executive Vice President,
Standard Oll Company (New Jersey).

Robert C. Cosgrove, Chalrman of the Board,
Green Glant Company.

Marion B. Folsom, Rochester, New York.

William C. Foster, Washington, D.C.

John M. Fox, Chairman, United Fruit Com-

pany.

Co-Chairmen: Emilio G. Collado, Executive
Vice President, Standard Oil Company (New
Jersey).

Philip M. Klutznick, Chairman, Urban In-
vestment and Development Company.

Vice Chairmen: Howard C. Petersen, Chalr-
man, National Economy, The Fidellty Bank.

John A, Perkins, President, Improvement of
Management In Government, Wilmington
Medical Center.

Philip M. Klutznick, Chairman, Education
and Urban Development, Urban Investment
and Development Co.

Willlam M, Roth, International Economy,
Ban Francisco, California.

David L. Francis, Chairman, Princess Coal
Sales Company.

Willlam H. Franklin, President, Caterpillar
Tractor Co.

Richard C. Gerstenberg, Vice Chairman of
the Board, General Motors Corporation.

Ellison L. Hazard, Chairman and President,
Continental Can Company, Inc.

H. J. Heinz, II, Chairman, H. J. Heinz
Company.

Willlam A. Hewitt, Chalrman,
Company.

Charles Keller, Jr., President, Eeller Con-
struction Corporation.

Robert J. Kleberg, Jr., President, King
Ranch, Inc.

Philip M. Klutznick, Chairman, Urban In-
vestment and Development Co.

Ralph Lazarus, Chairman, Federated De-
partment Stores, Inc.

Thomas B. McCabe, Chairman, Finance
Committee, Scott Paper Company.

George C. McGhee, Washington, D.C.

John F. Merrlam, Chairman, Executive
Committee, Northern Natural Gas Company.

Raymond H. Mulford, Chairman, Owens-
Illinois Ine.

Robert R. Nathan, President, Robert R.
Nathan Associates, Ine.

Alfred C. Neal, President, Committee for
Economic Development.

John A. Perkins, President, Wilmington
Medical Center.

Howard C. Petersen, Chairman, The Fi-
delity Bank.

C. Wrede Petersmeyer, President, Corin-
thian Broadecasting Corporation.

Philip D. Reed, New York, New York.

Melvin J. Roberts, President, Colorado Na-
tlonal Bank of Denver.

William M. Roth, San Franelsco, Callfor-
nia.

Robert B. Semple, President, Wyandotte
Chemicals Corporation.

8. Abbot Smith, Boston, Massachusetts.

Philip Sporn, New York, New York.

Allan Sproul, Kentfield, California.
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Willlam C. Stolk, Chalrman, W. C. Stolk
& Assoclates, Inc.

Alexander L. Stott, Vice President and
Comptroller, American Telephone & Tele-
graph Company.

Wayne E. Thompson, Vice President, Day-
ton-Hudson Corporation.

H, C. Turner, Jr., Chairman, Turner Con-
struction Company.

Herman L. Weiss, Vice Chairman, General
Electric Company.

Frazar B. Wilde, Chairman Emerltus, Con-
necticut General Life Insurance Co.

Walter W. Wilson, Partner, Morgan Stan-
ley & Co.

Theodore O. Yntema, Department of Eco-
nomics, Oakland University.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, this distin-
guished group has captioned its state-
ment, “Making Congress More Effective.”
It is a statement which generated con-
siderable discussion among the commit-
tee members themselves. One can notice
from the footnotes the sincere effort by
each member of that distinguished group
to clarify particular individual attitudes
of the individual, all of whom joined
the general statements of conclusions of
the committee.

To encourage my colleagues and others
in the country to read the full state-
ment, I ask unanimous consent that the
“Summary of Conclusions and Recom-
mendations” of the committee be printed
at this point in the REcorbp.

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

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Facing issues of unprecedented magnitude
and scope, Congress—Ilike most other human
institutions—is reluctant to modify its long-
established, habitual ways of doing business.
Continuing delay in modernization of Con-
gressional structures and procedures, how-
ever, will surely be injurious to the national
interest and can lead only to further erosion
in influence and effectiveness of the Legisla-
tive Branch,

Recognizing the complexities and obstacles
standing in the way of change, we have
limited the recommendations in this state-
ment to proposals designed to overcome
weaknesses without undertaking a complete
remodeling of the present system. No further
reference is made, for example, to the pos-
sible substitution of multi-member for
single-member districts in the House of Rep-
resentatives, or to changes that would require
amendment of the Constitution.

In the following chapters we advocate sig-
nificant modifications that are both prag-
matic and immediately practicable, dealing
with three separate though interrelated fields
of actlon, First, we urge fundamental im-
provements in the Congressional handling of
fiscal-economic declsions. Second, we pro-
pose readjustment of the entire committee
structure and of the procedures associated
with it. Third, we strongly support divest-
ment by Congress of inessential and unsuit-
able administrative burdens, together with
other measures that would strengthen pub-
lic confidence in its objectivity.

The present Congressional approach to fis-
cal affairs is indefensible. When budget deci-
slons are extended long past the beginning
of the fiscal year for which they are intended,
when there is no Congressional mechanism
to tie revenues and appropriations into a
coherent pattern, when no legislative pro-
cedure exists to initiate actions based on a
comprehensive view of the economy, then
national stability s endangered. When Con-
gress permits its evaluation and oversight
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of programs to be carried out in ways that
allow the continuance of obsolete programs
and the wasteful management of potentially
useful ones, then both the credibility and
the effectiveness of the entire national gov=
ernment are seriously harmed. To correct
these conditions we recommend that:

Means for comprehensive review of the
annual budget be established and used, re-
lating total revenues and expenditures to
the state of the economy.

Annual authorizations be discounted; in-
stead, authorizations should be made along
program and project lines, fully funded, for
minimum terms of four years.

Evaluation of program performance, in
terms of objectives as well as dollars, be
heavlly stressed.

The federal fiscal year be changed to coln-
cide with the calendar year, so that appro-
priations may always precede expenditures.

Congress establish and observe deadline
dates for both authorizations and appro-
priations.

The committee system has the cruelal role
in Congressional decision making. As it now
operates, however, decisions are fragmented;
problems demanding a broad policy approach
are handled in piecemeal fashion and hence
poorly by the many autonomous commit-
tees and their innumerable subcommittees.
These committees carry out much of their
work in obscurity or secrecy which can be
and often is maintained—even against the
Inquiries of other Members—in defiance of
the elementary tenets of democracy. Through
the assignment system that determines their
makeup, and by means of restrictive pro-
cedures, committees can be dominated by
small groups of Members with speclal inter-
ests held in common—or even by the desires
of a powerful and autocratic chairman.
These conditions prevent Congress from mak=-
Ing open and effective response to urgent
national needs. Therefore, we recommend:

Fewer standing committees, with broader
Jurisdiction for each.

Better use of Joint and select committees,

More flexible subcommittee arrangements,
with rotating chalrmanships.

Abandonment of senlority as the sole cri-
terion in selecting committee chairmen.

Democraticized procedures, with many
more open hearings.

Better informational and analytical re-
sources for committees.

There 18 no doubt that there has been an
erosion of popular respect for Congress. This
is injurious to the nation as well as to Con=
gress as an Institution. Citizens are now in-
sisting that every level and branch of govern-
ment become more responsive, more open to
the demands of all the people, more attuned
to current priorities, and less bound by tradi-
tional approaches or endless red tape. In the
face of these trends Congress has appeared
to fold in upon itself. Its endless involve~
ment with minor details of administrative
management and its open and attentive
solicitude for special interest groups con-
trast with 1ts negative reaction to many con-
cerns of the general public. Prompt action
on several fronts is needed to restore public
trust. Hence, we propose:

Relingquishment of detailed direction of
all administrative functions unsuited to
management by a legislative body or by any
committee of such a body.

Stronger “Codes of Ethics.”

Assurance of majority rule on major issues
in both chambers.

Installation of modern voting procedures
which would eliminate the secrecy surround-
ing teller, standing, and volce votes in the
House of Representatives.

Thorough reform of campalgn finance, with
full disclosure and tax incentives for con=-
tributions.

Prohibition of committee meetings while
sessions of the chamber are in progress.

Acceptance of these recommendations
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would do much to improve Congressional
operations and to enhance the Congressional
image® Fortunately, there are no legal bar-
riers to their adoption; changes in House and
Senate rules, modification of outmoded cus-
toms, or statutory enactments in some few
cases, would suffice. The Members can make
the necessary changes whenever the majority
chooses. Congress has considered and de-
bated many of them in recent years, so far
to little or no avail! It is now time to cor-
rect obvious weaknesses. The defects of Con-
gress are not congenital; its wounds are self-
inflicted.

Mr. HART. Finally, Mr. President,
three of the recommendations appear to
me to have particular appeal. The first
is the recommendation that the Fed-
eral fiscal year be changed to coincide
with the calendar year. The other two
deal with the matter of congressional
authorization and appropriation pro-
cedure. The committee recommends that
annual authorizations be discontinued;
that authorizations should be made
along program and project lines, fully
funded, and for a minimum term of 4
years. It proposes that the appropria-
tions process should be designed to
modify long-range programs in terms
of shori-range capabilities in light cf
performance.

The statement makes many other
challenging suggestions with most of
which I find myself in agreement.

Again, I thank the distinguished
Americans who made up the Research
and Policy Committee of the Committee
for Economic Development. In the past,
CED has published studies bearing on
executive management in the Federal
Government, Federal budgetmaking,
presidential succession, modernizing
local government, modernizing State
government, financing a better election
system, statements on a fiscal program
for a balanced federalism, and reshap-
ing of government in metropolitan
areas.

Some of the policy recommendations
made in those earlier statements al-
ready have been adopted. Others, I am
sure, will be,

In this most recent report “Making
Congress More Effective,” there are rec-
ommendations which ought to be adopt-
ed by the Congress. In any event, given
the quality and experience, the source
from which this study comes, each of the
recommendations reflected in that state-
ment should have the most serious study
and attention from all of us in Con-
gress.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following letiers.
which were referred as indicated:

PrOPOSED AMENDMENT OF THE DEFENSE

PropucTiON AcT oOF 1950

A letter from the Director, Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness, Executive Office of the
President, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Defense Production
Act of 1950, as amended, to eliminate the

2 See Memorandum by Mr. Richard C.
Gerstenberg, page 62.

4 See Memorandum by Mr. Joseph L. Block,
page 63.
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restriction on guaranteed transactions under
section 301 (with an accompanying paper);
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING TO SERVICES
OF CONSULTANTS IN CONNECTION WITH
Civi. FUNCTIONS OF THE CorPs oF EwNcI-
NEERS
A letter from the Secretary of the Army,

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation

to amend the Act of July 3, 1930, as amended,
relating to the services of consultants in con-
nection with eivil functions of the Corps of

Engineers (with an accompanying paper);

to the Committee on Public Works.

PrROPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING TO PAY oF
CIvILIAN MEMBEES OF THE BoOARD ON COASTAL
ENGINEERING RESEARCH
A letter from the Secretary of the Army,

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation

to amend Section 103 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 1960, pertaining to the pay of
civillan members of the Board on Coastal

Engineering Research (with an accompany-

ing paper); to the Committee on Public

Works.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A resolution adopted by the Association
of Midwest Fish and Game Cominlssioners,
Denver, Colo., relating to prevention of pol-
lution in the Arctic; to the Committee on
Commerce.

A resclution adopted by the Assoclation
of Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners,
Denver, Colo., relating to loss of wet lands
and sports fisheries caused by stream chan-
nelization under the Small Watershed Act;
to the Committee on Commerce,

A resolution adopted by the Association
of Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners,
Denver, Colo., relating to consideration of
fish and wildlife aspects in water resources
management; to the Committee on Com-
merce,

A resolution adopted by the Assoclation of
Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners, Den-
ver, Colo., relating to legislation moderniz-
ing the P-R and D-J Acts; to the Committee
on Commerce.

A resolution adopted by the Association
of Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners,
Denver, Colo., relating to regulation on ship-
ment of diseased fish; to the Committee on
Commerce.

A resolution adopted by the Association of
Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners, Den-
ver, Colo,, relating to need for “new product”
clearing house at the Federal level; to the
Committee on Commerce.

A resolution adopted by the City Counecil
of the City of Philadelphia, Pa., memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress to declare
& boycott of the Arab States; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

A resolution adopted by the Association of
Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners, Den-
ver, Colo., relating to continued efforts on
public land law review; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

A resolution adopted by the Assoclation of
Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners,
Denver, Colo., relating to need for popula-
tlon control to maintain a quality environ-
ment; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the Assoclation of
Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners, Den-
ver, Colo., relating to required course in en-
vironmental science; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the Assoclation of
Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners, Den-
ver, Colo.,, relating to research on mercury
contamination of the environment; to the
Committee on Public Works,
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A resolution adopted by the Association of
Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners, Den-
ver, Colo., relating to establishment of a
National Water Bank; to the Committee on
Public Works.

A resolution adopted by the Association of
Midwest Fish and Game Commissioners, Den-
ver, Colo., relating to coordinated advance
planning on projects affecting environmental
quality; to the Committee on Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. RANDOLFH, from the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, with an amend-
ment:

8. 2461. A bill to amend the Randolph=-
Sheppard Act for the blind so as to make
certain improvements therein, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 81-1335) .

By Mr. JAVITS, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, with an amend-
ment:

8. 3425, A bill to amend the Wagner-O'Day
Act to extend the provisions thereof to se-
verely handicapped individuals who are not
blind, and for other purposes (Rept. No, 91—
1238).

By) Mrs. SMITH of Maine, from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, without amend-
ment:

8. 752. A bill to authorize the conveyance
of all right, title, and interest of the United
States reserved or retained in certain lands
heretofore conveyed to the State of Maine
(Rept. No. 91-1237).

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on
Armed Services, without amendment:

8. 4187. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to convey certain lands at Fort
Ruger Military Reservation, Hawall, to the
State of Hawail in exchange for certain other
lands (Rept. No. 91-1238).

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia, from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, without amend-
ment:

H.R. 14373. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Navy to convey to the city of
Portsmouth, State of Virginia, certain lands
situated within the Crawford urban renewal
project (Va-53) in the city of Portsmouth, in
exchange for certain lands situated within
the proposed Southside neighborhood devel-
opment project (Rept. No. 81-1239),

By Mr. DOMINICE, from the Committee
on Armed Services, with an amendment:

8. 3795. A bill to amend the Soldiers’ and
Bailors' Civil Relief Act of 1040, as amended,
in order to extend under certain circum-
stances the expiration date specified in a
power of attorney executed by a member of
the Armed Forces who is missing in action
or held as a prisoner of war (Rept. No. 91—
1240).

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with amendments:

H.ER. 17604. An act to authorize certain
construction at military installations, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. §1-1234).

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, with amendments:

H.R. 18306. An act to authorize United
States participation in increases in the re=-
sources of certain international financial in-
stitutions, to provide for an annual audit of
the Exchange Stabilization Fund by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. §1-1241).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, from the
Committee on Armed Services, I report
favorably three nominations of general
and flag officers in the Army and Navy.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

I ask that these names be placed on the
Executive Calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
soN) . Without objection, it is so ordered.

The nominations, ordered to be placed
on the Executive Calendar, are as fol-
lows:

Ma). Gen. John Norton, U.8. Army, to be
assigned to a position of importance and re-
sponsibility designated by the President, for
appointment to the grade of lieutenant gen-
eral while so serving;

Adm., Ephraim P, Holmes, U.S, Navy, for
appointment to the grade of admiral on the
retired list; and

Vice Adm. Charles K. Duncan, U.S. Navy,
for commands and other duties determined
by the President, for appointment to the
grade of admiral while so serving.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, in ad-
dition, I report favorably 8,027 pro-
motions in the Navy in the grade of
captain and below and 323 appointments
in the Marine Corps in the grade of col-
onel and below. Since these names have
already been printed in the CoONGREs-
SIONAL RECORD, in order to save the ex-
pense of printing on the Executive Cal-
endar, I ask unanimous consent that they
be ordered to lie on the Secretary’s desk
for the information of any Senator.

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

The nominations, ordered to lie on the
desk, are as follows:

James W. Abraham, and sundry other of-

ficers, for temporary appointment in the
Marine Corps;

Richard C. Adams, and sundry other of-
ficers, for permanent promotion in the Navy;

Arnold T. Stevens, a temporary disability
retired officer, for reappointment in the Ma-
rine Corps;

Carl Andrew Armstrong, Jr., and sundry
other officers, for temporary promotion in
the Navy;

Herman Carl Abelein, and sundry other

officers, for
Navy; and

Arthur R. Anderson, Jr., and sundry other
officers, for temporary appointment in the
Marine Corps.

femporary promotion Iin the

BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. DODD:

8. 4393. A bill to authorize members of
the Armed Forces to be discharged from
actlve military service by reason of physical
disability when such members are suffering
from drug addiction or drug dependency,
to authorize the civil commitment of such
members after their discharge, and for oth-
er purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

(The remarks of Mr. DODD when he intro-
duced the bill appear earlier in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. MILLER:

S. 4304, A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to make a misdemeanor the
flight, in interstate or foreign commerce, by
any person who is the parent of a minor
child or who is a married man, if such person
so flees with the intent of evading his legal
responsibilities with respect to the support
or maintenance of his minor child or his
wife; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(The remarks of Mr. MiLer when he in-
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troduced the bill appear below in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)
By Mr. HARRIS:

5. 4395. A Dbill for the relief of Adelaida
M. Alinsagay; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. SCOTT (for himself, Mr, RAN-
DOLPH, Mr, Gore, Mr. METCALF, Mr,
PErcY, Mr. ScHWEIKER, and Mr,
Youwe of Ohio) :

5. 4306. A Dbill to amend Title XVIII of
the Soclal Security Act to provide Medi-
care benefits (financed from general reve-
nues) for disabled coal miners without re-
gard to their age; to the Committee on Fi-
nanece.

(The remarks of Mr. Scorr when he in-
troduced the bill appear below under the
appropriate heading.)

By Mr. MANSFIELD:

B8.J. Res. 237. Joint resolution to establish
the Mineral Resources Commission to study
and submit recommendations concerning
laws and procedures relating to the admin-
istration of the mineral resources In the
public lands and other lands of the United
States; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

(The remarks of Mr. MANsFIELD when he
introduced the joint resolution appear be-
low under the appropriate heading.)

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF
THE PRESIDENT AND THE VICE
PRESIDENT—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO, 948

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

S. 4304—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO MAKE A MISDEMEANOR THE
FLIGHT IN INTERSTATE OR FOR-
EIGN COMMERCE BY A PERSON
LEGALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
SUPPORT OF A WIFE OR MINOR
CHILD

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate references, a bill to
make it a Federal crime to cross State
lines for the purpose of evading legal
responsibility for the maintenance or
support of a wife or minor child.

The Senate Finance Committee re-
cently completed hearings on the House-
passed family assistance plan. The
House bill contains a provision creating
an obligation to the United States on
the part of a deserting parent equal to
the total amount of family assistance
benefits received by the deserting par-
ent’s spouse and children. This amount
could be collected from amounts other-
wise due or becoming due the deserting
parent from any agency of the United
States or under any Federal program.
During the hearings and discussion on
this particular provision it became clear
that something further is needed to help
assure that husbands would not desert
their children and wives but would con-
tinue to provide support for them. One
of the most effective ways to accomplish
this result is to discourage the flight
across State lines for the purpose of




September 24, 1970

evading these marital or parental respon-
sibilities. The bill I am introducing
would be a step, I believe, in that direc-
tion.

The bill would merely provide that
any parent of a child under the age of
18 or a married man who travels across
State lines with the intent of evading
any obligation for the maintenance or
support of such child or his wife would
be subject to a fine of not more than a
$1,000 nor imprisonment for more than
1 year, or both. The bill would establish
a presumption that such interstate
movement was with the intent referred
to above if as a result of such movement:
First, the individual is outside the juris-
diction which imposes the support obii-
gation and the wife or child remains
within the jurisdiction; second, at the
time of such movement the child or wife
is destitute; and third, the individual
fails to notify his wife or children of his
whereabouts for a period of more than
1 month.

Since this proposal deals with estab-
lishing a crime, I assume the bill will be
referred to the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee. I am hopeful that the commit-
tee will act quickly on it so that it might
be considered in connection with the wel-
fare reform.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jor~-
pAN of Idaho). The bill will be received
and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 4394) to amend title 18,
United States Code, to make a misde-
meanor the flight, in interstate or foreign
commerce, by any person who is the par-
ent of a minor child or who is a married
man, if such person so flees with the in-
tent of evading his legal responsibilities
with respect to the support or mainte-
nance of his minor child or his wife, in-
troduced by Mr. MILLER, was received,
read twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 4396—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
RELATING TO EXTENSION OF
MEDICARE TO THE NATION'S DIS-
ABLED COAL MINERS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I infro-
duce, with the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr, RanporLpH)
as its primary cosponsor, a bill to extend
full medicare benefits under social se-
curity to the Nation’s disabled coal min-
ers, regardless of age.

We are pleased to be joined as addi-
tional cosponsors in this effort by our
able colleagues, the Senators from Ten-
nessee (Mr. Gore), Montana (Mr. MET-
cALr), Illinois (Mr. PErcy), Pennsylva-
nia (Mr. ScEWEIKER), and Ohio (Mr.
YoUNG).

Mr. President, our bill is addressed
to the men who bear the scars of mining
accidents and diseases. These men rep-
resent a national problem—one which
cannot be overlooked simply because it
is often hidden in the hills and valleys
of Appalachia or in other remote coal
mining areas.

The black long provisions of the re-
cently enacted Coal Mine Health and
Safety Act deal with only one specific
problem. Unfortunately, neither these
provisions, mnor the medical coverage
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provided by the United Mine Workers of
America welfare and retirement fund,
have been sufficient in a great many cases
to take care of the needs of disabled coal
miners. The spiraling cost of medical
care, together with the uniquely hazard-
ous nature of mining work, places in an
extremely precarious position the miner
who is disabled, but not gqualified for
other benefits.

The social security law makes men
who have worked a lifetime, and who re-
tire at age 65, eligible for “medicare”
benefits. This program has been of im-
measurable benefit for America’s elderly
who can no longer work because of age.

It is our belief that disabled coal
miners should be afforded similar treat-
ment under the law. They have given the
full of their working lifetime to
America—a lifetime which is measured
in disability, if not in years. We believe
it is justifiable that the nation should
provide medical and hospital care for
men crippled and otherwise disabled
during the course of their work in our
coal mines.

‘We offer our bill as proof that America
has not forgotten its disabled coal
miners. We urge prompt and favorable
consideration of this vital legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jor-
paN of Idaho). The bill will be received
and appropriately referred.

The bill, 8. 4396, to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to pro-
vide medicare benefits—financed from
general revenues—for disabled coal
miners without regard to their age, in-
troduced by Mr. Scorr, for himself and
other Senators, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Finance.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 237—
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES-
OLUTION TO ESTABLISH THE
MINERAL RESOURCES COMMIS-
SION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I in-
troduce today a joint resolution ecalling
for the creation of a National Mineral
Resources Commission. Very generally,
it would be the duty of this Commission
to study and submit recommendations
concerning laws and procedures relating
to the administration of the mineral re-
sources in the public lands and other
lands of the United States. As set forth
in this resolution, it would be the de-
clared policy of Congress that all mineral
resources in this Nation should be: First,
located, retained and managed; or, sec-
ond, disposed of, all in a manner to pro-
vide for the maximum benefit of the gen-
eral public.

The Commission would have a 2-year
life, It would be composed of three major-
ity and three minority Members of the
Senate; three majority and three minor-
ity Members of the House of Representa-
tives, and six persons appointed by the
President of the United States from
among members of the public who have
particular knowledge and expertise with
respect to our minerals and minerals
policies.

The Commission would study existing
statutes and rules and regulations gov-
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erning the location, the retention and
management and the disposition of our
mineral resources. Studied as well would
be the various incentive and subsidy pro-
grams relating to our minerals with a
view to their effectiveness and their ade-
quacy. Additionally, the Commission
would review the policies and practices
of all of the Federal agencies that are
charged with jurisdiction over these re-
sources. The Commission would also
compile data necessary to understand
and determine the various demands on
our mineral resources today and in the
foreseeable future. Finally, the Commis-
sion is to recommend such modifications
in existing laws, in rules and regulations
and in current policies and practices, in-
cluding the various incentive and sub-
sidy programs, as will best serve the
public interest.

Established in an advisory capacity to
the Commission would be the Mineral
Advisory Council. The Council would be
comprised of the representatives of the
various agencies having jurisdiction over
our minerals, together with 20 additional
members representing various major
citizens groups interested in problems
relating to the minerals of this Nation.

In closing, Mr. President, I would only
say that I think this resolution goes fur-
ther than any I have seen in granting to
a proposed Minerals Commission the au-
thority to study the full range of prob-
lems that will confront this Nation with
respect to its minerals in the years
ahead. Interests of consumers, of pro-
ducers, and investors, and of workers as
well, must be served. They must be served
in a manner that will best suit the pub-
lic as a whole.

I ask unanimous consent that the joint
resolution be appropriately referred and
that it be considered along with other
measures relating to this same matter.

I also ask unanimous consent that the
joint resolution be printed in the Recorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JorR-
pAN of Idaho). The joint resolution will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the joint resolu-
tion will be printed in the REecorbp.

The joint resolution (8.J. Res, 237) to
establish the Mineral Resources Com-
mission to study and submit recommen-
dations concerning laws and procedures
relating to the administration of the
mineral resources in the public lands
and other lands of the United States, in-
troduced by Mr. MANSFIELD, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

8.J. Res. 237

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That (a) it is hereby
declared to be the policy of Congress that the
mineral resources in the public lands and
other lands of the United States be (1) lo-
cated, retained and managed, or (2) disposed
of, all in a manner to provide the maximum
benefit for the general public.

(b) As a result of the fact that laws of
the United States relating to its mineral re-
sources have developed over a long period of
yvears through a series of Acts of Congress
and are not fully correlated with each other
and because such laws may be Inadequate to
meet the current and future needs of the
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American people, the Congress declares that
it 18 necessary to have a comprehensive re-
view of those laws and the rules and regula-
tions promulgated thereunder, and to deter-
mine whether and to what extent revisions
thereof are necessary.

Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of carrying out
the policy and purpose set forth in the first
section of this Resolution, there is hereby es-
tablished a commission to be known as the
Mineral Resources Commission, hereinafter
referred to as the “Commission”,

(b) The Commission shall be composed of
nineteen members, as follows:

(1) Three majority and three minority
members of the United States Senate to be
appointed by the President pro tempore of
the Senate;

(2) Three majority and three minority
members of the House of Representatives to
be appointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives;

(8) Bix persons to be appointed by the
President of the United States from among
members of the public who have particular
knowledge and expertise with respect to
minerals and numerals policles; and

(4) One person, elected by majority vote
of the other eighteen, who shall be the
Chairman of the Commission.

(c) Any vacancy which may occur on the
Commission shall not affect its powers or
functions but shall be filled in the same
manner in which the original appointment
was made.

(d) The organization meeting of the Com-
mission shall be held at such time and place
as may be specified in a call issued jointly
by the senlor member appointed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate and the sen-
for member appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives. The Commission
shall select a Vice Chairman from among its
members.

(e) Ten members of the Commission shall
constitute a gquorum, but a smaller number,
as determined by the Commission, may con~
duct hearings.

(f) Members of Congress who are Mem-
bers of the Commission shall serve without
compensation in addition to that recelved
for their services as Members of Congress;
but they shall be reimbursed for travel, sub-
sistence, and other necessary expenses in-
curred by them in the performance of the
duties vested in the Commission.

(g) The members appointed by the Presi-
dent shall each receive $100 per diem when
engaged in the actual performance of duties
vested in the Commission, plus reimburse-
ment for travel, subsistence, and other
necessary expenses incurred by them in the
performance of such dutles.

S8ec. 3. (a)(1) The Commission or, on
suthorization of the Commission, any com-
mittee of two or more members, at least
one of whom shall be of each major political
party, may, for the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this resolution, hold such
hearings, take testimony or receive evidence
under oath and sit and act at such times
and places as the Commission or such au-
thorized committee may deem advisable.
The member of the Commission preslding at
any such hearing is authorized to admin-
{ster the oath to witnesses. Subpenas for
the attendance and testimony of wit-
nesses or the production of written or other
matter may be issued only on the authority
of the Commission and shall be served by
anyone designated by the Chalrman of the
Commisslion.

(2) The Commission shall not 1ssue any
subpena for the attendance and testimony
of witnesses or for the production of writ-
ten or other matters which would require
the presence of the partles subpenaed at a
hearing to be held outside of the State
wherein the witness is found or resides or
transacts business.

(3) A witness may submit material on a
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confidential basis for the use of the Tom-
mission and, if so submitted, the Commis-
sion shall not make the material public. The
provisions of sections 102-104, incluslve, of
the Revised Statutes (2 U.5.C. 192-104)
shall apply in case of any fallure of any
witness to comply with any subpena or
testimony when summoned under this sec-
tion.

(b) The Commission is authorized to se-
cure from any department, agency, or in-
dividual instrumentality of the executive
branch of the Government any information
it deems necessary to carry out its functions
under this resolution and each such depart-
ment, agency, and instrumentality is author-
ized and directed to furnish such information
to the Commission upon request made by the
Chairman or the Vice Chairman when acting
as Chalrman.

(¢) If the Commission requires of any
witness or of any governmental agency pro-
duction of any materials which have there-
tofore been submitted to a government agen-
cy on a confidential basis, and the confiden-
tiality of those materials is protected by
statute, the material so produced shall be
held confidential by the Commission.

SEec. 4. It shall be the duty of the Commis-
slon to—

(1) study existing statutes and rules and
regulations governing the location, retention,
management, and disposition of the mineral
resources in the public l1ands and other lands
of the United States including various incen-
tive and subsidy programs with a view to de-
termining the consistency, effectiveness, and
adequacy of existing Government policles,
plans, and programs Iinvolving such re-
sources;

(2) review the policies and practices of the
Federal agencles charged with administrative
Jjurisdiction over such resources insofar as
such policies and practices relate to the lo-
cation, retention, management, and dispo-
sition of such resources;

(3) compile data necessary to understand
and determine the various demands on such
mineral resources which now exist and which
are likely to exist within the foreseeable fu-
ture, and the existing and long-range supply
outlook with respect to such mineral re-
sources; and

(4) recommend such modifications in
existing laws, rules and regulations, policles,
and practices including various incentive and
subsidy programs as will, in the judgment
of the Commission, best serve to carry out
the policy set forth in the first section of
this resolution.

8ec. 6. The Chalrman of the Commission
shall request the Secretaries of State, De-
fense, Interior, Commerce, and Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare; the chalrmen of Federal
Power Commission and the Atomic Energy
Commission; and the Directors of the Office
of Emergency Preparedness and the Office
of Sclence and Technology to appolnt, and
the head of such department or agency shall
appoint, a lialson officer who shall work
closely with the Commission and its staff
in matters pertaining to this resolution.

Sec. 6. (a) There is hereby established
Mineral Advisory Council, which shall con-
sist of the liaison officers appointed under
section 5 of this Resolution, together with
twenty additional members appointed by the
Commission. Members appointed by the
Commission shall be representative of the
varlous major citizens’ groups interested In
problems relating to the location, retention,
mangement, and disposition of the mineral
resources in the public lands and other lands
of the Unlted States, including the following:
organizations representative of State and
local government, private organizations rep-
resentative of consumer interests, conserva-
tion interests, landowner interests, mining
interests, oil and gas interests, commercial
and sport fishing interests, commercial out-
door recreation Iinterests, industry, labor,
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education, and public utilities. Any vacancy
occurring on the Advisory Council shall be
filled in the same manner as the original
appointment.

(b) The Advisory Council shall advise and
counsel the Commission concerning matters
within the jurisdiction of the Commission.

(c) Members of the Advisory Council shall
serve without compensation, but shall be
entitled to relmbursement for actual travel
and subsistence expenses incurred in attend-
ing meetings of the Council called or ap-
proved by the Chairman of the Commission
or In carrying out duties assigned by the
Chairman.

(d) The Chalrman of the Commission shall
call an organizational meeting of the Ad-
visory Council as soon as practicable, a meet-
ing of such Council each six months there-
after, and a final meeting prior to the ap-
proval of the final report by the Commission.

(e) The Chairman of the Commission shall
invite the Governor of each State to desig-
nate a representative to work closely with
the Commission and its staff and with the
Advisory Council in matters pertaining to
this resolution.

Sec. 7. (a) There is hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sum, not to exceed
$3,000,000, as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this resolution and such
moneys as may be appropriated shall be
avallable to the Commisslon until expended.

(b) The Commission is authorized, with-
out regard to the provisions of chapter 51
and subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5,
United States Code, relating to classifica-
tlon and General Schedule pay rates, to fix
the compensation of its Chalrman, and to
appoint and fix the compensation of its staff
director, and such addlitional personnel as
may be necessary to enable it to carry out
its functions. Buch appointments may be
made and such compensation fixed without
regard to the provisions of title 5, United
Btates Code, governing appointments in the
competitive service and the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter ITI of chapter 53
of such title relating to classification and
General Schedule pay rates; except that any
Federal employee subject to the civil laws
and regulations who may be employed by
the Commission shall retain his e¢ivil serv-
ice status without interruption or loss of
status or privilege.

(¢) The Commission is authorized to enter
into contracts or agreements for studies and
surveys with public and private organiza-
tions and, if necessary, to transfer funds to
Federal agencies from sums appropriated
pursuant to this resolution to carry out such
aspects of the review as the Commission
determines can best be carried out in that
manner,

(d) For the purposes of Chapter 11 of
title 18, United States Code, service of an
individual as a member of the Advisory
Council, as the representative of a Governor,
or employment by the Commission of an
attorney or expert In any jJob or profes-
slonal fleld on a part-time or full-time basls
with or without compensation shall be con-
sidered to be service or employment rendered
as a special government employee.

Sec. 8. The Commission shall, not later
than December 31, 1972, submit to the Pres-
ident of the United States and the Congress
its final report. The Commission shall cease
to exist six months after the submission of
such report or on June 30, 1973, whichever
first occurs. All records and papers of the
Commission shall thereupon be delivered to
the Administrator of General Services for
deposit in the Archives of the United States.

Sec. 9. As used in this Resolution, the term
“public lands™ includes (a) the public
domain of the Unlted States, (b) reserva-
tions, other than Indian reservations, created
from the public domalin, (¢) lands per-
manently or temporarily withdrawn, reserved,
or withheld from private appropriation and
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disposal under the public land laws, includ-
ing the mining laws, (d) outstanding inter-
ests of the United States in lands patented,
conveyed in fee or otherwise, under the pub-
lic land laws, (e) national forests, (f) wild-
life refuges and ranges, and (g) the lands
defined by appropriate statute, treaty, or
Jjudicial determination being under the con-
trol of the United States in the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A
BILL

B. 4297

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on behalf of the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. Kenneoy), I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MaGcNUsoN) be added
as a cosponsor of S. 4297, to create a
health security program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MownpaLE), Without objection, it is so
ordered.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1970—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 947

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I rise at
this time to submit an amendment to
H.R. 17550, the House-passed social se-
curity amendments of 1970, which is now
before the Senate Finance Committee.
I ask unanimous consent for the printing
in today's Recorp of my amendment in
order that my colleagues may review this
proposal. Rather than waiting for the
social security bill to reach the Senate
floor, I am offering my amendment at
this time so that the finance commitiee
may study this proposal along with the
other alternatives under consideration.
Essentially, I am offering an amendment
which would require the States to disre-
gard all social security benefit increases
in determining need for public assistance,

Many retired citizens have pointed
out to me that the social security in-
creases authorized by the Congress are
offset by State action which reduces old
age assistance payments in proportion
to the social security increase. In other
words, the retired citizen may receive no
benefit at all as the social security in-
crease is taken away by a reduction in
State assistance. My amendment at-
tempts to resolve this inequity by requir-
ing the States to disregard social secu-
rity benefit increases authorized by the
Congress when determining their income
need figure for public assistance. This
proposal will not place any great finan-
cial burden upon the States, but it will
help ease the economic crisis facing
many of our retired citizens.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hansen). The amendment will be re-
ceived and printed, and will be appro-
priately referred; and, without objec-
tion, the amendment will be printed in
the RECORD.

The amendment (No. 947) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance, as

follows:
AMENDMENT No. 947

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:
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“DISREGARDING OF SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT IN=
CREASE IN DETERMINING NEED FOR PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE
“Sec. 302. Notwithstanding the provisions

of section 2(a) (10), 1002(a)(8), 1402(a) (8),
and 1602(a) (13) and (14) of the Social Se-
curity Act, each State, In determining need
for aid or assistance under a State plan ap-
proved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of such
Act, shall disregard (and the plan shall be
deemed to reqguire the State to disregard), in
addition to any other amounts which the
State 1s required or permitted to disregard
in determining such need, any amount (or
any portion thereof) paid to an individual
under title IT of such Act (or under the Rall-
road Retirement Act of 1937 by reason of the
first proviso in section 3(e) thereof) if—

“{1) for the month preceding the first
month that monthly insurance benefits pay-
able under title IT of the Soclal Securlty Act
are increased by reason of the enactment of
section 101 of this Act—

*{A) such individual received ald or assist-
ance under such State plan;

*{B) such individual was entitled (on the
basis of an application filed in or before such
month) to monthly insurance benefits under
section 202 or section 223 of the Soclal Be-
curity Act; and

“(2) such amount (or portion thereof) is
attributable to the increase, in monthly in-
surance benefits payable under title IT of the
Boclal Security Act, resulting from the enact-
ment of sectlon 101 of this Act.”

COSPONSOR OF AN AMENDMENT
AMENDMENT NO. 858 TO H.R. 18515

On behalf of the Senator from New
York (Mr. JaviTs), the Senator from New
York (Mr. GoopeELL) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 858 to H.R.
18515, the HEW-Labor appropriation bill.

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA-
TIONS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE
ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
following nominations have been re-
ferred to and are now pending before
the Committee on the Judiciary:

Roger C. Cramton, of Michigan, to be
Chairman of the Administrative Confer-
ence of the United States for a term of 5
years, vice Jerre S. Williams, resigned.

Irving W. Humphreys, of West Vir-
ginia, to be U.S. marshal, Southern Dis-
trict of West Virginia for the term of 4
years, vice Cornelius J. McQuade, retired.

Fred C. Mattern, Jr., of Virginia, to be
Examiner in Chief, U.S. Patent Office,
vice Nogi A. Asp, resigned.

John H. Schneider, of Virginia, to be
Examiner in Chief, U.S. Patent Office,
vice Peter T. Dracopoulos, resigned.

Saul I. Serota, of Maryland, to be Ex-
aminer in Chief, U.S. Patent Office, vice
Pasquale J. Federico, resigned.

Curtis C. Crawford, of Missouri, to be
a Member of the Board of Parole for the
term expiring September 30, 1976, vice
Ziegel W. Neff, term expiring.

Paula A. Tennant, of California, to be
a Member of the Board of Parole for the
term expiring September 30, 1976, vice
Charlotte P. Reese, term expiring.

On behalf of the Commitiee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in these nominations
to file with the Committee, in writing,
on or before Thursday, October 1, 1970,
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any representations or objections they
may wish to present concerning the
above nominations, with a further state-
ment whether it is their intention to ap-
pear at any hearing which may be
scheduled.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON CERTAIN
NOMINATIONS

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr, President, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary,
I desire to give notice that a public hear-
ing has been scheduled for Thursday,
October 1, 1970, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2228, New Senate Office Building, on the
following nominations:

Max Rosenn, of Pennsylvania, to be
U.S. Circuit Judge, Third Circuit, vice
David Stahl, deceased.

John Paul Stevens, of Illinois, to be
U.8. Circuit Judge, Seventh Circuit, vice
Elmer J. Schnackenberg, deceased.

Cornelia G. Kennedy, of Michigan, to
be U.S. District Judge, Eastern District
of Michigan, vice Thaddeus M. Mack-
rowicz, deceased

Frank J. McGarr, of Illinois, to be
U.S. Distriect Judge, Northern District of
Illinois, vice a new position created un-
der Public Law 91-272, approved June
2, 1970,

Edwin L. Mechem, of New Mexico, to
be U.S. District Judge, District of New
Mexico, vice a new position created un-
der Public Law 91-272, approved June
2, 1970.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the hearing may make
such representations as may be perti-
nent.

The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN) ;
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Hruska), and myself as Chairman.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

PART III—THE DIRECT-ELECTION
BOONDOGGLE

Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. President, in
two previous speeches I have spelled out
my strong reason for opposing the direct-
election plan. In each of these state-
ments, I have sought to document as
clearly and fully as possible the specific
grounds on which I base my belief that
the adoption of this scheme would shake
the very foundation of our society.

To my mind, the direct-election pro-
posal is undemocratie, inconsistent,
chaotie, divisive, and dangerous. In oth-
er words, this plan is nothing more than
the proverbial “can of worms.”

It is undemocratic because it dispenses
with the concept of majority rule. In-
stead, it substitutes a procedure under
which a candidate might be elected with-
out capturing a plurality in even one
State. So long as he gathers 40 percent
of the vote nationally and none of the
other candidates receives more, he will
be the winner. Thus, a person can be
elected President when 60 percent of the
people are dead set against him, if they
have split their votes among more than
one candidate.
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The direct-election system is incon-
sistent because it does not provide for an
accurate determination of the “people’s
choice,” as promised by its advocates.
Instead, it is arbitrarily assumed that
in a runoff the majority of voters would
turn to the same person who has won a
40-percent or higher plurality the first
time around. This is an incredible as-
sumption to make, and it is clearly dis-
proved when projected against an elec-
tion similar to the one held in 1968.

In that election President Nixon re-
ceived 43.4 percent of the total count,
and Mr. Humphrey had 42.7—a differ-
ence of less than 1 percent. It does not
take much stretch of the imagination to
picture these results being reversed. In
this event, Mr. Humphrey would have
been declared the winner had the direct
election method been in effect.

However, this would have completely
ignored the fact that 10 million votes
were cast in the election for third-party
candidates. The authors of direct elec-
tion would pick up these votes and, in
effect, transfer them into the Humphrey
column. They would do this by making
the arbitrary decision that Mr. Hum-
phrey was “the people’s choice.” Their
plan would also have the arbitrary effect
of depriving the true majority of voters
of any opportunity to express their will
up or down on the two leading candi-
dates.

The fact that the bulk of third-party
voters were diametrically opposed to con-
tinuing the policies of the National
Democratic Party in 1968 would mean
nothing. Their votes would be canceled
out as if they had no right to vote at
all. And this would be done in the name
of a so-called reform that was supposed
to count every man’s vote equally.

Mr. President, the direct election plan
is chaotic because it would lead to a
rash of vote contests that would spread
throughout the Nation whenever the
election was reasonably close. This would
be true whether or not fraud was
charged. The inevitable occurrence of hu-
man and mechanical error would be suf-
ficient by itself to make it worth while
for a losing candidate to challenge the
election outcome. When the impact of a
mistaken count in one city or county is
no longer insulated within the bound-
aries of a single State, but can directly
affect the result across the entire Nation,
it will be mandatory for losing candi-
dates to demand a recount in almost
every political unit in the United States.

Once any recounts get started all
180,000 precincts will be involved. A
switch of votes in Illinois will no longer
affect the outcome in that State alone.
It might change the result nationwide.
And so it goes down the line.

By the time candidates get through
filing petitions for recounts the election
outcome would be thrown into a state
of utter confusion. It would take several
months to exhaust the many avenues
of legal proceedings and appeals that
must be granted in order to satisfy the
basic requirements of due process. All the
while the country would be living in a
giant nightmare without any recognized
head-of-State. It would be an intolerable,
unthinkable situation.
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Mr. President, I also charge that the
direct election of our Chief Executive
would be divisive at a time when the peo-
ple urgently need stability and accom-
modation. In my last speech on this
subject, I quoted from no less than seven
outside witnesses who made the same
prediction before the Senate Judiciary
Committee.

As Richard Goodwin noted:

Direct election would not come at a worse
time . . . All around us we see an mcreasing
tendency to political fragmentation and
ideological division. Direct election might
almost be just the trigger, perhaps acci-
dental trigger, to transform such divisions
into political conflict.

Mr. President, direct election would
feed the fires of dissension by fostering
a proliferation of one-issue candidates,
by allowing one region of America to
control an election, and by increasing
the chances for electing a President who
does not have the votes or backing of a
majority of the people.

What is more, Mr. President, direct
election is destructive of our Federal sys-
tem. Yes, Mr. President, I am aware of
the intricate calculations made by cer-
tain authorities who seek to measure the
relative voting power of different groups
of citizens. I realize some of these studies
claim to show a surprising disparity in
voting power for residents of the smaller
States.

But, Mr. President, what all of these
mathematical-computer analyses are in-
capable of programing is the human fac-
tor. Even if these involved simulations
are correct insofar as mathematical dis-
parities are concerned, they do not and
cannot take account of the human psy-
chology which governs real-life politics.

These ivory-towered calculations
blithefully fail to consider the identity of
the States as communities of citizens who
hold a feeling of association with each
other. The harmful effeet that direct
election would have on this frame of
mind was clearly described by Theodore
H. White, who warned the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee as follows:

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 commu-
nities. They are proud of how they vote. Peo-
ple like to be New Yorkers or Kentuckians or
Missourians or Hooslers. To deprive them of
this sense of belonging to a voting unit and
being sunk in the electronic dots that go over
a tote board, that could be perhaps the grav-

est political danger that this new resolution
invites.

Richard Goodwin, a former assistant
to Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, of-
fered the same frank appraisal to the
Senate committee. In commenting on the
drastic effect which the Bayh amend-
ment might have on the relative impor-
tance of large and small States, Mr.
Goodwin noted that the psychology of
presidential campaigns is one “in which
today’s candidates think in terms of
States rather than numbers.”

He added:

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 can-
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didate will have to concentrate almost exclu-
sively on the larger states. This is where the
people and where the most volatile vote is to
be found.

The importance of the present system,
as a means of supporting the federal sys-
tem, was accurately recognized by Mr.
Goodwin when he stated that:

The Electoral College, along with the Sen-
ate, is one of the few mechanisms we have
to influence those of the center of affalrs to
visit outlying citizens, so as to learn about
them and pay some attention.

Mr. President, the fear that direct elec-
tion will diminish the importance of
peoples in small States, as well as minor-
ity groups in general, was also shared by
another witness before the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee, Representative WirL-
riam L. Cray, of Missouri. Representative
Cray told it as it is when he charged
that the Bayh amendment will diminish
or eliminate the voice of minorities in
our system.

While Representative Cray was par-
ticularly concerned about 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 nature of the electoral
system that induces national candidates
to listen to racial minorities requires
that they listen to other minorities as
well, including peoples in the sparsely
populated smaller States.

Mr. President, the Senate committee
also heard the same viewpoint from Prof.
Charles Black of Yale Law School, who
has written many articles about our con-
stitutional structure. Professor Black
emphatically declared his belief that the
strength and durability of the American
form of government lies within the Fed-
eral system—or as Professor Black put it,
“with the fact that we have divided
power between the National Government
and the States.”

One essential ingredient of this con-
cept according to Professor Black, is
“that in constituting the Government
and selecting both the legislative and the
executive branch, we have hitherto dealt
with the States one by one as independ-
ent entities.”

Indeed, Professor Black credits the
electoral college system with being one
of the “political safeguards of federalism
in dealing with the States as entities.”
On the other hand, he cautioned:

An election which pays no regard to State
lines, which is simply totally nationwide . . .
would tend to diminish this attention to the
states, one by one as political entities.

Mr. President, speaking as one who has
closely studied the workings of the politi-
cal machinery by which our Chief Exec-
utive is selected, I am convinced these
warnings are accurate. To my mind, the
adoption of direct election as the method
for choosing the President would con-
stitute a mortal blow to our Federal sys-
tem. Regardless of what the Whiz Kid
computer crowd turns up in a laboratory
setting, I predict that the use of direct
election on a national seale would ulti-
mately destroy the concept of States as
separate, important entities having their
own sense of community.
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In fact, I view the direct election
scheme as no less than a device for
gnawing away the lifeblood of federalism
as we know it. Once the interests and
feelings of peoples in the small States are
no longer considered important to the
major candidates, and once a candidate
can no longer afford to make conces-
sions to the less populated areas for fear
of jeopardizing his position in the larger
States, then I do not care what the com-
puters show. Direct election will tear
down the last pillars of federalism. The
final reservoir of power and influence
held by the smaller States will ecrumble.
With the disembowelment of the States
as separate entities, the all-mighty Cen-
tral Government will extend its presence,
control, and influence into every detail
of man’s activity.

In short, the proposed change would
do much to destroy the elements of ac-
commodation and compromise that have
kept our political system healthy. On top
of this, it would weaken the already pre-
carious structure of federalism. This is
why I must view this so-called simple
reform as being fraught with dangers
so great that it is capable of undermin-
ing our entire society. It is one of the
most far-reaching and radical schemes
that has ever been put before Congress,
and I must urge its rejection by the Sen-
ate.

Mr. President, although I cannot ac-
cept the direct election scheme as a sen-
sible election reform, this does not mean
I am opposed to making any changes at
all in our national election machinery.
To the contrary, I have introduced pro-
posed legislation to carry out three sub-
stantial reforms of our voting procedures,
and will have at least two more to sug-
gest today.

First, Mr. President, I might mention
that I have had the privilege to author
an amendment to the voting rights law
which will secure the right to vote for
President and Vice President for every
U.S. citizen without regard to residence
requirements or where he may be in the
world on election day. This amendment
was sponsored by 29 other Senators, and
it became a part of the law of the land
on June 22 this year.

So that no one may doubt that this
Congress has acted to improve our elec-
tion machinery, I would like to run
through four of the primary reforms
made by the new law. First, with this
law, Congress has abolished residence re-
guirements as a precondition to voting
for President. Second, for the first time,
citizens who move into a new State after
the voting rolls are closed will be able
to vote for President and Vice President
either by absentee ballot or in person in
their last State of residence. Third, the
new law grants to all U.S. citizens, hoth
new and long-time residents of a State,
the right to register absentee and to
vote by absentee ballot in presidential
elections. Fourth, it will require each
State to keep its voting rolls open for all
citizens up to at least 30 days before the
election, whether or not they have moved
their homes.

Mr. President, the combined effect of
these changes might benefit more than
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10 million Americans. Consequently, with
this one action alone Congress will have
expanded the franchise in presidential
elections by nearly 14 percent.

But this is not all of the electoral
progress that has been achieved in this
Congress. Have we already forgotten the
giant step taken when Congress reduced
the minimum voting age to 18? Again,
it was my pleasure to have joined as a
sponsor of legislation which brought
about this much-needed reform. In fact,
I might recall that I was one of two Sen-
ators who appeared before the Senate
Subcommittee on Constitutional Amend-
ments to argue the case for handling this
change by statute, rather than by the
ponderously slow route of a constitu-
tional amendment. This provision, too,
could add up to 11 million new voters
to our election rolls.

Therefore, it must be recognized that
the 91st Congress deserves credit for
having enabled over 20 million addi-
tional American citizens to join the
ranks of eligible voters in future elec-
tions. This is an increase of almost 30
percent in the number of persons who
participate in the election of a President.

For this reason, I do not think we
have to hang our heads over refusing
to accept the ill-considered plan which
is now before the Senate. We have al-
ready made outstanding progress in
clearing away the barrier of outmoded
legal technicalities that deprive citizens
of the right to vote. And, if Congress is
still in the mood to take action in this
field, I would like to suggest three other
practical ways in which we could carry
on our efforts to overhaul the Nation’s
election system.

First, I might mention a bill I have
authored which is specifically designed
to broaden the effective voice of our citi-
zens in the selection of their Chief Ex-
ecutive. My bill, S. 1911, provides that
the time for voting in presidential elec-
tions shall be expanded to allow each
citizen a full 24-hour period during
which he can vote. The legislation also
provides that this period shall be uni-
form throughout the United States. This
means that the polls will open and close
across the Nation at the same moment.

Mr. President, from my experience in
having been my party’s nominee for
President in 1964, I believe this easily
implemented reform would make it con-
siderably more convenient for millions of
citizens to vote.

My study indicates there may be as
many as 10 million Americans who were
unable to vote in the last presidential
election primarily because of the limited
time for going to the polls.

For example, the 1968 postelection sur-
vey by George Gallup discovered that
3 million citizens were barred from cast-
ing ballots because they were unable to
leave their work, Seven million more cit-
izens were sick or disabled on the day
of the election, In both cases, it is my
belief that several millions of these per-
sons and others who stayed home for dif-
ferent reasons would find it possible to
vote if the voting period was stretched
to 24 hours and if people were given a
choice of convenient times for balloting
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on portions of 2 calendar days rather
than only 1.

The period I have chosen, which is
from 6 pm. to 6 p.m., central standard
time, is designed to permit voters to use
the polls at the end of normal working
hours on the first day, through the eve-
ning and night of that day, prior to going
to work on the second day, and up to mid-
afternoon on the second day. I am con-
vinced that such a broad range of choices
would enable many millions of citizens
to find a time when it is easy for them to
go to the polls, but who find themselves
hindered from voting by temporary ill-
niess or unavoidable demands on their
time.

As an additional benefit, my bill could
eliminate many of the criticisms arising
because of the reporting of significant
election returns from some States before
the polls close in all other States. With
voting spread over a 24-hour period cov-
ering convenient parts of 2 different cal-
endar days, the possible influence of vote
projections should be considerably re-
duced. People in all areas of the country
will possess an equal opportunity to vote
at a favorable hour right up to the end
of the election and, of course, the elec-
tion will not stop in one region before it
does in any other.

Mr. President, if we truly wish to re-
tain momentum for the cause of elec-
tion reform, I suggest it would be more
constructive for us to undertake serious
consideration of the type of change which
I have recommended, rather than to be
chasing abstract principles based upon
computer simulations.

There is definite room for improve-
ment in our election procedures. But it
is not to be found in axing the electoral
college. The area on which we should be
focusing our attention is the quest to
make it possible for the maximum num-
ber of citizens to register or to obtain
ballots and to cast those ballots. In other
words, we should put our minds to de-
vising methods by which the greatest
number of citizens will be eligible and
able to vote.

As for the electoral college, I suggest
the least tinkering we do with it, the bet-
ter. One sensible change would be the
elimination of the “faithless elector”
problem. I would certainly accept the wis-
dom of requiring the electoral votes of
each State or district to be cast auto-
matically for the candidates winning
that unit's popular vote contest.

Also, I think it would be a solid step
toward bringing the electoral system in-
to line with the 20th century if we would
make it mandatory for each State to
choose its electoral votes by the will of
its people. While it is an almost forgot-
ten fact, the Constitution allows the in-
dividual State legislatures to determine
the manner by which presidential electors
are chosen. In the early days of our his-
tory, the legislatures themselves often
made this choice. In fact, the State leg-
islature in South Carolina continued this
practice until 1860 and it was used in
Colorado in 1868 and in Florida in 1876.

Now, it is inconceivable that the peo-
ple would ever want this right to be taken
away from them again, and it is for that
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reason I believe an amendment is in
order to absolutely prevent the State
from appointing electors by any means
other than direct popular vote, Here is
one setting in which direct election is the
only acceptable method.

In summary, I can only say that many
avenues are still open to us by which we
can build upon the progress that has al-
ready been made in the 91st Congress on
the road to election reform. While I must
reject the direct election scheme as a
means for choosing the President, I will
be glad to devote my strongest efforts to
making other practical revisions which
will provide for the widest possible par-
ticipation by our people in the election of
their President.

DIRECT ELECTION OF THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, before
political parties, conventions and prefer-
ential primaries were conceived, it was
the opinion of a majority of the delegates
to the constitutional conventions that
the people would not be sufficiently in-
formed as to the qualifications of the
various candidates to make a wise choice.
Electors, on the other hand, carefully
chosen in each State, would be among
the most knowledgeable and capable per-
sons in the country.

In a new Nation of a few States and
small population, the electoral college
was generally approved. Today, however,
the complex elective process has elimi-
nated the need for informed, knowledge-
able, and capable electors. They perform
a mere ministerial function, and even in
the performance of that routine act
sometimes betray the voters of a State.

Arguments favoring the abolition of
the electoral college of presidential elec-
tors are so forceful and widely known as
to make unnecessary the need for further
comment. The electoral vote, though, is
of far greater importance and of deeper
significance.

While some delegates to the constitu-
tional convention favored direct popular
election of the President and Vice Presi-
dent, others argued that the electoral
system providing for at least three elec-
tors for each State, regardless of popu-
lation, gave the small States some pro-
tection against domination by large
States. That argument is considered by
historians to have had considerable
weight in swaying the convention in
favor of the electoral system and still
carries weight today.

Retention of the constitutional guar-
antee of at least three electoral votes per
State is still a substantial factor in the
feeling of equality which smaller States
have with regard to the large industrial
States in our Nation. Fifteen States and
the District of Columbia, all with popu-
lations of less than a million each, have
three or four electoral votes apiece and
an overall total of 58 electoral votes. In
every instance, each of those electoral
votes gives fewer people in lesser popu-
lated States a voice equal to a greater
number of people in larger populated
States.

For example, the Washington Post on
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Monday, March 3, 1969, published an
editorial on the electoral college reform.
It cited Alaska as having one electoral
vote for each 75,389 persons whereas
California has only one electoral vote
for each 392,930 persons. Some use those
figures to demonstrate an inequity be-
tween citizens of large and small States
but again, the State with lesser popula-
tion is merely retaining its constitutional
protection of electoral vote minimums.

Mr. President, my bill, Senate Joint
Resolution 33, proposes that the Consti-
tution be amended so as to eliminate
presidential electors and the electoral
college. It proposes, further, the reten-
tion of the electoral votes on the basis
of the whole number of Senators and
Representatives to which a State is en-
titled, but in no case less than three elec-
toral votes.

Briefly, after the date of a presidential
election, the official election returns of
each State would be forwarded to the
President of the Senate. Early in Janu-
ary the votes would be counted and each
person for whom votes were cast for
President in each State and the District
of Columbia would be credited with such
proportion of the electoral votes as he
received of the total popular vote cast by
the voters for President. In computing
the electoral vote, fractional numbers
less than one one-thousandth would be
disregarded.

The person having the greatest aggre-
gate number of electoral votes would be
President if he had at least 40 percent
of the total number of electoral votes,

Otherwise, from the persons having
the two greatest numbers of electoral
votes, the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives, sitting in joint session,
would choose the President immediately
by ballot. A majority of the votes of the
combined membership of the Senate and
the House of Representatives would be
necessary for election. The same pro-
cedure would be followed for the election
of the Vice President.

This is a so-called proportional pro-
posal under which the States and the
District of Columbia would retain their
electoral votes but the office of Presiden-
tial elector would be abolished. Lists of
the popular vote for all candidates in
each State and the District of Columbia
would be sent to the Congress as at
present, and on January 6 the votes
would be counted by Congress. Each
State’s electoral votes would then be
divided among the candidates for Presi-
dent in proportion to their shares of the
total popular vote within the State and
within the District of Columbia. Compu-
tations would be carried to not less than
one one-thousandth. Total electoral
votes thus computed would be deter-
mined and a candidate who received at
least 40 percent of such votes would be
elected President.

If no candidate received at least 40
percent of the whole number of electoral
votes, or if two persons received an iden-
tical number of electoral votes which
would be at least 40 percent of the whole
number, then from the candidates hav-
ing the two greatest numbers of electoral
votes for President, the Senate and the
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House, sitting in joint session, would
choose immediately by ballot, the Presi-
dent. A majority of the votes of the com-
bined membership of the Senate and
the House would be necessary for a
choice.

The Vice President would be elected in
the same manner.

The proportional plan eliminates the
unit rule, the office of elector, and con-
tingent election in the House of Repre-
sentatives with each State having one
vote.

By retaining the electoral vote system,
it retains State influence in presidential
elections. Dividing the electoral vote of
a State in proportion to the popular vote
therein won by each candidate would
make the electoral system much closer
to a direct, popular vote, and it would
more accurately reflect the popular vote
than the existing system.

The distortion built into the electoral
vote system would remain, however, with
the proportional plan, because each State
would continue to have two electoral
votes for its two U.S. Senators.

The plan would reduce the chances of
electing a President with less than a
majority of the popular vote, without
eliminating entirely the political balances
achieved with the electoral vote system.

The proportional plan, however, would
tend to favor the middle-sized and
smaller States which are more politically
homogeneous than the large, pivotal
States. In the 1896 presidential election,
Bryan would have won instead of Mc-
Kinley, under the proportional plans.
Bryan had only 47 percent of the pop-
ular vote and carried only 17 States, of
which 11 were in the South. His large
electoral votes in the Southern States,
however, plus the electoral votes he
would have won in the Northern States,
would have beaten McKinley who, al-
though he carried 28 States, would have
lost many more electoral votes outside
the South because of Democratic mi-
nority votes than he would have gained
from Republican minority votes in the
solidly Democratic South. Bryan would
have been elected as a “minority”
President.

The same would have happened in the
1880 election. The Democratic candidate,
Hancock, with 7,000 fewer popular votes
than the Republican, Garfield, would
have won under the proportional system.
The Democratic candidate could have
lost one of the large, Northern, pivotal
States by under two electoral votes, but
could have won one of the Southern
States by seven or eight electoral votes.

Electoral vote totals would have been
much closer under the proportional sys-
tem than under the existing system.
McKinley, for instance, would have won
in 1900 under the proportional system
by 217.3 to 217.2 electoral votes, whereas

under the existing system he won by 292
to 155. The results of certain other elec-

tions would have been changed. In 1876,
Tilden, the Democrat, would have beaten
Hayes, the Republican, by 188.1 electoral
votes to 177.1 under the proportional
system—Hayes’ victory was by 185 to 184.
In 1888, Cleveland, the Democrat, would
have beaten Harrison, the Republican,
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by 202.9 to 185.8—Harrison’s victory was
by 233 to 168. In 1960, Nixon, the Re-
publican would have beaten Kennedy, the
Democrat, by 266.1 to 265.6—Kennedy’s
victory was by 303 to 219.

The proportional plan would eliminate
the “exaggeration factor” in the winner’s
electoral vote margin under the existing
system, but because of electoral vote dis-
tortion, it would not always reflect ac-
curately the popular vote as it is demon-
strated by the elections of 1880, 1896 and
1960. Nevertheless, of all the reform pro-
posals, the proportionate system comes
closest to electing a President by popular
vote of the people while at the same time
preserving each State’s relative electoral
strength in the election of the President.

OFFICE OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTOR

This potential danger in the electoral
system would be eliminated under the
proportional plan.

ABOLITION OF THE UNIT-RULE

This would, of course, be eliminated
under the proportional system.

CONTINGENT ELECTIONS IN THE HOUSE OF

REPRESENTATIVES

The proportional plan replaces con-
tingent elections in the House when each
State has one vote, with election by a
joint meeting of the Senate and the
House with each Member having one
vote and a majority of the votes of the
combined membership being necessary
for a choice. This is a progressive step
forward in that it eliminates an unfair
“compromise” felt to be essential for
the ratification of the Constitution, and
it is a substitute for the electoral col-
leges. Under Senate Joint Resolution 33,
such an election would be carried out
by Members of the House, all of whom
would be newly elected, and by Senators,
one-third of whom would be newly
elected.

It would be compatible with federal-
ism in that representatives of States
and of people would be making the
choice.

On the other hand, section 4 of Senate
Joint Resolution 33 no more solves the
problem of how to place the District of
Columbia into a contingent election sys-
tem than does the 23d amendment. Sec-
ond, 12 percent of the contingent elec-
tors—the 66 Senators who were not up
for reelection the previous November—
would not be newly elected. These could
be in sufficient number to swing a close,
contingent election yet some of them
would represent the choice of voters 4
yvears earlier.

The concept is a vast improvement on
the existing system, but it does contain
some flaws of its own. A possible signifi-
cant flaw is that if the Presidential can-
didate is a first term candidate and ex-
pects to run for a second term, his elec-
tion by the Congress could make the
President too dependent upon Congress.

LARGE PIVOTAL STATES

As in the direct, popular plan, the pro-
portional system, by splitting the vote
of the large pivotal States, would also
diminish the emphasis now placed upon
such States. A closely divided popular
vote would result in a closely divided
electoral vote.
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In addition, the influence of minority
groups in such States on the outcome of
election would be reduced because they
could not swing the State’s entire bloc of
electoral votes. The political balance be-
tween urban and nonurban areas in the
Nation could be altered to the disadvan-
tage of the former.

However, States with large electoral
votes, by virtue of large populations,
would continue to be prime sources of
substantial electoral votes. For instance,
one-half of the electoral votes of New
York would be worth more than the com-
bined electoral votes of the seven smallest
States. Candidates would still be expected
to be greatly concerned with the voting
results in such States.

SURE STATES

Under the proportional plan no State
wotld be a sure State to the extent that
one candidate would win all its electoral
votes. Splitting the electoral vote state-
wide would strengthen the two-party sys-
tem and encourage the development of
maximum party support in every State.

Nevertheless, since the smaller States
tend to be more politically homogeneous
than the large, pivotal States, States with
dominant parties may well continue that
way to the advantage of the candidate of
such a party. This consequence might be
countered by splinter groups breaking off
from the dominant party or by the
formation of new parties each of which
would be seeking a share of the electoral
vote of a State.

It cannot be predicted with complete
certainty how the sure States would
vote in a proportional scheme but their
influence on the presidential election
would be substantially greater than now.
Small popular vote margins in these
States could produce larger electoral vote
gains than large popular vote margins in
heavy voting States where the parties
were closely competitive.

EFFECT ON OUR TWO-PARTY SYSTEM

The effect of the proportional plan on
the two-party system has been noted to
some extent. It would be in good part
similar to the effect that direct, popular
election would have; that is, there would
be a fair possibility of the development
of splinter and minor parties. Every
party would get its share of the electoral
vote, and minority groups would find this
a good way to maximize their potential
for influence.

Proponents of the proportional plan
deny this consequence, arguing that most
voters want winners and will not be apt
to cast their votes for a third-party can-
didate who has no chance of winning
the national election. The requirement
of having to secure only 40 percent of the
electoral votes for election is cited as a
deterrent to minor parties because it in-
sures that a third party would not be
able to throw the election into the Con-
gress with less than 20 percent of the
total electoral vote.

It is also argued that the proportional
system, in dividing electoral votes so as
to more accurately reflect popular votes,
would minimize the influence of pres-
sure factions and multiple parties, par-
ticularly in what are now large, pivotal
States. Under the present system of the
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unit rule, a minor party in a State such
as New York can throw the entire elec-
tion in that State to one major party or
the other, depending upon whether it
supports the presidential candidate of
one of the major parties or supports its
own candidate. Such would not be pos-
sible under the proportional system.

However, the proportional system, by
allowing minority groups to secure a
percentage of the electoral votes in a
State, might result in diminished activ-
ity by the major parties to secure the
votes of minority groups. A strength of
the existing, unit rule system is that par-
ticularly in the large, pivotal States, the
major parties recognize and seek to rep-
resent the legitimate interests of minor-
ity groups. The proportional plan, by re-
ducing the political importance of
minority groups in such States, would
make it possible for the major parties to
give less attention to the interests of
these groups. They could, in conse-
quence, become underrepresented with a
disadvantageous effect to the national
political balance.

INFLUENCE OF FEAUD OR ACCIDENT

In a close race, the influence of fraud
or acts of God could be substantial in
moving an electoral vote or part of a vote
either way in several States. Aggregate
totals of electoral votes could be suffi-
ciently changed to affect the outcome of
the election.

It would not, however, be essential to
nationalize the State laws on recount
and election contests as it would be under
the direct, popular election system. Far
more control over the elections would be
left to the States as at present.

EFFECT ON ELECTION DATES

The proportional system would not
change the existing election date struc-
ture. If an election were to be decided
by the Congress, a resolution thereof
would probably be secured prior to In-
auguration Day, January 20, The possi-
bility of obtaining a resolution of a con-
tingent election prior to January 20
would seem to be greater under the
method proposed in Senate Joint Reso-
lution 33, than by the runoff system pro-
posed by Senate Joint Resolution 1,
unless the dates of the general election
and the runoff election were advanced
for the latter system.

VOTING QUALIFICATIONS

Under section 2 of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 33, the determination of voting
qualifications would be left to the States
where they have historically rested. Sec-
tion 2 would authorize the States to pro-
vide lesser residency requirements for
voting in presidential elections. The effect
of this provision would be to authorize
State legislatures to take this step di-
rectly without the necessity of amending
the constitutions of the States first.
Congress, of course, would be authorized
to prescribe voter qualifications for the
District of Columbia.

REGULATION OF THE MANNER OF HOLDING

SUCH AN ELECTION

The “manner” clause in section 2 of
Senate Joint Resolution 33 is the same as
that in article I, section 4, of the Consti-
tution. Congress would be granted by
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this provision an authority it does not
now possess over presidential elections.
As a consequence, it could enact uniform
standards for recounts and contested
elections—although it probably will
not—absentee voting, counting and can-
vassing of votes, prohibitions and pen-
alties, and so forth. The requirement in
section 4 that State returns be sent to
the President of the Senate by 45 days
after the November election, “or at such
time as Congress shall direct,” provides
flexibility so as to allow sufficient time
for the resolution of recounts and elec-
tion contests by the States prior to the
counting of the votes by Congress on
January 6. Since Senate Joint Resolution
33, as a whole, leaves to the States pri-
mary responsibility over elections under
the proportional plan, it would remain to
be seen if Congress would exercise such
authority unless there were urgent ne-
cessity for so doing.

ENTITLEMENT TO INCLUSION ON THE BALLOT

Senate Joint Resolution 33 contains no
such provision. Authority in this regard
would remain with the States subject to
adherence to the standards of the equal
protection of laws clause of amendment
XIV—see Williams v. Rhodes, 393 U.S.
23, 1968. No possible congressional regu-
lation of the nominating process would
be authorized by Senate Joint Resolution
33.

CANDIDATES FOR PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESIDENT
AS A PAIR

This requirement is not included in
Senate Joint Resolution 33. It is a practi-

cal necessity in a direct, popular election
system with a runoff in order that the
same pairs of candidates who ran in the
general election be the candidates in a
runoff.

Under the existing system where the
House chooses the President in a con-
tingent election and the Senate chooses
the Vice President, the two officials thus
elected could be chosen from different
political parties.

The same result would be possible un-
der Senate Joint Resolution 33, but high-
ly improbable since the majority of
Members of the Senate and House com-
bined, voting in joint session, and voting
as party representatives, would undoubt-
edly select the presidential and vice presi-
dential candidates of their own party.

Of course, if the majority of the Sen-
ate and the House were of a party differ-
ent from that of the presidential and
vice presidential candidates who had re-
ceived the greatest number of electoral
votes absent 40 percent, the Congress
could choose as President and Vice Pres-
ident the candidates who had received
the second highest number of electoral
votes. The same result would be true as
regards a runoff election under the di-
rect, popular election system however.

About the only way to eircumvent such
a result would be to declare elected those
candidates for President and Vice Presi-
dent who had received a plurality of the
electoral votes—or of the popular vote
under the direct, popular election system.
Such a standard would have so many
disadvantages, however, that it is per-
haps feasible to adopt the method of con-
tingent election by the Congress with the
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awareness that the possibility exists that
the candidates who had received the sec-
ond highest number of electoral votes,
absent 40 percent, could be elected Presi-
dent and Vice President.

THE 40-PERCENT ELECTORAL VOTE BEQUIREMENT

This is a virtual necessity under the
proportional plan since the aggregate
electoral vote would more closely reflect
the popular vote than under the exist-
ing unit rule system. Reasons for a 40-
percent electoral vote standard are sub-
stantially the same as for a 40-percent
standard under the direct popular elec-
tion system. Arguments contrary to such
a requirement would also be substantially
the same as under the direct popular
election proposal.

It is essential if the proportional plan
is to work with a minimum of elections
thrown into the Congress.

DEATH OF THE WINNING PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE

Senate Joint Resolution 33 contains
no provision in this regard where a win-
ning presidential candidate with 40 or
more percent of the electoral votes dies
before the popular votes are counted and
the appropriate apportionment is made
by the Congress in January.

The situation would seem to be some-
what the same as that commented upon
in a House committee report on the reso-
lution which became the 20th amend-
ment.

An analysis of the functions of Congress
indicates that no discretion is glven and
that Congress must declare the actual vote
(where the President-elect dles between the
voting by the electors and the counting of
the electoral votes by Congress). The votes
at the time they were cast were valid. . . .
Consequently, Congress would declare that
the deceased candidate had recelved a ma-
jority of the (electoral) votes. (H. Rept.
345, T2nd Congress, 1st Sess,, p. 5 (1932).)

Then, pursuant to section 3 of amend-
ment XX, the Vice-President-elect shall
be sworn in as President.

Senate Joint Resolution 33 contains
no provision declaring what would hap-
pen should the winning presidential can-
didate die between election day in
November and the counting of the
popular vote and the apportioning of the
electoral vote by Congress in January.
Since the winning candidate would
technically be the President-elect even
before Congress counted and apportioned
the vote—assuming the latter function to
be primarily a ministerial duty—the vote
for him would be counted even though
he was deceased, and the Vice-President-
elect would be sworn in as President on
Inauguration Day—amendment XX,
section 3.

DEATH OR WITHDRAWAL OF ANY CANDIDATE FOR
PRESIDENT OR VICE PRESIDENT

Senate Joint Resolution 33 makes no
provision for this contingency, and so the
matter would be handled as it is now with
the national committees being empow-
ered by the conventions to name a sub-
stitute candidate up until the day before
election day.

DEATH OF BOTH THE PRESIDENT-ELECT AND THE
VICE-PRESIDENT-ELECT

Senate Joint Resolution 33 makes no
provision for this contingency. Section 3
of amendment XX, which declares that
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Congress may by law provide for the case
wherein neither a President-elect nor a
Vice-President-elect shall have qualified,
would be applicable, and under title 3,
United States Code, section 19, the
Speaker of the House would resign from
the House and be sworn in as Acting
President.
PROVISION FOR RESOLUTION OF A TIE

Since it is possible under Senate Joint
Resolution 33 for two candidates to be
tied in electoral votes at 40 percent or
42 percent each, section 4 thereof pro-
vides for the contingent election of the
President from the two such candidates
by the Congress in joint session.

If three candidates are tied at 33 per-
cent of the electoral vote each, for in-
stance, the contingent election would
still go to the Congress assembled in
joint session pursuant to section 4 of
Senate Joint Resolution 33.

SIMPLICITY AND COMPREHENSION

The proportional plan would have the
same defects in this respect as the pres-
ent system, that is, the necessity to
understand the electoral vote system. An
added confusing element could well be
the apportionment of the vote of a State
among the candidates in the ratio of the
popular vote they had received therein
with the figures carried to the nearest
thousandth. While such figuring by Con-
gress should be completed, with modern
equipment, in a relatively short time, it
is possible that the apportioning could
carry over to the following day. In such
circumstances lack of voter understand-
ing could exist and popular anxiety
arise.

The 40-percent requirement could be
another confusing element.

It is not really possible to say how
understandable the proportional system
would be except that it would not be as
&omprehensible as direct, popular elec-

on.
EFFECT ON FEDERALISM

The proportional system should have
an effect upon the maintenance of fed-
eralism that is less than the existing sys-
tem but greater than direct, popular elec-
tion. The States would remain as elec-
toral units and would retain authority
over voter qualifications. Congress would
be granted increased power over the reg-
ulation of presidential elections.

The subtle balance of the existing sys-
tem would be altered, however. Urban
minorities in large, swing States would
lose the significant role they play in the
election of the President, and the execu-
tive branch might not be as responsive to
their needs as under the present system.

Smaller States that are politically ho-
mogeneous would have larger roles in the
election of the President, however, and
this consequence might be to the advan-
tage of federalism where such States
tend to be somewhat conservative.

Mr. President, a choice, if necessary, by
the House and the Senate would be less
cumbersome, less time-consuming and
less expensive than a run off election.

Unlike any of the other proposed al-
ternatives, a proportional vote amend-
ment would best reflect the popular
strength of the candidates and still
maintain our federal system. The pro-
portional automatic system comes clos-
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est to electing a President by popular
vote while at the same time preserving
each State’s relative electoral strength.

In place of the present method which
diminishes the people’s voice in the
most important decision the U.S. cit-
izens can make, a proportional plan
would eleminate arbitrariness and en-
hance the role of the individual and the
State in electing the President.

In conclusion, I believe that the pro-
portional plan for distribution of elec-
toral votes down to one one-thousandth
of a vote meets the aims of the propo-
nents of the direct popular election sys-
tem while at the same time preserving the
constitutional balance of the States by
retention of the electoral votes.

DICKEY-LINCOLN AND THE ELEC-
TRIC POWER SHORTAGE

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, today
marks the third day in a row of a seri-
ous electric power crisis. This power
shortage threatens the health and safety
of millions of citizens.

This crisis is the result of an inade-
quate national policy and an obstinate
industry which for many years refused
to acknowledge the imminent crisis and
which still refuses to take adequate steps
to protect the public.

Two days ago, while the lights in the
Chamber were dimmed, the House of
Representatives refused to appropriate
additional planning funds for a viable
and necessary public power project.

When the authorization for the Dick-
ey-Lincoln School hydroelectric facility
was passed in 1965, consumer rates for
electricity in New England were the high-
est in the Nation because New England
had no “yardstick.” This situation has
not changed.

At that time, New England and the
east coast faced a shortage of fuel and
electricity. This situation has not
changed.

And at that time, it was clear to many
people that the shortages of electric pow-
er in the East were becoming so serious
that a crisis was imminent. Since then,
we have had a major blackout and a
growing crisis of unreliable and inade-
quate electric power.

Blind opposition to this project threat-
ens the health and welfare of all the
people in the Eastern United States. It
is the kind of attitude which weakens
faith and confidence in both public and
private institutions.

As we run out the string on available
sources of pollution-free electric power,
the pressure to continue with the con-
struction of the Dickey Dam will in-
crease. The sooner the House and the
private utilities recognize this fact, the
sooner the public will be protected.

ARAB HIJACKERS

Mr, GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the
American people have been aroused over
the crimes perpetrated by the Arab guer-
rillas against innocent people more than
anything in my memory. In seeking an
answer, we harken back to the days of
piracy on the Barbary Coast and how
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the United States handled that situa-
tion, but it can be argued that times
have changed and that other nations
might not stand by for the type of re-
prisal most Americans feel should be
brought to bear. Frankly, I have yet to
see a sensible, workable plan to this
end, let alone reprisal, so an editorial
written by a former colleague and leader
of ours, William Knowland, published in
the Oakland Tribune, brings a ray of
light to the prevention of these out-
bursts. I ask unanimous consent that
the editorial be printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:

[From the Oakland (Calif.) Tribune, Sept. 9,
1970]

AN ULTIMATUM TO THE ARABS

The outrageous crimes against civilized
soclety being committed by wvicious air pi-
rates must come to an end.

Arab terrorists this past weekend once
agailn vented their ugly hatreds and cow-
ardly brand of warfare upon innocent men,
women and children of several nations.

It is obviously no difficult task for armed
men and women to commandeer one of to-
day's passenger-laden jet airliners in mid-
flight. No amount of special passenger pre-
cautions can ever be devised to successfully
detect and thwart every resourceful and
consclenceless air criminal.

The only certaln deterrent to alr piracy
is the absolute knowledge that no matter
where the hijacked plane eventually lands on
the face of our earth, certain, swift and the
harshest of punishment awaits the hijacker.

There can be no bargaining for amnesty—
no matter what the stakes—and no safe
haven in any land, no matter whose politics
are involved.

The success, thus far, of the Arab terrorists
in three hijackings this past weekend is
directly attributable to the fact that no such
certain punishment awaited them upon their
return to Egypt and Jordan.

For this, the blame rests sgquarely upon
those Arab leaders who, In the past, have
shown either an inability or unwillingness
to capture and punish guerrilla hijackers.
Such hijackers too often found their actions
not only tolerated but even encouraged.
Many now walk the streets as heroes in their
homelands.

This is no time for further handwringing
and indecisive “searching for solutions” on
the part of our own government and other
responsible governments of the world. There
is only one solution: to force the Arab na-
tions henceforth to treat their hijacker ter-
rorists as the viclous eriminals that they are.

To accomplish this, we propose that:

1. All international air traffic to Arab
nations iImmediately be suspended.

2. All nations and all airlines henceforth
refuse alr travel to any passenger bearing a
passport from an Arab nation implicated in
air hijacking or in giving refuge to the air
pirates.

The impact of any such air travel boycott
would, of course, be tremendous, It should
bring tremendous internal pressure to bear
upon the leaders of the Arab countries. Arab
citizens would most certainly insist that
prompt actlon be taken to restore their
access to the world's alrways.

Bervice could be resumed to any one of the
nations involved as soon as firm assurances
were received that all hijackers would face
certain capture and imprisonment and that
full restitution would be made for any in-
jury or death to a passenger or crew member
and for any economic loss to airline carriers.

Until such individual commitments were
made, the Arab world would rightfully suffer
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the isolation from modern air travel that the
actions of Its guerrillas and inaction of its
leaders had earned for it.

The present conduct and ultimatums of
the Arab hijackers are nothing short of bar-
baric. They must no longer be tolerated by
the responsible nations of the world.

INFLATION GRINDING DOWN

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, yester-
day’s report from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics that the Consumer Price In-
dex has registered its smallest increase
since December 1968, is indeed very en-
couraging news. This report, along with
other indicators, suggests that the infla-
tion which has plagued this economy for
the past several years is grinding down.
It is still not possible to say that the in-
flation has definitely and finally been
stopped. However, accumulating volumes
of evidence suggest that the policies of
the Nixon administration are proving to
be effective. This is good news for the
American consumer and for the economy
in general,

This latest report of the decline in the
cost of living increase follows the an-
nouncement 2 days ago that the major
banks were lowering their prime inter-
est rate. There are also increasingly fa-
vorable reports about the rate of business
activity.

Thus we are beginning to see the possi-
bility of the inflation being controlled
and the economy beginning to move for-
ward at full steam. The Nixon adminis-
tration had made the attainment of full
prosperity without inflation one of its
principal goals. This goal has not yet
been fully realized, but we are well on
the way to achieving it and this is in-
deed an historic accomplishment.

INCREASED WHITE HOUSE
EXPENDITURES

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last week
the junior Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
InouvE) protested what he said are in-
cé-zased White House expenditures for
staff.

The Sunday previous, the Washing-
ton Post published a letter from Caspar
W. Weinberger, Deputy Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, point-
ing out that the White House cut back
by $650,000 on its fiscal year 1971 budget
and by 28 in personnel.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Weinberger’s letter be printed in the
ReEecorp at this point.

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

WHITE HOUSE oN STAFF EXPENSES

An article appearing in your paper recently
left the impression that the White House was
doubling its staff in flscal year 1971. Such
an impression would be not only unfortu-
nate, but quite incorrect.

The appropriation requested for the White
House Office for fiscal year 1971 is in fact a
decrease from the actualities of fiscal year
1970 both in personnel and in funds. For fis-
cal year 1970 the appropriation for the White
House Office was $£3,940,000, with another $2,-
500,000 appropriated for special projects. In
addition, personnel detalled to the White
House Office from the departments and agen-
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cles under authority of law resulted in baslc
compensation costs to those departments and
agencles at the rate of $2,820,000. Thus, the
1870 level of operation was in excess of $0,-
200,000, involving 576 employees.

The President, when preparing the 19871
fiscal year budget, decided to discontinue
the use of the special projects fund and per-
sonnel details from other agencles to aug-
ment funds available for the regular White
House Office staff. He has thereby adopted
& policy of bringing all regular employees of
the White House directly onto the White
House payrolls. This seemed to the Presldent
& more honest way of presenting the full
cost of the White House operation.

Therefore, the budget request for fiscal
year 1971 is for 548 employees, and funds in
the amout of $8,550,000 for the White House
Office. This is a substantial decrease of more
than $650,000 in funds, and 28 in personnel—
a lesson that should certainly not be lost on
those who have attacked the President with-
out benefit of the facts.

CasPAR W. WEINBERGER,
Deputy Director, Office of
Management and Budget.
WASHINGTON,

Mr. DOLE, Mr. President, I believe
that President Nixon is doing a remark-
able job in holding the line on his White
House budget and staff, especially when
one considers that he has been faced with
a Democrat-built inflation and an ever-
burgeoning bureaucracy that calls for
more and more attention from the White
House,

I believe those who complain about
White House costs should look at what
has happened to their own costs in the
last 2 years and maybe the increase in
salary they gave themselves just last
year.

I believe that we who served in Con-
gress when the custom at the White
House was to hide the White House staff
on departmental payrolls should praise
the President for his honesty and open-
ness. It is a refreshing change that I am
sure the junior Senator from Hawaii will
appreciate.

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION:
WHAT DOES IT MAINTAIN?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I have
been speaking before the Senate for al-
most 4 years urging our ratification of
the Genocide Convention. It is pertinent
to review the major features of this hu-
man rights convention.

Genocide has been defined as any act
designed to destroy a national, ethnie,
racial, or religious group. Member na-
tions, who are parties to the convention,
agree to punish any person committing
an act of genocide, committing an act
inciting genocide, or engaging in com-
plicity in genocide.

The convention also makes provision
for the punishment of any person, be
he public official or private citizen, who
commits an act of genocide. I would like
to point out that the convention intends
for each member country to bring to trial
individuals who have committed acts of
genocide within their territory. The con-
vention does not establish a world court,
as some have maintained. It does allow,
however, for an international penal tri-
bunal whose jurisdiction has been ac-
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cepted by the involved parties to try
those charged with genocide. It is im-
portant to emphasize again that the con-
vention does not establish any world
court, nor does it supersede the au-
thorized courts of any nation.

Article VII states that genocide will
not be considered a political crime and
extradition should be granted in accord-
ance with the laws and treaties of the
country. If there is a question or dispute
between any two countries, article IX
allows for the dispute to be settled in the
International Court of Justice.

From this brief survey of the basic
points of the Genocide Convention, it is
clear to me that it would be in the best
interest of the United States for us to
ratify this human rights document. We
must go on record as completely op-
posed to this monstrous crime.

DEATH OF VIRGINIA BLUE, STATE
TREASURER OF COLORADO

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish fto
express on behalf of Mrs. Allott and my-
self and for all citizens of the State of
Colorado our deep sorrow over the loss of
Mrs. Virginia Blue, our beloved State
treasurer, who died on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 16.

Virginia Blue was an uncommon wom-
an. In this age when we increasingly
hear about women's rights, she, decades
ago, began practicing women’s respon-
sibilities in a most exemplary and out-
standing fashion. Her contributions
served Colorado as well as the Nation.

She was the first chairman of the
Status of Women, an organization dedi-
cated to the equality of womanhood in
our system.

She was at one time president of the
American Association of University
Women and later served on the National
Committee for the American Association
of University Women.

A prominent realtor in Colorado for
many years and a partner in Blue and
Blue Realty, she was a member of the
National Association of Real Estate
Boards and in 1962 became the first and
only woman ever elected Denver Real-
tor of the Year.

She was one of only five women ever
elected to the board of regents of the
University of Colorado.

In her capacity as State treasurer, she
also served as chairman of the Associa-
tion of Western State Treasurers.

Her many accomplishments are noted
in Whe's Who in Colorado, Who'’s Who
in the West, Who’s Who in American
Women, and Who’s Who in Education.

She was a recipient of the Norlin
Award of the University of Colorado for
outstanding alumni.

Her prominent efforts included being
selected the first woman to serve on the
revenue and estimation committee of the
State of Colorado, the first woman mem-
ber of the University of Colorado Alumni
Association, and 4 years ago, when she
was elected State treasurer, she became
the first woman ever elected to an execu-
tive office in the State of Colorado.

Her awards and achievements could
fill many pages. However, Virginia Blue,
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despite all of her many prominent ven-
tures, was down to earth and always di-
rect in her approach.

All Coloradans feel her loss deeply,
but most especially, we send our heart-
felt sympathy to her husband, Jim, and
her family who loved her so much.

An editorial published in the Rocky
Mountain News of September 18, paid
Virginia Blue a most fitting tribute, I ask
unanimous consent that the editorial be
printed in the REcorp.

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

[From the Rocky Mountain News,
Sept. 18, 1870]
VirGINIA BLUE

In the death Wednesday of State Treasurer
Virginia Neal Blue, Colorado loses a graclous
woman as well as a dedlcated state executive
who more than lived up to every campaign
promise she ever made.

Before she was cut down by an {llness
related to cancer at age 60, her career had
50 many facets it is difficult to see how one
person made so much of time.

She won many high national honors in
her lifetime—as a banker, as a University
of Colorado regent, as a longtime Denver
realtor, as Colorado’s treasurer these past
four years, first woman ever elected to such
a high state executive post.

Despite the acclaim, she never forgot the
little things of life that made her, as Gov.
Love put i, “a great person and a great
lady—we all will miss her very much.”

She proved out the observation that a
small town bank is one of the best tralning
grounds for life. She was the daughter of
the late Meeker banker, Joseph M, Neal, who
first came to Colorado from Missouri at 21
in 1896 to teach school 35 miles from Meeker,

At the turn of the century, he entered the
cattle business and from 1917 to 1934 he
operated the largest cattle ranch in the
Meeker area.

After she was graduated from the TUni-
versity of Colorado in 1931 with a degree in
finance, Mrs. Blue returned to Meeker and
A post in her father’s bank.

As state treasurer she made it a point to
visit scores of Colorado banks. She always
sald the real way to learn about a bank is
to walk inside and talk to its officlals. She
made it a point to know a lot about the in-
stitutions in which state money was lodged
as certificates of deposits.

Mrs. Blue had $190.7 million in state funds
invested in government securities and de-
posit certificates in 212 banks.

‘When she first campalgned as a Republican
for state treasurer, she sald the millions of
dollars in the state treasury should be put
to work more effectively to earn interest for
taxpayers between the time the revenues
flowed Iin and the time the state pald out the
money.

As deputy treasurers she brought in first
Mrs. Dorothy McRae and later Mrs. Jullia
E. Swearingen. And for the first time she
brought in a fulltime investment officer, Mrs,
Marguerite Larsen.

And the Interest really rolled in. For the
year ended June 30, it hit a whopping $11.2
million. The year before that it was an all-
time record £7.1 million. Before that it was
$65.1 million and before that $4.5 million.

The News observed recently Mrs., Blue
and her tidy money managers were better
at the task than the males who preceded
them.

She had exquisite taste. When flowers
came in, they didn’t just decorate the front
office but the whole office and the back
rooms.
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One night in mid-summer the Business and
Professional Women's Club presented Mrs,
Blue an award in Fort Collins and accom-
panied it with a huge wreath of red roses
bound together by wires.

Mrs. Blue was tired that night, but the
state treasurer spent more than an hour near
midnight in her motel room unbinding the
wires into which the roses were woven, and
packing the bright roses in wastebaskets
filled with ice—so they would be fresh when
carried back to the Statehouse.

Mrs. Blue seemed to live by this philoso~
phy: To heal old wounds and get people back
on the track—and this applied to bankera
and money dealers and everyone with whom
she dealt.

Colorado has gained much by the likes of
this lady.

PROSPECTIVE APPEARANCE OF VICE
PRESIDENT KY, OF SOUTH VIET-
NAM

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, like many
Senators, I have become increasingly
concerned about the prospective appear-
ance of Vice President Ky at a Victory-
in-Vietnam rally in the Nation’s Capital.

Already there has been too much divi-
siveness among the people of our country
over the war—most of it, I must in fair-
ness point out, by those who follow a
peace-at-any-price approach. Now that
there have been fair debate and decision
in Congress, with a strong majority sup-
porting our President in his efforts to
disengage from the war as soon as prac-
ticable, consistent with our commitments,
reinforced by national polls reflecting
comparable sentiment among our people,
it is important that efforts toward
unity—not disunity—should be made by
all factions.

The appearance and, no doubt, the ad-
dress by Vice President Ky at the rally
would have a divisive, rather than a
unifying, impact at this time. I express
the hope that Vice President Ky will
understand this and will act accordingly,
in the best interests of both the United
States and his own country, which the
United States has for so long and at such
great cost supported in the cause of
freedom.

A GREAT DAY FOR KANSAS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, many en-
couraging observations have been made
concerning President Nixon’s appearance
at Kansas State University, September
16.

Not the least of these is that the Pres-
ident’s visit provided the Nation an op-
portunity, via national television, to see
and hear the reactions of more than
15,000 students and faculty at Kansas
State University.

An accurate appraisal of this reaction
at Kansas State is provided by Thad
Sandstrom, vice president of WIBW-TV
in Topeka, Kans. His views were broad-
cast in an editorial on September 20.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Sandstrom’s remarks be printed in the
RECORD.

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

WIBW EDITORIAL

This was a great week for Kansas. On Wed-
nesday, President Richard M., Nixon flew to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Manhattan to speak at the Landon Lecture
Serles at Ahearn Fieldhouse at Eansas State
University. Perhaps no event in history has
reaped so much good publicity nor done so
much for the image of Kansas and its youth.
The President spoke on “Order in Our So-
ciety."

Wﬁ\en a couple of dozen creepy kids who
had no common courtesy for the office of the
President nor for the 15,600 who came to
listen to the President began shouting, it
was obvious they were really in the minority—
by a ratio of about 500 to 1—and about as
effective as a raindrop in the ocean. The re-
sponse of the E-State students was over-
whelming. With coverage on all three na-
tional television networks and a number of
independent stations, the radio networks,
and numerous big city daily newspapers
from coast to coast, it was indeed a bright
day in America and in Eansas—for clearly
the K-State students supported the concept
of working within the system to bring about
change.

What impressed us was the response around
the country. KSU President, Dr. James A,
McCain, recelved telegrams from all over
America applauding KE-State and its students.
In New York City the next day, I visited with
several people. Everyone brought up the
Nixon speech at E-State. They commented
on the “good-looking students,” the well-
behaved, respectful crowd, and the enthu-
siasm. Indeed, all three major New York TV
stations featured lengthy stories on the late
evening newscasts and one New York sta-
tion re-ran the entire speech Wednesday
night. The New York Times was most com=-
plimentary of E-State and termed it Nixzon's
finest performance.

S0 .. . it was a great day for Kansas and
especlally Eansas State for it showed again
that here In the heartland of America are
the really great people of our country—the
ones whose background and up-bringing give
them a really fine understanding of what life
in Ameriea is all about.

To the Kansas Congressional delegation—
especially Senator Bob Dole—a vote of thanks
for urging the President to come to EKansas
State.

To Kansas Governor Robert Docking—a
salute for the non-partisan way in which
he welcomed the Presldent to Eansas,

To Alf Landon—thanks for giving E-State
the vehicle through which it has been pos-
sible to attract men of great distinction to
Eansas State.

But a special vote of thanks goes to K-
State's President, Dr. James A. McCaln. It
was Dr. McCalin who envisioned the Landon
Lecture SBeries. His idea of having Governor
Landon invite men of both parties to come
to K-State has given Eansas State a real
place in history.

Indeed . . . the Landon Lecture Serles has
made a great university even greater and on
Wednesday showed America on national tele-
vision that in Eansas . . . the people make
the difference.

SERIOUS CONDITION OF AMERICAN
RAILROADS

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the recent
collapse of the Penn Central Railroad
and the difficulties facing other lines
have brought into dramatic focus the
very serious condition of a vital means of
transportation.

In the spate of newspaper commentary
on the Penn Central debacle, one of the
most articulate analyses was written by
Tom Shedd, the editor of Modern Rail-
roads. Mr. Shedd points out the very
serious problems created for the Penn

Central by management conflicts and by
haphazard diversification. He goes on to
comment on the broader problems facing
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the entire industry and makes this wise
comment:

The time is long past when the railroads
could consider themselves as a strictly pri-
vate enterprise like a department store or a
widgit-maker. Yet to completely national-
ize the U.S. rallroads, as has been done in
other countries of the world, would be fan-
tastically expensive,

He urges the industry to demonstrate
that it is trying to solve its own prob-
lems before seeking Federal help. In the
months ahead, I am certain that Con-
gress will have to grapple with the seri-
ous situation of the rail industry—a situ-
ation created in part by unwise govern-
mental policies.

Mr. Shedd's wise observations are most
helpful and I am sure they will be of in-
terest to Senators.

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

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

THE CHOICE: CONSTRUCTIVE AcTION Now—
ORf NATIONALIZATION
(By Tom Shedd)

The collapse of Penn Central is a shocking
event. It Is especially jolting in view of the
high hopes that were held for the Penn
Central merger two years ago.

And yet PC's petition to reorganize under
Section T7 of the Bankruptey Act can prove
to be a turning point in the history of rail
transportation in the U.S. Depending mainly
on the reactlon in Washington, but also on
what the rest of the industry does, this event
will either open the way toward restoration
of the railroads as healthy industry—or it
will solidify and make irreversible the pres-
ent trend toward some sort of government
takeover.

(The first reactions in Washington were
not too encouraging. Rep. Wright Patman
(D. Tex.) seemed determined to find a scape-
goat—predictably the fat, rich, sinister bank
interests. The role of mankind in the conduct
of the rallroad business might well stand
some study; but it apparently never cocurs
to politiclans llke Rep. Patman that the
government’s own policies toward the rail-
roads are a fundamental—and possibly the
single most important—cause of the dis-
aster.)

Exercising 20-20 hindsight, it i1s not too
difficult to find some reasons for what hap-
pened at Penn Central.

To begin with, the former Pennsylvania
and New York Central rallroads were the
wrong merger partners. As many observers
contended at the time, a better balanced
combination would have been produced with
NYC-C&O-B&O in one company, and PRR~
N&W in the other. Instead, we now have Penn
Central and the proposed N&W-C&0O merger.
The latter will doubtless be long delayed, if
not killed altogether as a result of PC's
troubles.

MERGER PRICE TOO HIGH

Moreover, it now seems clear that Penn
Central accepted too many onerous condi-
tions In order to get its merger through. It
signed a highly restrictive labor agreement;
it also agreed to take on the operating losses
of the New Haven rallroad. As was evident
to some rallroaders even at the time, these
handicaps were too much to pay for the
merger.

Penn Central was also caught in the gen-
eral economie squeeze—the “liquidity crisis™
that is affecting many businesses and indi-
viduals today. One cause of this liquidity
crisis has certainly been the 25 years of
basically “boom psychology” and inflation
that have triggered a rapid rise in debt of
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all kinds, We are now reaping the inevitable
result of this kind of psychology; if we are
not very careful the present “crisis of con-
fidence” could easily lead to a depression
like that of 1929.

Beyond these quite evident reasons for
PC's downfall lie other factors that are per-
haps less obvious. The internal conflicts be-
tween the former NYC and former PRR of-
ficers—*the green team and the red team'"—
have been widely noted. Both companies had
many very competent managers; but the PRR
clearly dominated the top managerial posi-
tions in the early days of the merger, and
far too many of the young, aggressive team
that NYC had built up became discouraged
and left. (Interestingly, ex~-NYC-ers are now
playing a much more prominent role.) As
one veteran observer told us, “No corporation
is strong encugh to stand a civil war in the
executive sulte.”

Then there is this question: did Penn Cen-
tral’s diversification into other types of busi-
nesses help or hurt the railroad operation?
True, in recent months especially, the non-
rallroad enterprises of Penn Central did pour
many millions of dollars into keeping the
rallroad in operation.

On the other hand, at the very least, the
emphasis on non-railroad affairs must surely
have diverted top management time and at-
tention from the urgent problems of the
railroad, which after all is the principal busi-
ness of the company. And, going back to the
beginning, didn't the resources that enabled
PC to diversify into other businesses—the
N&W stock, the money received from the sale
of the Long Island, for example—really de-
rive from railroading? And wouldn’t it have
been wiser to Invest such funds in badly
needed modernization of the rallroad plant
and equipment?

We think it would have; but the money
managers can point to the low rate of return
earned by even the most prosperous of the
major railroads as a reason for not putting
more money into railroading. Here we come
up against the real culprit—government pol-
icles toward railroads that neglect their needs
but heavily favor and subsidize the other
modes; while taking a baslcally punitive ap-
proach in regulating the railroads.

We believe the mad rush to diversify out
of rallroading is bad, both for the rallroads
and for the nation, but we cannot really
fault the industry's managers for doing so
when the govrnment has made it impossible
for even the best-run railroads to earn
profits comparable to those of other indus-
tries.

When all is said and done, most of the
problems that combined to force PC to its
knees are present on all the rallroads—even
those that still show some black ink in their
financial statements, With the biggest rall-
road in the country already in reorganiza-
tion, and & number of others either in or
close to the same state, surely Congress and
the Administration will now recognize the
seriousness of the railroad crisis and get
behind moves to correct the conditions that
caused it.

The time is long past when the railroads
could consider themselves as a strictly pri-
vate enterprise like a department store or a
widgit-maker, Yet to completely nationalize
the U.S. railroads, as has been done in the
other countries of the world, would be fan-
tastically expensive.

The answer, it seems to us, is more federal
participation short of nationalization, The
AAR's ASTRO report, released just at press-
time, suggests the lines such participation
might take. But before the railroads can
expect any real help from Congress, we be-
lieve they’ll have to demonstrate that they
are also working constructively as an indus-
iry to help solve their own problems.

At any rate, Penn Central’s downfall has
demonstrated that the rallroads can no
longer go it alone. If the entire industry will
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really get behind a politically realistic pro-
gram, maybe the politiclan can also be
convinced that now is the time for con-
structive action. We hope so; because other-
wise the nation will get nationalization,
whether it wants it or not,

Pending reorganization (and that may take
many years) Penn Central will be kept run-
ning. And if PC's disaster finally leads to a
united railroad industry and triggers the
overhaul of the federal government's policies
toward that industry it may yet prove to be
the key to the railroads’ bright future!

ENVIRONMENTAL CRISES

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 22 Dr. Ralph E. Lapp delivered
an address on “Environmental Crises”
at Iowa State University. The crucial
question that Dr. Lapp raises is: How
can our Nation preserve both the en-
vironment and the economy?

In an effort to protect the environ-
ment from polluted air, stiffer restric-
tions will have to be placed on fossil
fuels. Yet at the present state of tech-
nology these standards might not be met
and the amount of necessary power could
not be produced. This would result in
people living in cold houses in the win-
ter and hot houses in the summer—a
fact the east coast is experiencing today.

The per capita consumption of electric
energy has risen by a factor of 125 since
1900. At present rate of increase the
United States will be generating 10 bil-
lion kilowatt-hours of electric power by
the year 2000, The guestion then arises
as to what mix of fossil and nuclear
fuels will be needed to insure the de-
mands of society are met while at the
same time the quality of the environ-
ment is protected.

Therefore, we must begin to search
out ways to make the best use of our
natural resources—ways that will pro-
tect our fragile environment and supply
the energy to run the country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Dr. Lapp’s excellent and timely
speech be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ENVIRONMENTAL CRISES

Although you have invited me to speak on
the “environmental crisis” I have pluralized
the title. Unfortunately, we are not permitted
the luxury of a single crisis because man's
interaction with his environment involves a
series of multiple collisions.

One reason why we have been slow to rec-
ognize the true nature of the ecological upset
wrought by our civilization is that the col-
lisions were highly muffled or remote. Occa-
sionally we were jolted by news of eco-fatali-
ties as for example, 23 years ago when a
blanket of polsonous air snuffed out the lives
of twenty people at Donora, Pennsylvania.
But when these warning blips faded on the
screen, soclety went to sleep—the crisis was
soon forgotten.

Meanwhile ecological insults multiplied
and Intensified. Man's solid and liquid wastes
were dumped in ever-increasing guantities
into the alr, the waterways and onto the soil.
Lakes sickened and poisoned marine life and
even winged creatures fell victim to the
chemical agents that drained Into the water.
Certain forms of man’s chemical warfare
were outlawed when birds stopped flying.
But in Southeast Asla environmental warfare
has been waged with a vengeance, using
chemical agents of unparalleled toxicity.
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Last month Senator Gaylord Nelson led an
attempt to outlaw the “environmental war-
fare” in Vietnam i.e. the use of herbicides
and anti-plant chemicals to defoliate forests
and kill food crops. U.S. Armed Forces have
sprayed more than 100 million pounds of
chemical agents on over 5 million acres of
Vietnam. These include ORANGE, a liquid
solution of 2,4,5-T and 24-D now banned;
BLUE an anti-crop dessicant arsenic com-
pound and WHITE, a mixture of 2,4-D and
picloram. Senator Nelson's amendment to
ban herbicides and anti-plant agents failed
to pass but the Senate debate on the subject
served to illuminate the issue. It's clear that
no substantial body of scilentific evidence
exists on which to appraise the long-term
impact of such chemical assault on the
environment.

The toxicity of modern chemical agents is
illustrated by a recent tragedy in Carolina’s
tobacco country. When I was vacationing
near there last month I learned that a 7-year-
old boy, the son of a tobacco farmer, died as
a result of helping his father spray tobacco
plants with Big Bad John—a U.S. Dept. of
Agriculture-approved Iinsecticide. An en-
vironmental crisis may seize a single family
in its lethal grip or it may spread itself over
a whole nation and persist for many years.

U.S. metropolitan areas are beginning to
resemble chemical retorts in which noxious
fumes accumulate. In general three classes
of pollutants affilet U.S. cities:—the obvi-
ous particulates that fall out as soot, ash
and grit; the hydrocarbons most of which
are emitted by fossil-fuel burning cars and
trucks; and the chemical oxides, namely of
sulfur, carbon and nitrogen. About 65 mil-
lon tons of these pollutants are emitted per
year in 27 metropolitan areas embracing a
total of 140,000 square miles. That averages
about 460 tons per square mile or 1450 pounds
per acre.

Gross statisties about total emissions are
not too meaningful in assessing the pollu-
tion hazard; we need to deal with specific
concentrations of the hazards within the
metropolitan area and with the persistence
in time of these pollutants. Metropolitan
areas may be thought of as immense pill
boxes which form gas chambers whose top
is normally open. When sufficient air sweeps
into the volume the ventilation serves to
remove most of the noxious gases and alr-
borne pollutants. But given an atmospheric
statls, so to speak, nature slams a lid on the
box and the concentration of offensive gases
builds up. In effect, the air above the densely-
populated region becomes a closed system-—
a huge gas chamber.

The natural geography of the Los Angeles
area forms a basin into which vehicular
emissions rise and are trapped. Low-lying
temperature inversion layers serve to close
off the Los Angeles chemical retort and the
California sunshine produces photochemicals
which are irritating and injurious to human
and organic tissue. The resulting smog can
be sighted from the air as a massive brown-
ish incursion stretching from the ocean to
the barrier mountains. The California expe-
rience with smog was viewed as one pecullar
to that region, but today the major Amer-
ican cities all are subject to the peril of
atmospheric pollution.

Man's lust for energy must be reckoned as
the primary cause of air pollution. That—
and his concentration of population In a very
small fraction of the U.S. land area. Popu-
lation alone is not the big factor in air
pollution; after all, the U.S. population has
only tripled since the turn of the century.
But the shift from the farm to the city and
the advent and mass production of motor
cars have compressed the American popula-
tion so that 76 million people—the total U.S.
population in 19800—are crowded into 0.3 of
1 percent of the U.S. land area.

This urban squeeze, by itself, would not
have created serious air pollution hazards if
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men had been content with a 1900 life style.
To illustrate the dramatic changes in Amer-
fcan life style I have prepared a series of
charts whose base line stretches from 1900
to the year 2000. SBuch a centurywide time
sweep allows us to project our way of life
ahead for 3 more decades—assuming, of
course, & constancy of change. I shall read off
a few 1000 and 1970 comparative values:

ANNUAL VALUES PER CAPITA

1900 1970 Factor

Electric l!l'll!fu{I (kw.-hr ). 60 7,500.0
Prime mover horse-

power.
Natural gas (cubic feet).
Petroleum (barrels).
Motor vehicles

t9
3,300
5

All of these items involve energy conversion
and this is primarily, at least up to now, a
matter of burning a fossil fuel. Hydropower
is very limited in its potential and nuclear
power is just beginning to make its mark
in providing electric power.

The effluents from automotive exhaust
pipes and from the smoke stacks of power
plants constitute the pollution hazards that
have overpowered the self-cleansing ability
of the atmosphere above U.S. cities. The
hazard arises from the inevitable combustion
products formed when fossll fuels are burned
and from the impurities, such as sulfur, pres-
ent in coal and oil. A free-wheeling American
economy has permitted motor car manufac-
turers to market automobiles, which until
very recently, had no restrictions on their ex-
haust emissions, Steam-electric generators
were allowed to burn high-sulfur coal. As &
consequence, city-dwellers conducted a form
of gas warfare against themselves.

The control of the motor car and of the
fuel-burning plant became a necessity in the
late sixties. This was not only because of the
present danger but because any realistic pro-
jection of the nation's future needs makes
graphic the magnitude of the pollution con-
trol problem in the coming decades. The U.S.
power economy 15 increasingly shifting to
electrification and by the year 2000 we will
probably see a total of 10 trillion kilowatt-
hours of electric power generated. Engineers
have nudged the limits of efficlency in burn-
ing fossil fuel and these 1imits have to be ap-
proached with caution in the nuclear power
industry. Therefore, we can predict with
some confidence the amount of heat that will
be required in the year 2000 to supply the
U.S. electric power needs,

The generation of 10 trillion kw-hrs of
electricity will require the release of almost
10" British thermal units (Btu) of heat
energy. If all this energy came from petro-
leum, it would mean an annual consumption
of 15 billlon barrels. To this one would have
to add the petroleum consumed as gasoline
or as non-fuel products. One immediately
senses that we are not dealing so0 much with
a pollution problem as we are with a sheer
natural resource situation. Where In the
world will we get such a flow of ofl?

Admittedly, we will not depend on oil for
all our electric energy. Nuclear power should
supply half the nation's kilowatt needs by
the end of the century, but allowing for
hydropower, this will still leave some 45
percent to be generated by combustion of
fossll fuels—oil, natural gas and coal. Our
natural gas is an ideal fuel, both from a
transmission and a pollution standpoint but
it is golng to be in short supply and will
probably not be available for central station
power In quantities comparable to oll on a
Btu basis. Coal reserves are immense but low
sulfur bituminous beds are not generally
favorable for exploitation in eastern U.S.A.
This probably means that fuel oil will have
to be used for electric power generation and,
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inevitably, this will have to come from a
tanker supply route.

The trend of central station power plants
to opt for larger and larger power outputs,
especlally in the case of uranium-burning
plants, means that by the year 2000 the
most modern plants will all be several thou-
sand megawatts in power rating. This will
mean a localized thermal pollution problem
i.e. overheating waterways and intruding
upon the ecological status quo of larger bod-
fes of water. Higher capacity power plants
make for greater efficiency but this advan-
tage is not an unalloyed blessing. Nuclear
power is beset with its own species of prob-
lems, including the unique radiation hazard
which, in my opinion, makes it mandatory
that uranium-burning plants be located at
sites remote from dense concentrations of
population. Wise site selection, careful con-
sideration of reactor design, establishment
of adequate radiation standards and pru-
dent regulation of power plant construction
and operation should make it possible for
nuclear power to provide the nation with
clean kilowatts,

Those who spurn the promise of nucleal
power must recognize that there are only
two alternatives. One, obviously, is to fall
back on the conventional fossil fuels, leav-
ing us to solve the problems of pollution and
fuel supplies. The other 1s to “bend the
20th century over” l.e. to depart from the
70 year pattern of providing cheap and plen-
tiful electric power. This would be curtail-
ing the kilowatt and would ration electric
energy to present customers and deny it to
new ones. At the present time about a third
of the kilowatts supply residential power,
somewhat more than a fifth go to commerce
and the bulk turns the wheels of industry.
Consider the consequences of curtalling the
electric energy supply for industry. This
would not only crimp production and pro-
duce unemployment, it would bar produc-
tivity increases so essential to a rising Gross
National Product. Clamping down on the
residential kilowatts would also limit the
market for electric-energy appliances and
thus affect industry; it would also discour-
age home-building and set off a wave of un-
employment in the building trades. A com-
munity caught In a kilowatt squeeze
might have to forbid the sales of major
electric appliances like air conditioners and
clothes dryers.

Glven such restrictive measures, a black
market in air conditioners and other devices
would spring up. After all, there would be
& real discomfort felt by a person lacking an
alr conditioner; especlally when his next
door neighbor had one. Imagine the plight
of apartment dwellers in Manhattan who
would be forced to dry their laundry the old-
fashioned way—by hanging it on a line. Man-
hattan would be festooned with a gala bunt-
ing.

The fact is that our way of life and our
economy is hooked on the kilowatt. We are
affluent as & nation because we have enjoyed
a generous energy endowment. It is un-
realistic to project a leveling off or a decline
in the production of electric energy. On the
other hand our energy exuberance need not
escalate to unnecesasry incandescence, The
finiteness of our fossil fuel resources makes
it essential that the United States practice
conservation of its premium fuels, oil and
natural gas.

Research and development in the fossil
fuel sector, especially in coal, has been a
pitifully weak-kneed national effort. High
priority should be assigned to the gas conver-
slon of solid coal so that our supply of nat-
ural gas can be supplemented, Unless the
motor industry manages to curb the poliu-
tion of gasoline engines, it may be necessary
to turn to a new fuel, It must be understood
that motor vehicles account for six-tenths
of all air pollution. Specifically, they con-
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tribute more than 90 percent of the carbon
monoxide pollution, 63 percent of hydro-
carbons and 46 percent of nitrogen oxides.
The electric car, running on battery power,
is a clean solution to the motor vehicle
pollution problem, but it is far from being
an acceptable substitute for the internal
combustion engine. Purthermore, one must
remember that the electric power has to be
generated for battery power. If nuclear power
supplies this electricity then the electric car
is truly clean, but if fossil fuel plants gen-
erate the power, then all we have done is to
transfer the source of pollution from the
tallpipe to the smokestack. Of course, there
would be some gains, since carbon monoxide
levels in metropolitan streets would be dras-
tically lowered. But this would be at the ex-
pense of adding to the sulfur oxide emissions
from power plants. In the next thirty years
it is estimated that sulfur oxide emissions
will increase five-fold unless adequate con-
trols are imposed on fossil fuel power plants,

For almost two-thirds of this century in-
dustrialists and motorists have polluted the
clty and the highways with virtually no re-
straint. With the advent of air travel, begin-
ning in the late twentlies, man added a new
dimension to air pollution by injecting com-
bustion products into the lower atmosphere.
It is now proposed that the United States
should undertake development of the super=-
sonle transport (8ST) which would fiy at an
altitude of 65,000 feet. This SST venture
involves & third tier of pollution in a rarefied
atmosphere where the injection of combus-
tion products and moisture formation may
produce ecological effects which are not pres-
ently calculable. Aside from the questionable
economics of the SST which is keyed to a
passenger seat capltal cost of three times
that of the 747, and possibly much more, it
now appears that instead of a cost-benefit
analysis, the SST should be viewed In terms
of its detrimental eco-effect.

We have relatively little experience in the
matter of assessing the adverse effects of
technology. In the past we have proceeded
almost blindly, genufiecting to the dictates
of a technological imperative. In order for
a technologically-based project to be au-
thorized, it was sufficient that it be within
the realm of feasibility. If an A-bomb could
be made—it would be made. If made, it
would be used. If an H-bomb could be made,
it would be made. And it was. If one could
g0 to the moon, then we would go. And we
did. In connection with the H- or superbomb,
I would llke to go back and discuss some de-
talls of the weapons project which may have
escaped your notice.

In July of 1953, before the Atomic Energy
Commission had tested an operational H-
bomb, a group of military men and experts
gathered in Santa Monica, Callfornia with
officials of the RAND Corporation. The single
purpose of this conference of 49 people was
to assess the worldwide impact of testing a
superbomb whose power would be in excess
of 10 million tons of TNT equivalent f.e. 10
megatons. It was a highly secret meeting and
no word about It leaked out to the public—
or even to officials In other government
agencies. Yet this conference was essentially
for the purpose of evaluating a global health
hazard, namely, the entry into the biosphere
of highly toxic and long-lived radioactive
specles such as strontlum-90.

Some of the sclentists at the RAND-AEC
conference were distinguished physicists,
even Nobel prizewinners but only one biol-
ogist present was really compentent in the
field of radiation health protection. Consider
the complicated chain of events Intervening
between the splitting of an atom in the bomb
and the ultimate fate of these split atoms.
The radioactive species attach themselves in
various chemical forms to particles of micro-
scopic and macroscopic size. They are in-
jected at varlous altitudes and may fall out
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locally, troposperically or circle the earth In
the stratosphere. They may or may not there-
after drift to various latitudes. Their descent
to the far corners of the earth is highly un-
certain, varying with the season. Once de-
posited they become available to enter food-
chains of animals and humans. The passage
of varlous radioactive species through the
many links in the food-chains is complex
and was, In the summer of 1953, largely un=-
known. Yet in the face of all these uncer-
tainties, sclentlsts were called upon to come
up with their estimates of safe levels for test-
ing superbombs.

The veil of secrecy has not been fully
pulled aside for us to judge what really hap-
pened at the Santa Monlca conference, but
we do know that no scientist saw fit to pro-
test the Castle serles of nuclear tests which
began March 1, 1054. We have here an ex-
ample of the Atomic Energy Commission, a
single governmental agency, acting on its
own in assessing a global health hazard. We
are also witness to the obedience of some of
the nation's greatest scientists in bowing to
the will of the AEC.

On March 1, 1954 the AEC exploded its
Bravo bomb with a yleld of 15 megatons. The
globe-circling nuclear debris let loose in this
test 1s in all of us today—the reindeer-eating
Lapps bear a body burden of cesium-137
which is taken up in lichen on which the
deer feed—our teeth and bones contain
measurable amounts of strontium-90 which
follows the calecium route in food chains,
Those closer to the Bravo blast were caught
in local fallout and experienced loss of hailr,
skin lesions and other effects of radiation
injury. AEC experts were confldent that the
effects were transitory and that everyone
would be all right but they dld not reckon
with the delayed effects of radiation. Yet
within 12 years after exposure 80 percent of
the Marshallese children who were irradi-
ated while under 10 years of age developed
thyrold nodules.

In 1954 the experts did not know the eco-
logical consequences of the Bravo bomb test;
they did not even know enough to consult
fully with other experts who might have
helped out in analyzing the problem. Tech-
nology ruled the day with an assist from a
weapons-oriented Atomic Energy Commis-
slon.

Today it is fashionable to ralse alarm
about the harmful or potentially injurious
aspects of science and technology, In 1954 it
was much more hazardous for a sclentist to
dissent with the Establishment. Things have
even gotten to the point where AEC scien-
tists are quarreling with the AEC! The
Atomic Energy Commission doesn’'t exactly
welcome this internal dissent, but it is per-
plexed by the discord. I am sure that AEC
officials long to fire the critlcs, but they know
that this ejectlon technique would simply
fan the fire of controversy.

If we had had effective dissent in 1864 I
believe history might have been set on a dif-
ferent course. I personally regret that I was
50 slow on the draw that it was mot until
after the Bravo test that I started to study
fallout and began criticlzing the AEC. Had
we been able to open up the weapons test
issue in 1953 when the secret conference took
place at Santa Monica, then it is possible
we could have altered events, The Defense
Department and the AEC were hell-fire bent
on testing the superbomb and perhaps the
momentum was too much to overcome. But
if public discussion of the test and its eco-
logical effects had occurred, we might have
inhibited the testing of very high-yleld
bombs. Concelvably, we could have secured a
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty long before 1963 and
got started on BStrategic Arms Limitation
Talks (SALT) with the Soviets before we
flelded a thousand Minuteman ICBMs and
the Soviets followed suit.

A policy of official secrecy on nuclear weap-
ons has restricted public discussion of the
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most vital issues of the day. It has encour-
aged a headlong propagation of nuclear
weapons and weapons systems and only
tardily do we sense the folly of blind obedi-
ence to a technological imperative. Our one
thousand Minuteman missiles are not only a

asset—one costing us in excess of $20
billion—but we are now told we must throw
up ABM defenses to defend them and this
will cost another §8 billion. But, worse yet, 1t
takes us into a non-negotiable area of arms
control.

We can depend on the photographic acu-
ity of satellite cameras to Inspect for missiles
of ICBM quallty, but this orbital surveillance
Is more ambiguous when it comes to in-
specting missiles llke Sprint and Spartan. In
addition, we have pushed forward on MIRV
(multiple, independently targeted, reentry
vehicles) technology, again prostrating our-
selves before the altar of high technology.

Allow me to expand on this MIRV toplc.
It serves to illustrate the difficulty of dissent
in the area of complex technology. We have
just concluded Phase II of the SALT talks at
Vienna—discussions In which the Adminis-
tration maintained it was essential for the
Congress to approve the Safeguard ABM pro-
gram as a “bargaining chip” in the negotia-
tions. It was argued that it was necessary for
the United States to begin deployment of
ABMs: in four states to provide protection of
Minuteman bases against the threat of a
Soviet first strike with 55-9 misslles. Then
the Soviets might be Induced to stop making
more SS-8s. We could agree on a SALT treaty
setting a limit to 88-0s and to other missiles
as well—and we would dismantle the ABMs.
The senators who used the bargaining chip
argument did not spell out how a treaty
would effectively Ifreeze the BSoviet 5-99
threat. Merely putting a limit on the de-
ployment of 88-9 launchers would not freeze
the strategic threat. One would also have to
freeze the number of MIRVs on board each
88-9. No pro-ABM senator explained how
this would be done.

The fact is that the SS9 threat can not be
limited unless the U.S. and the Soviet Union
enter into a MIRV agreement. We know that
the Soviets have the capabillty of throwing
three 5 megaton RVs with their massive S5-9
launcher. They know that our Poseidon mis-
sile throws 10 RVs. To be sure these are a
hundred times less powerful, but it's the
maultiplicative technique that counts, What
is to prevent the Soviet weapons experts from
mounting six or seven 1 megaton warheads on
8 single S5-89? With the present level of 300
B8-9s, this would give the Soviets a throw
potential of 1,800 RVs. This would in effect
glve the Soviets a first strike capability
against 1,000 missile silos housing our Min-
uteman ICBMs. Providing, of course, that the
Soviets can drop these warheads close enough
to destroy the silos. This means rellability of
launch and RV accuracy. The MIRVing
mechanism that dispatches individual war-
heads on their trajectorles to specific alm
polnts must function properly. The accura-
cies required to achieve a 95 percent proba-
bility of knocking out a Minuteman silo cor-
respond to a circular error of probability
{CEP) of 280 yards for a 1 megaton warhead.
The Soviets can not hope to achieve such
accuracy without extensive testing—missile
firings and MIRV dispatches which we can
monitor with inspection apparatus located
far from the Soviet test sites. Therefore, if
the Soviets would agree to a MIRV test ban—
and to placing a limit on the S8-9 deploy-
ment—we could effectively ‘‘freeze” the So-
viet first-strike threat of the S8-9.

However, we must consider the Soviet view
of a SALT treaty. The Soviets know that the
United States has concluded the research
and development test phase of its strategic
MIRV program for equipping Minuteman
IIT and Poseldon with multiple warheads.
We have already deployed some Minuteman
III missiles in the North Dakota fields and
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Poseidon becomes operational on the James
Madison submarine next January, From the
Soviet viewpoint the MIRV situation is quite
asymmetric and a MIRV test ban would be a
one-sided affair. From their viewpoint a pro-
duction-deployment ban on MIRV Is re-
quired to forge an equitable SALT agree-
ment on missile limitation,

Now this asymmetric situation presents
the United States with a dilemma, Given
the backward condition of Soviet MIRV
technology, we can trust our national means
of inspecting for illicit MIRV tests by moni-
toring the Soviet Unilon, but the Soviets
would have to rely on on-site inspection to
make sure that MIRVs were not deployed
in Minuteman silos. It is futile to argue that
our Minuteman III warheads are much
lower power than the S8S-9s, being about 0.2
megatons each, and therefore requiring
greater accuracy to target SS9 sllos, Actually
the difference is less than 100 yards and the
Soviets would have to assume the worst,
namely, that we are deploylng a first strike
system. That is, unless they can inspect the
silos and verify that each Minuteman con-
tains only one warhead,

The U.S. sophistication in missile weap-
onry has placed us in an awkward negoti=-
ating position. Will we accept what amounts
to a unilateral on-site Inspection system?
Would we allow Soviet Inspectors to roam
about Montana, North and South Dakota,
Wyoming and Missouri? Would these visitors
be permitted to peer inside our silos and
inspect the missile shrouds? I find it dificult
to believe that the present Administration
would agree to any such proposal. It would,
indeed, insist on on-site inspection of Soviet
silos. Our experience in negotiating the Nu-
clear Test Ban Treaty gives little hope that
the Soviets will agree to having U.S. teams
check their missile silos. Presumably the
U.S. Senate would insist on a mutual on-site
mx;csectlon system, thus creating a stale-
mate.

I cite this MIRV missile dilemma to illus-
trate the complexity of an issue of high tech-
nical content which is resolved by introduc-
ing it into a political decision-making proc=
ess, S0 far as the Safeguard ABM decision
was concerned, purely technical considera-
tion should have made the decision an easy
one—specifically, the Senate should have re-
fused to authorize deployment funds for it.
But only a handful of senators fully compre=
hend the technology involved; the polnt here
is that a democratic decision on a technical
problem is confronted with the difficulty of
requiring politicians to vote on it before the
public has had a chance to understand it. In
the ABM debate it was noteworthy that scl-
entists who opposed Safeguard took thelr
arguments directly to the senators rather
than appealing for public support as thelr
primary means of persuasion.

I have also explored the nuclear-missile
issue because nuclear war would be the
supreme ecological catastrophe for man-
kind. In the past the United States has
been able to remain isolated from strategic
assault because of its isolatlon and expanse.
Today a missile can hurl its lethal payload
over intercontinental range In a space of
256 minutes. A single warhead carried by an
8538-0 reentry vehicle can contain the equiva-
lent of 256 million tons of TNT. A strike force
of 300 such RVs adds up to 7,500 megatons
or 7.5 billlon toms of TNT equivalent, An
inherently dirty design for these weapons
would lay down the equivalent of 5 billion
tons of fisslon-energy products with a poten-
tial for coating 5 milllon square miles of
area with serious-to-lethal radioactive fall-
out. This is 2 million square miles more than
the land area of the U.S.A. A radiation as-
sault on this nation would not only strike
at the total human population of our nation,
it would kill off animal life on the farms and
poison much of the plant life for years to
come.
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Dissent in an age of sophisticated tech-
nology clearly must be based on awareness
of potential hazards and a degree of scientific
and technical competence to evaluate these,
This more or less burdens the scientist with
a responsibility to speak out on issues which
he feels may bring significant harm to so-
ciety. I should narrow down the responsibil-
ity to independent scientists, thus eliminat-
ing those who are employed by industry and
with few exceptions those who are depend-
ent on federal funds, This pretty much lo-
callzes dissent to the campus.

The volce of the sclentist is still strong
and will be heard. I have in mind a number
of recent instances in which a very Iew
sclentists provoked public discussion of a lo=
cal issue and were productive in causing
agencies like the Atomic Energy Commission
to pay attention to them. For example, the
Colorado Committee for Environmental In-
formation was instrumental in opening up
the plutonium contamination issue sur-
rounding the Rocky Flats fire. Scientists were
also effective in the case of the AEC's Project
Rulison underground nuclear test last year,

Unfortunately the scientific and technical
community has no collective conscience and
it lacks organization for the easy expression
of its dissent. Of course it has the dlscipline
to correct error within itself when dealing
with matters of science. Any researcher who
publishes is quickly challenged if his results
do not check out, but the area of sclence
and public affairs the scientific community
is not self-policing. The result is that when
experts disagree in public confusion is prop-
agated. The professional socleties are most
reluctant to engage In settlement of such
disputes. The most august organization of
sclence, the Natlonal Academy of Sclences,
is most prestigicus but operates on the slopes
of Mt, Olympus, There is thus no High Court
of Science to hand down decisions in mat-
ters of controversy involving the intersection
of sclence and public affairs.

Environmental problems are particularly
dificult to tackle because they Involve so
many disciplines and so many unknowns. A
sclentist who is an expert in a speclalized
field has to make an extraordinary effort to
embrace many disciplines when he makes
an ecological study. For example, the bomb-
to-bone sequence of strontium-90 involves
nuclear physics, particle chemistry, meteor-
ology, classical physics, plant sclences, bio-
chemistry, physiology, radiochemistry and
other fields. Universities encompass many
disciplines and have the potential for
mounting the best attack on environmental
problems, However, the various departments
on campus are difficult to interlink in inter-
disciplinary activities. In general one re-
quires some kind of institute to penetrate
the ramparts of each department. It so hap-
pens that the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration funded more than a score of
Space Institutes on the major campuses. In
view of the Irrelevance of the U.S. space ac-
tivity to the nation’s pressing environmental
problems, I would urge that half of these
institutes be converted into Environmental
Institutes.

As we attempt to Insure the quality of our
environment, we must recognize that ex-
tremism in cleaning up the atmosphere can
produce an energy crisis, In the short term,
if we impose restrictions on the sulfur con-
tent of fossil fuels on too stringent a basis,
we can throttle the power output of many
electric power plants, especially on the east
coast. This summer the United States ex-
perienced power deflclencies which could
be the forerunners of more widespread emer-
gencles this winter, This could produce a
pollution backlash, especlally if the power
cutbacks keep plants idle and hard-hat work-
ers are presented with wvalue judgments in
the form of paychecks vs possible air pollu-
tion.
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In a sense, we should be thankful for the
power emergencies of 1970 because they
draw attention to the long term problem of
providing the nation with abundant power.
Against this backdrop, a favorable scenario
has been set for the creation of a National
Commission on Fuels and Energy. Senator
Jennings Randolph introduced 8. 4092 this
summer to authorize such a commission to
study overall problem of U.S. energy require-
ments for the next 20 to 30 years and to make
recommendations for a national energy pol-
icy. Hearings on the measure were started
this month and it appears very likely that
the commission will be established. It will
permit a thorough-going analysis of a multi-
plicity of problems which have heretofore
never been attacked as a whole.

The nation needs to emulate the Dutch Who
take a half-century view of reclaiming land
from the sea, except that our problem must
be assuring an adequate supply of coal, oll,
gas and electric power while alsp making
sure that this is clean power, We can cer-
tainly find the fuel resources to drive the
nation's economy in the year 2000 if we do
not worry about pollution, But if so, we may
end up coughing our way into the 2lst
century.

On the other hand, if we go overboard
on pollution controls for fossil fuel burning,
we may end up with a clean cold America.

I believe that we can protect the environ-
ment and provide the necessary power to
run our factories, light our streets and warm
our homes—Iif we plan for the year 2000 and
examine all the alternatives and explore the
research and development possibilities In
tapping the vast reserves of energy which
still rest untouched in U.S. sofl.

MONDALE DEPLORES VIOLENCE AND
COLLUSION SURROUNDING FARM-
WORKERS' ORGANIZATION EF-
FORTS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I must
express my deep concern over the reports
of violence and collusion against striking
farmworkers in the Salinas Valley in
California. The organizing effort of the
United Farm Workers Organizing Com-
mittee is one of the few hopeful move-
ments which promises to end the exploi-
tation of our most powerless citizens—
the migrant and seasonal farmworker.

Powerful forces seem determined to
perpetuate that powerlessness and fto
deny these workers the right to select
the union of their own choice. I am dis-
turbed by the following reports of vio-
lence, intimidation, and harassment from
Salinas:

That the general counsel of UFWOC,
Jerry Cohen, was beaten unconscious and
sustained a concussion and other serious
injuries when he was trying to protect
the lives and safety of striking farm-
workers;

That several striking workers have
been shot at and some wounded by gun-
wielding vigilantes;

That roving caravans of trucks and
cars filled with persons acting without
apparent legal authority, have threat-
ened the life of some picketers, and
beaten others, smashed windows of cars
with baseball bats, and intentionally pro-
voked violence;

That the UFWOC headquarters in Sa-
linas has had to be evacuated because of
bomb threats;

That local law enforcement officials
have made mass arrests of picketers
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under a legally questionable temporary
restraining order against picketing, but
did not arrest a self-proclaiming citizens
justice committee which through mass
picketing, in violation of a court order,
closed down for a week the trucking plant
of Interharvest, a grower that signed
with UFWOC;

That many instances of violence re-
ported to the police, including the beat-
ing, threatening, and shooting of union
workers and organizers, have resulted
in few arrests by local law enforcement
officials.

Acts of violence, harassment, and in-
timidation have pervaded the otherwise
peaceful and prosperous Salinas Valley
in the past month. They are related to
the July 27 announcement by UFWOC
and the California table grape growers
that the 5-year farmworker organiza-
tion effort had culminated in collective
bargaining agreements, and that the
international boycott of table grapes was
over. Following close on the heels of
that settlement, the same vegetable
growers in the Salinas Valley who for
years had vigorously resisted farm-
worker organizing efforts, voluntarily
approached another union, not UFWOC,
and willingly signed contracts covering
their farmworkers. Growers apparently
feared a UFWOC organization drive in
Salinas, and they signed contracts with-
out consulting their workers.

A committee of Catholic bishops, to-
gether with both unions involved, was
aware of the potential violence of a full-
blown jurisdictional dispute and negoti-
ated a settlement agreement.

Pursuant to that agreement, some
new contracts were mnegotiated by
UFWOC with amenable growers, but
other growers have not yet recognized
the expressed interest of their workers
in UFWOC representation. In addition
to the implication that present con-
tracts may not be with unions that rep-
resent their employees, the growers’
bitter resistance to signing contracts
with UFWOC, while willingly signing
with other unions, perpetuates agri-
business’ ability to more easily obstruct
legitimate farm union organizing. The
result of the breakdown of the jurisdic-
tional pact is violence, intimidation, and
harassment.

I condemn this resort to violence. It
would be unconscionable if farmworkers
are denied their right to choose a union
of their own because of resort to physical
brutality, and varied forms of threats
and reprisals. The intimidation, harass-
ment, and interference with legitimate
organizing efforts in the Salinas Valley
cannot be justified nor tolerated, and is
a total anathema to the heretofore ex-
pressed, and observed, commitment to
the principles of nonviolence to which
Cesar Chavez and UFWOC are dedicated.
In fact, consistent with those principles,
and because of the heightening violence
together with legally questionable in-
junections against legitimate union orga-
nizing activity, UFWOC has called off
their strike in the Salinas Valley, and
instead, called for a boycott of all non-
gFWOC lettuce grown in California and

exas,
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I understand that after many requests
by union officials and others, an 1nvgst1-
gation into this violence and intimida-
tion has been initiated by the State at-
torney general of Calfornia. I am hopeful
that this investigation will result in the
restoration of law and order in the valley
and the recognition that agricultural
workers have the right to organize and
choose their own union without intimi-
dation.

Additionally, as chairman of the Mi-
gratory Labor Subcommittee, I intend to
wateh the situation in Salinas closely,
and I have directed the staff of the 51_1b-
committee to investigate the recurring
charges and allegations of violence and
intimidation.

I hope other Senators will also look
into this matter. :

I think we all have an obligation to
assure, in every way possible, a peaceful
and nonviolent resolution of the farm-
workers’ struggle for justice and dignity.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed.

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF
THE PRESIDENT AND THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to previous order, the Chair lays before
the Senate the unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 1) pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution
of the United States relating to the elec-
tion of the President and the Vice Presi-
dent.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to have the opportunity of speak-
ing in opposition to Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 1.

First, I wish to commend the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana for his
hard work, and for his dedication to the
cause of the resolution which he is es-
pousing. I am glad, though, that he is
willing at this time to allow some other
Senators to be heard on this question.
This matter has been under debate in
the Senate for more than a week, and it
has been the practice, up until the last
legislative day, that the consideration of
Senate Joint Resolution 1 would be the
order of business, The distinguished
Senator from Indiana would come in,
deliver a speech of from 1 hour fto an
hour and and a half, to 2 hours, and then
the matter would be laid aside and the
second shift of the Senate would start
work. Very little opportunity was given to
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those in opposition to this measure to
speak. The junior Senator from Alabama
on one occasion, did have the opportu-
nity of speaking for an hour or so.

Mr, BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield just briefly?

Mr. ALLEN. I will say to the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana that I
prefer to finish my remarks, because the
distinguished Senator from Indiana has,
from time to time, asked that those who
oppose this resolution take the floor and
speak out against it, and then when some
of the Senators have done that, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana would
interrupt to ask questions or carry on
colloquy.

So I would suggest to the distinguished
Senator from Indiana that the junior
Senator from Alabama will be delighted
to yield to him on the conclusion of his
remarks.

Mr. BAYH. I appreciate that. I am
sure the Senator from Alabama does
not want to leave the impression that
the Senator from Indiana has done some-
thing contrary to normal Senate pro-
cedure in seeking the opportunity to de-
velop colloquy with his colleagues.

Mr. ALLEN. No. The Senator is within
his rights under the rules. If the Sena-
tor from Indiana had been here when I
started my remarks, he would have heard
me commend him for his hard work and
for his dedication in this matter.

He has engaged in colloquies with the
opponents of the measure, and has con-
sumed considerable time that the op-
ponents of the measure could have been
using.

The Senator from Alabama, however,
regrets that the distinguished Senator
from Indiana has threatened to grind
the Senate proceedings to a halt; and in
furtherance of that plan, to object to
the customary meeting of the Senate
committees during sessions of the Sen-
ate, and that, now that the period set
aside for the transaction of morning
business has been closed, the committees,
because of the objection of the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana, are un-
able to meet.

These committees have many impor-
tant bills before them, on which they will
not be able to hold their sessions, as is
the custom in the Senate, the Senator
from Alabama understands, because of
the objection of the distinguished Sena-
tor from Indiana.

He threatens, too, in a letter which all
of the Senators received, to do away with
the two-shift system under which the
Senate has been operating for the last
10 or 12 days, which has resulted, as the
distinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina remarked just the other day, in pas-
sage of a greater number of important
bills by the Senate than in any compara-
ble period of which he had personal
knowledge.

So the discussion that has been taking
place with regard to Senate Joint Reso-
lution 1 has not stopped consideration of
important measures coming before the
Senate. It has not prevented, up until
today, the meeting of Senate committees.
But now all of that is to be a thing of the
past, because the proceedings in the Sen-
ate are to be ground to a halt by the
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distinguished Senator from Indiana, ex-
ercising the power that he has under the
Senate rules.

The Senator from Alabama certainly
does not say that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Indiana is acting contrary to
the rules, because he is not. I suggest,
however, that the Senator, under the
state of affairs existing in the Senate at
this time, is the filibusterer, rather than
those who are opposing the passage of
Senate Joint Resolution 1.

Why do I say that? Mr. President,
what is a filibusterer? A filibusterer is
a person in a parliamentary body, in this
case the Senate of the United States,
who stops, impedes, or obstructs the flow
of legislation and of legislative action
through parliamentary devices, artifices,
and use of the rules of that body.

So, whereas the limited discussion of
those of us who want to be heard with
respect to this amendment to the Con-
stitution has, up to now, prevented a vote
on the amendment—on one amend-
ment—the action of the distinguished
Senator from Indiana is preventing and
will prevent action on dozens of impor-
tant measures pending before the Senate.

So who is the filibusterer in this case?
Not, I submit, those who oppose Senate
Joint Resolution 1, because they have
not been heard on the floor of this body
since this bill was laid down as the pend-
ing business, I daresay, for as many as
20 hours.

The distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. Hruska) several days ago
pointed out that during this Congress,
the 91st Congress, the Senate on one oc-
casion considered an amendment to a
bill pending before the Senate for 49
days; and during that entire time no
cloture motion was filed, no effort was
made to choke off that debate, commit-
tees were not prevented from meeting,
and this Senate debated that measure
for 49 days. I believe this is the 12th or
13th day that this matter has been de-
bated. And again I say that the debate
that has taken place has been of such
short duration that it has permitted the
Senate to act on more than a dozen im-
portant bills in that time.

Mr. President, we have pending in the
Senate some six or seven appropriation
bills for the operation of various depart-
ments and agencies of this Government,
which cover the period from July 1, 1970,
to July 1, 1971. We are already into that
period. We have been in that period
since the first of July. Yet, these bills
have not been passed. The distinguished
Senator from Indiana says, “You're not
going to gef an opportunity to pass those
bills. You have to act on Senate Joint
Resolution 1, or I am not going to let
you pass those bills.”

So who is the filibusterer? Is it the op-
ponents of Senate Joint Resolution 1,
who are speaking against a measure that

cannot even be put into effect until 1976?
What is so important about it? Yet,

weigh that against bills that would carry
on the operation of this Government.
So what is the hurry about passing
Senate Joint Resolution 1? Between now
and 1976, even the distinguished Senator
from Indiana might change his mind.
The Members of the Senate and the
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House might change their minds a half
dozen times on what is the right meas-
ure to submit to the States for action.

It has not been too many years ago
since the distinguished Senator from In-
diana was not espousing direct election
of the President; he was espousing the
automatic system of casting the electoral
vote in favor of the successful candidates
in the various States. That was not a bad
amendment. But the Senator from In-
diana has changed from that plan over
to the direct election plan.

Mr. President, the Senate itself has
changed in recent years. At one time,
back in the 1950’s, the U.S. Senate passed
by in excess of a two-thirds vote the pro-
portional plan, the plan under which
each candidate would receive a fractional
number of electoral votes in proportion
to his popular vote in the various States.
That plan was submitted by the Senate.

So here we have the distinguished Sen-
ator from Indiana at one time pushing
the automatic plan and the Senate itself
putting through the proportional plan.
Now they say, “Let us try the direct
plan.”

There is not even unanimity among the
various Senators whose names appear on
the back of this document, Senate Joint
Resolution 1, as sponsors of the amend-
ment. They are not all agreed. I think
the most eloquent and scathing, if you
please, denunciation of the Bayh plan for
the runoff comes from the distinguished
Senator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN)
and the distinguished Senator from
Maryland (Mr. TypinGs) . They are high-

ly critical of the runoff plan. Yet, we find

their names—Mr. GrIFFIN and Mr.
Typines—on the back of Senate Joint
Resolution 1, which provides for a 40-
percent President, if any candidate re-
ceives 40 percent, or, failing in that, go-
ing into a runoff.

So Mr. Typines and Mr. GRIFFIN say
that we should not have the runoff. Yet,
we find them as sponsors of this measure.
So where is the unanimity?

Mr. President, where, in fact, is the
enthusiasm for this plan? Not one Sen-
ator present in the Chamber is for this
plan. I beg the pardon of the distin-
guished Presiding Officer, the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NEevrson), I believe he has joined as one
of the cosponsors. Aside from the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin, not one
Senator in the Chamber supports Senate
Joint Resolution 1. Where is the en-
thusiasm for this plan?

Here is a plan that cannot take effect
until 1976, and yet the Senate is ground
to a halt. “No more bills are to be passed,”
says the distinguished Senator from In-
diana, “not until you vote on my joint
resolution”—a joint resolution that will
become effective with the 1976 presiden-
tial election.

Mr. President, what is the hurry? Once
this plan is submitted to the States, it is
provided that it has 7 years to be adopted.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama yield
for several questions, with the under-
standing that he will not lose his right
to the floor. I am induced to ask them
because of the fine and accurate observa-
tions the Senator from Alabama made a
moment ago.
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Mr. ALLEN. I will yield to the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina on
the theory that we have been challenged
by the proponents—I shall not say pro-
ponents because there are not enough of
them—but we have been challenged by
the proponent of the measure to put up
our case against Senate Joint Resolution
1. In the firm belief, hope, and under-
standing that the distinguished Senator
from North Carolina will seek to elicit
information or make points regarding
opposition to the measure, the junior
Senator from Alabama is delighted to
vield to the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr., ERVIN. Did the Senator from
North Carolina accurately hear the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama make
an observation a few moments ago, to
the effect that Senate Joint Resolution 1,
even if it were submitted to the States
by Congress and ratified by the States,
would not be made effective prior to the
election of 1976?

Mr. ALLEN. In answer to the question
of the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina, the junior Senator from Ala-
bama would say that that is the prac-
tical effect of it, for this reason: The
resolution, by its express terms, states
that it shall not become effective until
1 year after the first April 15 following
its ratification, so that would mean that,
in order to be applicable in 1972, this
measure would have to be submitted by
Congress to the States and ratified by
both houses of 38 States, or in the case
of Nebraska, the one house, between now
and April 15, 1971.

The junior Senator from Alabams
submits that that is, in fact, an absolute
impossibility, and that a resolution to
change the system of electing the Pres-
ident could not become effective or ap-
plicable until the 1976 election; that is
correct,

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from North
Carolina would like to ask the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama if there
does not appear on page 8 of the Sen-
ate’s Calendar of Thursday, Septem-
ber 24, 1970, that is today, that there is
pending before this body, a bill entitled
5. 734, introduced by the distinguished
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CaANNON),
which is a bill to revise the Federal elec-
tion laws.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. That bill does
appear on page 8 of the Senate’s Calen-
dar,

Mr. ERVIN. Is the Senator from North
Carolina right in the assumption that
the bill offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nevada (Mr. CaNNoN) would
be applicable to the election to be held
in November 1970 rather than the elec-
tion to be held in November 19767

Mr. ALLEN. That is the understand-
ing of the junior Senator from Alabama,

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama agree
with the Senator from North Carolina
that we should be more concerned with
the passage of legislation which requires
only a majority vote of Congress and
which is designed to create rational and
fair rules for the conduct of an election
in November 1970, rather than to be
concerned with an election in November
19762
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Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. That would be
the view of the junior Senator from Ala-
bama, that we should put first things
first, and things that come up first should
be attended to ahead of things that would
not come up until 1976.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the distinguished
Senator from Alabama agree with the
Senator from North Carolina that the
able and distinguished Senator from In-
diana (Mr. Bayn), in the exercise of his
undoubted right under the rules of the
Senate, insists that we not act upon the
proposal of the distinguished Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CannoN) to revise the
statutory laws governing Federal elec-
tions which relate to the election of No-
vember 1970 until after we have dealt
with a matter that relates to the election
of 1976?

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, but the
junior Senator from Alabama would like
to make one qualification at that point
and that is that the distinguished, able,
and eminent Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayna) has, thus far, only threatened to
prevent Senate Joint Resolution 1 from
being laid aside so that other business
can be taken up this afternoon,

Now, along, I am sure, with the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina,
the junior Senator from Alabama re-
ceived a letter from the distinguished
Senator from Indiana, stating that that
was his purpose and that was his plan,
and that he was going to prevent other
matters from coming up. But the junior
Senator from Alabama is hopeful that
the distinguished Senafor from Indiana,
realizing the importance to the country
of these measures on the Calendar and
in Senate committees, will allow these
matters to be brought up and will allow
Senate Joint Resolution No. 1 to be
temporarily laid aside this afternoon.
Thus far, we have had only the threat
on the part of the distinguished Senator
from Indiana (Mr. Bays) and we hope
that it will not become an actuality.

Mr. ERVIN, Will not the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama agree
with the Senator from North Carolina
that, in the words of William Shakes-
peare, the Bard of Avon, “ ’tis a consum-
mation devoutly to be wish’d.”

Mr. ALLEN. Yes indeed. I would agree
with the Bard and with the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr., ERVIN. I would like to ask the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama if the
Senate Calendar for today does not show
that Senate Joint Resolution 207, a joint
resolution to establish a joint committee
on the environment, is pending on the
Calendar and would be subject to Senate
consideration upon being called up by the
majority leader?

Mr, ALLEN. Yes, sir. That is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
think and agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that the environment in
which we now live certainly demands
priority over what is going to happen in
the election of 19767

Mr. ALLEN. That would be the judg-
ment and the opinion of the junior Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. ERVIN. I would like to ask the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama if he
does not agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that unless we do some-
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thing about our environment, many per-
sons now registered voters in the 50
States of the Union may die as a result
of pollution and not remain here on earth
to vote in the general election of 19767

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct, in the
judgment of the junior Senator from
Alabama,

Mr. ERVIN. I would like to ask the
distinguished Senator from Alabama
whether the Senate Calendar does not
show, on page 9, that House Joint Res-
olution 1366, to provide for a tem-
porary extension of the Federal Hous-
ing Administration Insurance Authority,
is pending on the calendar and is in
order for Senate consideration when
called up by the majority leader.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. That is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the distinguished
Senator from Alabama recognize, as
does the Senator from North Carolina,
that the ability of thousands, indeed of
hundreds of thousands, of Americans to
purchase homes is dependent upon the
extension by Congress of this insurance
authority in the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. I certainly agree.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the distinguished
Senator from Alabama agree with the
Senator from North Carolina that pro-
moting the health and well-being of
hundreds of thousands of Americans in
this particular field should have priority
over something that is to be applied for
the first time in the history of this Na-
tion to the election of 19767

Mr. ALLEN. The junior Senator from
Alabams, certainly agrees with the dis-

tinguished Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. I would like to ask the
distinguished Senator from Alabama
whether the Senate Calendar for today
does not diselose, and I refer to page 9,
that HR. 12807, an act to amend the

act of February 11, 1903, commonly
known as the Expediting Act, and for
other purposes, is now upon the Sen-
ate Calendar and in a position to be
acted upon by the Senate when called
up by the majority leader?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, does not
the Senator from Alabama recognize,
as does the Senator from North Caro-
lina, that this is a proposed amendment
which would expedite the trial of anti-
trust actions?

Mr. ALLEN, That is the understand-
ing of the junior Senafor from Alabama.

Mr. ERVIN. And does not the Senator
from Alabama agree with the Senator
from North Carolina that expediting
antitrust trials and the disposition of
antitrust actions, which are necessary for
the economic protection of the Ameri-
can people, ought to have priority over
a proposal which can only take effect
for the first time in the general election
of 19767

Mr. ALLEN. That is certainly the feel-
ing of the junior Senator from Alabama.
Further, it is my hope that the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana will
abandon the Bayh filibuster against the
calendar and will allow us to proceed
toward the enactment of some of these
measures on the calendar.

Mr, ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
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Senator from Alabama yield to the Sen-
ator from North Carolina to let the Sen-
ator from North Carolina express his
hope that the able and distinguished
Senator from Indiana will so far resume
his customary geniality as to permit
these proposals which ought to have pri-
ority over what is going to happen in
the election of 1976 be acted upon by the
Senate?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield for
that purpose. The junior Senator from
Alabama has that hope and expresses the
fervent wish that the Senator from In-
diana will abandon his obstructionist
tactics—which are permitted under the
rules, let the junior Senator from Ala-
bama hasten to add.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I would
like to invite the attention of the Sena-
tor from Alabama to page 9 of today's
calendar and ask him if it does not dis-
close that S. 3650, a bill to amend section
837 of title 18, United States Code, to
strengthen the laws concerning illegal
use, transportation, or possession of ex-
plosives, and the penalties with respect
thereto, and for other purposes, is ready
for Senate action when called up by the
majority leader.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct. It
is there and could be called up if the dis-
tinguished and eminent Senator from
Indiana would permit it.

Mr., ERVIN. Mr. President, would the
Senator from Alabama agree with the
Senator from North Carolina that we
are having entirely too many illegal
bombings throughout the length and
breadth of the United States at this
moment?

Mr. ALLEN. Very definitely.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, does not
the Senator from Alabama agree with
the Senator from North Carolina that
getting adeguate legislation to stop, if
possible, and to punish, if necessary, such
illegal bombings ought to have priority
over a proposal which cannot take effect
prior to the general election of 19762

Mr. ALLEN. The junior Senator from
Alabama has that opinion, and he feels
confident that the distinguished Senator
from Indiana has the same opinion and
that he is going to relent from his con-
duct of the Bayh filibuster.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield? I dislike interrupting this col-
loquy, but perhaps I could put this ques-
tion to rest if the Senator would permit
me. I am sure there is much to be gained
by listening to this intelligent dialog. But
if the Senator would permit me to do so,
I could answer the gquestion that has been
asked 13 times by the distinguished Sen-
ator.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr, President, the junior
Senator from Alabama pointed out that
the junior Senator from Indiana has
called upon the opponents of this meas-
ure to state their opposition to this
measure. All too often in the past few
days, when some of the opponents have
risen to speak, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Indiana, in his zeal and in his
great knowledge and great learning on
this subject, has asked the speakers to
yield so that he could expound further
on the measure.

The junior Senator from Alabama
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feels that, until he has concluded his re-
marks, he would like to seek to present
some of the case against this measure,
at which time he will be delighted to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Indiana. But he would like to maintain
the continuity of his thinking on the
subject.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, one word of
explanation. I do not like to interrupt,
but the Senator had propounded direct
questions to the Senator from Indiana,
and I thought, because of the Senator's
sincerity, he would want them answered.
The Senator from Indiana would be
glad to answer them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Ala-
bama has propounded no questions to the
Senator from Indiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. ALLEN. The junior Senator from
Alabama has told the Senator from In-
diana in all courtesy that he will yield
to the heart’s content of the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana as soon
as the junior Senator from Alabama has
concluded his remarks.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield to the Sena-
tor from North Carolina so that the
Senator from North Carolina may pro-
pound to the Senator from Alabama
some additional interrogations similar to
those that the Senator from North Caro-
lina has heretofore propounded to the
Senator from Alabama?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, tne junior
Senator from Alabama yields to the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina
on the theory that the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina will elicit
information in opposition to Senate
Joint Resolution 1. And that is what the
junior Senator from Alabama is seeking
to do at this time.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, does not
page 10 of today’s Senate Calendar dis-
close that H.R. 16710, an act to amend
chapter 37 of title 38, United States
Code, to remove the time limitations on
the use of entitlement to loan benefits,
to authorize guaranteed and direct loans
for the purchase of mobile homes, to au-
thorize direct loans for certain disabled
veterans and for other purposes, is now
ready for Senate consideration and will
be so considered whenever the majority
leader has an opportunity to call it up?

Mr. ALLEN. If the distinguished Sen-
ator from Indiana would relent from his
attitude; the Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
from Alabama agree with the Senator
from North Carolina that it would cer-
tainly be a gracious and a just act for the
Government of the United States, acting
through Congress, to make it possible for
disabled veterans who have served their
Nation in time of war and bared their
breasts to the bullets of the enemy, to
acquire loans in order to acquire mobile
homes?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, indeed. That would
be the opinion of the junior Senator from
Alabama.

Mr, ERVIN. Mr. President, is it not
true that as long as the able and dis-
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tinguished Senator from Indiana per-
sists in his present announced plan, this
Congress cannot pass this bill to make
loans to disabled veterans, veterans who
have been disabled in the service of their
country?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from North Carolina would like to
ask the distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama if page 11 of the Senate Calendar
for today does not show that Senate
Joint Resolution 236, a joint resolution
authorizing the publication and print-
ing of a revised edition——

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. Senators will take
their seats.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from North Carolina asks this ques-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Alabama. Does not page 11 of the Senate
Calendar for today show that Senate
Joint Resolution 236, a joint resolution
authorizing the preparation and printing
of a revised edition of the Constitution
of the United States of America, is now
pending on the Senate Calendar and in
due order would be considered by the
Senate on motion of the majority leader?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, does not
the Senator from Alabama agree with
the Senator from North Carolina that it
would be highly desirable to have a re-
vised edition of this great book explain-
ing the Constitution of the United
States for the perusal of the Senator
from Alabama, the Senator from North
Carolina, and also for the perusal of the
able and distinguished Senator from In-
diana before we vote to change that Con-
stitution?

Mr. ALLEN. That would seem to be
wise.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will it not
be impossible for the Congress of the
United States to publish such a revised
edition of this great book on the Con-
stitution and make it available to Sen-
ators and Representatives for their study
unless the distinguished Senator from
Indiana repents of his present purpose
and permits the majority leader to call
up this proposed legislation?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from
Alabama recall that during the present
week we had a joint meeting of the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives fo
hear the distinguished astronaut Col.
Frank Borman present to Congress the
plea of the wives of those who were serv-
ing in our Armed Forces in Southeast
Asia, and who are now listed as missing
in action or as prisoners of the enemy?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, we had that session.

Mr. ERVIN, I ask the Senator from
Alabama if page 11 of the Senate Calen-
dar for today does not show that there
is now pending in the Senate and ready
for consideration just as soon as the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana relents
in his present purpose, a bill, 8. 3785, to
amend title 38, United States Code, to
authorize educational assistance and
home loan benefits to wives of members
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of the Armed Forces who are missing in
action or prisoners of war.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, and the junior Sen-
ator from Alabama would like to call to
the attention of the distinguished Sena-
tor from North Carolina that Col. Frank
Borman, in his very fine remarks during
the joint session urged Congress to do
everything it possibly could for the
families of the prisoners of war and sol-
diers who are missing in action. This is
one thing Congress could do if the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana would
allow this bill to be brought up.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from
Alabama join the Senator from North
Carolina in paying tribute to these wives
who have made such great sacrifices on
the altar of patriotism, and who endure
the agony of not knowing whether their
husbands are dead or alive?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.

Mr. ERVIN, Can the Senator think of
any more efficacious manner to manifest
our appreciation for their scarifices than
enabling them to have this educational
assistance?

Mr. ALLEN. And homes, also.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. I would like to ask
the distinguished Senator from Alabama
this question. Does not page 12 of the
Senate’s Calendar for this day show that
there is now pending and ready for Sen-
ate consideration H.R. 370, an act to
amend chapter 39 of title 38, United
States Code, to increase the amount al-
lowed for the purchase of specially
equipped automobiles for disabled vet-
erans and to extend benefits under such
chapter to certain persons on active
duty?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from
Alabama agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that nothing could show
more deeply the gratitude and apprecia-
tion of this Nation to those who have
incurred disability in serving their coun-
try than the passage of this particular
law?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, indeed.

Mr. ERVIN. Yet these legislative pro-
posals which would give these benefits to
disabled American veterans, which
would make it possible for wives of Amer-
ican soldiers, sailors, and Marines who
are listed as missing in combat or as
prisoners of war to acquire educations
and homes and which would provide the
credit to veterans for acquiring homes,
cannot become law unless the able and
distinguished Senator from Indiana re-
lents in his announced purpose and per-
ﬁits the Senate to consider these mat-

TS.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is absolutely
correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Will the distinguished
Senator from Alabama permit the Sen-
ator from North Carolina to say that the
Senator from North Carolina agrees
with the observation of the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama that if
there is any filibustering going on and
if there is any prevention or obstruction
of legislation on the floor of the Senate,
then it has to be attributed, if the truth
is to be observed, to the able and distin-
guished Senator from Indiana, who is
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acting perfectly within his rights as a
Member of the Senate.

Mr. ALLEN, It occurs to the Senator
from Alabama that the distinguished
Senator from Indiana is conducting a
filibuster against the entire calendar,
whereas the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina and the junior Sen-
ator from Alabama have sought repeat-
edly the opportunity of coming to the
floor of the Senate and voicing some of
their objections to this plan.

Mr. ERVIN. Has it not been the pur-
pose of the distinguished Senator from
Alabama, as well as the Senator from
North Carolina, merely to educate Mem-
bers of the Senate, including the able
and distinguished Senator from In-
diana, and to persuade the able and dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana of the
error of his ways and to try to get him
to join us and to act in a righteous
manner in making a reasonable kind of
amendment to the Constitution?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct,
because the junior Senator from Ala-
bama recalls the change of the Senator
from Indiana from the automatic plan
to the direct plan, and it is possible we
might get him to change back to the
present electoral plan or some reason-
able modification of the electoral college
plan.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the fact that
the distinguished Senator from Indiana
has, on a previous occasion, altered his
point of view give some hope to the
Senator from Alabama that perhaps on
further consideration and especially if
he would stay here and heed the debate,
he might change his mind a second time
and arrive at a correct conclusion on
this subject?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes; that is certainly to
be hoped and whether he reaches that
conclusion or not, as being for some
other plan than his present plan, he
may relent from his declared purpose of
stopping consideration of these meas-
ures. Thus far it has only been a threat,
but the junior Senator from Alabama
would like to point out to the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina
that not only these bills on the calendar
are involved, but the distinguished Sen-
ator from Indiana by his action this
morning in objecting to the Senate com-
mittees meeting while the Senate is
in session is choking the Senate com-
mittees and is impeding the regular flow
of bills from these committees that
would go on the calendar for action by
the Senate.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the distinguished
Senator from Alabama hear a rather
persistent rumor to the effect that a clo-
ture motion will be laid before the Sen-
ate tomorrow and under rule XXII it
will have to be voted on 1 hour after
the Senate meets on next Tuesday?

Mr., ALLEN, The junior Senator from
Alabama has heard recurring rumors
to that effect, but the junior Senator
from Alabama is encouraged by hearing
other expressions, not just rumors on
the part of Senators who are not greatly
pleased with the Bayh filibuster of cut-
ting off the regular flow of legislation
and legislative action on the important
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bills pending before the Senate, and it
may be that the number of Senators who
voted against the application of cloture
the last time it was tried may go up
significantly.

Another thing that the junior Senator
from Alabama would like to call to the at-
tention of the distinguished Senator
from North Carolina is the fact that in
the face of a 54 to 36 vote the press ana-
lized that vote by saying that the pro-
ponents came six votes short of a two-
thirds vote.

Either there is something wrong with
their arithmetic or with the arithmetic
of the junior Senator from Alabama, be-
cause when you add six votes to the 54,
they add up to 60 votes for cloture,
against 36. With 36 against cloture, you
have to have 72 to apply cloture, 72 plus
3€ is more than the entire membership
of the Senate. So they fell far short of
six votes in trying to apply cloture.

Does the Senator from North Carolina
agree?

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from North
Carolina agrees with the Senator from
Alabama.

I put this question to the Senator
from Alabama: Does not the arithmetie
which the distinguished Senafor from
Alabama studied in the schools of Ala-
bama agree with the arithmetic that the
Senator from North Carolina studied in
the schools of North Carolina, which
shows that with a vote on cloture of 54
to 36, those seeking to impose the gag
rule lack not six votes but 18 votes of
the number necessary to impose cloture?

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct—90 Sena-
tors voted. The opponents of cloture got
36 votes. So if all 10 of the missing Sena-
tors had been here and had voted for
cloture, it still would not have been two-
thirds, because obviously 34 would pre-
vent there being two-thirds on the other
side.

Mr. ERVIN. In other words, is not the
Senator from Alabama stating in sub-
stance that it would require the pres-
ence of 108 Senators in the Senate Cham-
ber with two-thirds of them voting for
cloture to impose cloture under those
circumstances?

Mr. ALLEN. According to the arith-
metic I have read and heard about on
the part of those who are proposing that
we agree to the resolution.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from North
Carolina would like to ask the Senator
from Alabama if the people of Alabama,
as do the people of North Carolina, some-
times use the ancient English or Anglo-
Saxon word “mommick up” or “mum-
mick up” to express ‘“messing up things"?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes,

Mr. ERVIN., Does the Senator from
Alabama agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that Senate Joint Reso-
lution 1 will “mummick up” the Consti-
tution?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.

Mr, ERVIN. Does the Senator from
Alabama agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that it would be bad for
Senate Joint Resolution 1 to “mummick
up” the Constitution, and that it would
be almost as bad to “mummick up” plain
arithmetic?

Mr. ALLEN, Yes.
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Mr, ERVIN. I thank the Senator from
Alabama for yielding to me so I could
propound these few little interrogatories
to him.

Mr. ALLEN. I appreciate these ques-
tions, which have brought out some in-
formation that the junior Senator from
Alabama had not brought out, and which
certainly strengthen the case against ap-
proval of Senate Joint Resolution No. 1.

Mr. President, the junior Senator from
Alabama, before responding to some of
the questions of the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Carolina, was inquiring
as to where the enthusiasm was for this
plan. He made the statement a few mo-
ments ago that there was not a single
Senator in the Chamber who favored
Senate Joint Resolution No. 1, buf then,
looking up on the rostrum and seeing
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. NeLsoN), whose name appears
as one of the sponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 1, he had to qualify that
statement.

The junior Senator from Alabama now
is of the opinion, with the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT)
presiding, there is not now in the Cham-
ber a single Senator who favors passage
of Senate Joint Resolution No. 1.

Where is the enthusiasm? It is lack-
ing. And why? Because it cannot be made
effective until 1976. Who is worried about
what is going to happen in 1976, when
the people are wondering how they are
going to pay their bills? Why worry
about a presidential election in the dis-
tant future of 1976 when we have not
even had the one in 19729

The junior Senator from Alabama also
pointed out that there has been so much
change, so many changed views, with
regard to a change in the plan for elect-
ing the President and the Vice President
that there might be a half dozen more
changes in the sentiment in the Senate
and in Congress and in the country be-
tween now and 1976. So why set up action
on Senate Joint Resolution 1 and say
that it has priority over 100 bills pending
on the calendar and in Senate com-
mittees?

As the junior Senator from Alabama
pointed out, some of those bills are ap-
propriation bills making appropriations
for the fiscal year we started on July 1
of 1970. We are well into the year, and
those bills have not been passed. But,
under the threatened terms of the Bayh
filibuster, we are not going to have an
opportunity to vote on those important
bills—we will have to take action on
Senate Joint Resolution 1.

If that is not a rule-or-ruin attitude,
I do not know what such an attitude
would be. We have got to vote to make
provision for the 1976 election before
we take action on bills that are needed
today.

That is where the junior Senator from
Alabama takes issue with the Senator
from Indiana, all the while conceding
that the distinguished Senator from In-
diana is a shrewd and able parliamen-
tarian and that he is availing himself of
the clear rights that he has under the
rules of the Senate.

Mr. President, Senate Joint Resolu-
tion No. 1, if two-thirds of the Senate
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and two-thirds of the House vote ap-
provingly on it, will be sent to the States.
That is pretty much like a comet. /. comet
takes 70 years to go out in its orbit and
come back to the same point in space. An
amendment to the Constitution is cus-
tomarily, and in this instance that is the
case, sent to the States and given 7 years
to come back with ratification by the
legislatures of 38 States.

That would mean that for this meas-
ure to be used in 1972, it would have to be
submitted to the States and be approved
in 76 legislative bodies—or 75, because
each State except the State of Nebraska
has a House and a Senate, Nebraska hav-
ing a unicameral system.

So it would take a minimum of 75
legislative bodies in 38 States to take ac-
tion, approvingly—not just take action,
but take action approvingly on this
amendment—Dby April 15 next year, be-
fore it could apply in 1972, because the
wording of the amendment states that
it does not become effective until 1 year
after the first April 15th following its
ratification. So if it were not ratified by
38 States until the 20th day of April,
1971, we would have to go, then, to the
20th day of April, 1972, for the year to
start running. That would carry us, then,
until April 20, 1973, which would be be-
vond the date of the 1972 elections.

Mr. President, there are many citizens
in the country who believe that the elec-
toral college system of electing the Pres-
ident and Vice President should be modi-
fied. So some come up with proposals for
direct election.

Direct election: That sounds fine until
we start studying it a little bit, and then
it does not seem so good.

Change for change’s sake should not
be resorted to, and every change is not
good reform. Every change that is made
is not reform in the sense that it is better
than what we had. So why exchange the
certain for the uncertain? Why change
the tried and true for the untried? Why
change from a system that has worked
well in this country for more than 180
years to a system that creates many more
problems than it will solve, that has pit-
falls at every turn, that has a potential
of tearing this country apart?

Mr. President, if this direct election
system is adopted, if the Bayh amend-
ment is adopted, it would make for, not a
majority president, but a plurality presi-
dent; because, amazingly, it provides that
if the leading candidate gets as many as
40 percent of the popular votes through-
out the country, he is elected President,
and his running mate becomes Vice Pres-
ident. Under this plan, of course, the
candidates for President and Vice Presi-
dent run as a team, and it would be im-
possible for one to be elected without the
other, which is a theoretical possibility
under the present system.

But if the leading candidate receives as
many as 40 percent of the votes, he is
elected President and his running mate
becomes Vice President.

The complaint is made by some of the
advocates of Senate Joint Resolution 1
that under the present system the win-
ning candidate does not always have a
mandate from the people, that he could
possibly have a majority in the electoral
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college and be elected, and not have a
majority of the popular votes. They
argue that that would leave him in such
& position, as the distinguished Senator
from Indiana has stated over and over,
that it would affect his credibility, his
power to govern. But yet, under Senate
Joint Resolution 1, a 40-percent plu-
rality ticket can be elected.

Mr. President, what sort of mandate is
that, 40 percent of the voting?

They say under the present system it is
winner take all in a State, that those
who did not vote for the winner in that
State not only lose, but their votes are
added to the winning side, which is hard
for me to follow, because someone has
to win, anywhere.

Mr, President, in the judgment of the
junior Senator from Alabama, we should
not at this time take action on Senate
Joint Resolution 1, because during the
T-year period that this amendment would
be before the States for consideration, it
would effectively stop the House of
Representatives and the Senate from
considering any other type of change or
reform, because it would naturally be the
attitude of the House of Representatives
and the Senate that, “Well, we have got
something out there before the States
now, some States have adopted it and
others are considering it, so why permit
something else?"”

So for 7 years, any electoral reform
would stand little chance, during the
pendency of the measure before the
States.

So those who favor some type of elec-
toral reform regarding the method of
choosing the President and the Vice
President should not favor Senate foint
Resolution 1 just because it offers a
change, because a change is not suffi-
cient. A change is not always reform. It
re-forms, yes, but it does not necessarily
reform. There is a difference in the em-
phasis.

Mr. President, the runoff provision of
the Bayh amendment has the potential
of tearing this country apart. It would
have the effect of proliferating splinter
parties.

Why? Well, under the present system,
for any party to register in the electoral
college, it must carry the votes of at
least one State. That has prevented the
formation of many splinter parties, be-
cause they might know that throughout
the country, throughout the 50 States,
they might poll as many as 2, 3, 4, or 6
million votes and not get a single elec-
toral vote. Henry Wallace, in 1948, got
some 2 million votes and did get not a
single electoral vote.

So a splinter party, a party other
than the two great parties in the coun-
try, would be encouraged to offer can-
didates. They would mushroom all over
the country, because their votes, however
few they might be, would be taken into
account in ascertaining whether the
leading candidate got 40 percent of the
vote. They would be taken into account
in the runoff. There would be bids of
one sort or another for the support of
these splinter parties in the runoff.

Mr. President, the 40-percent plan of
the distinguished Senator from Indiana
would provide that a man would be
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elected President of the United States
and his running mate the Vice President
on receiving as few as 40 percent of the
vote, never receiving a majority vote. I
submit that under the present plan, the
electoral college plan, no person can be
elected President or Vice President un-
less he receives a majority of something.
Under Senate Joint Resolution 1, he does
not need a majority of anything. Forty
percent will elect him if he is the high
candidate. Under the present electoral
plan, however, a candidate, to be elected,
must receive a majority of the electoral
votes, which would mean States having
a majority of the Members of the House
and the Senate. If he does not get a ma-
jority in the electoral college under the
present plan, the election is thrown into
the House of Representatives, and the
three highest are voted on by the House.

There is the runoff, Mr. President. Un-
der the present plan, if the candidate
gets a majority in the electoral college,
there is no runoff. That is the runoff un-
der the present plan. And the candidate
must receive a majority of the electoral
college votes to win the runoff. So under
the present plan, we have the require-
ment that a candidate receive a majority
of something, either the votes of the elec-
toral college or, failing in that, the votes
in the House of Representatives, with
each delegation having one vote.

Yes, Mr. President, under the plan of
the distinguished Senator from Indiana,
there would be a proliferation of splinter
parties that are discouraged under the
present system, because under the present
system, unless the party carries at least
one State, it will not register in the elec-
toral college.

Another reason why parties would
proliferate under the 40-percent plan
with the runoff attached is that it would
be likely, if not certain, that with a pro-
liferation of parties, with a number of
parties involved, there would be a run-
off. So that we would find, from a prac-
tical point of view, that a voter would be
more inclined to vote for the candidate
of his geographical affinity or his ideo-
logical affinity.

Frequently, we hear a man say, “I
would vote for such and such a candidate
but I don’t think he has a chance, and
I am going to vote for another candi-
date.” I think a great deal of that feeling
abounded in the 1968 presidential elec-
tion. The public opinion polls showed
that one of the candidates, the third
party candidate, approximately a month
before election day, had about 21 percent
of the popular vote; but on election day,
or from that time to election day, there
was an erosion in his strength as the vot-
ing public realized that he probably
would not be one of the top two eandi-
dates. So there was a great erosion of his
strength down to about thirteen and a
half percent on election day. But if those
people had known there was going to be a
runoff, they would have voted with their
hearts the first time, knowing that they
would then have another choice in the
runoft.

Yes, they talk about the confusion
that might be caused by the failure of a
candidate to get a majority of the elec-
toral vote under the present system. Look
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at the confusion that would be caused
in this country if no candidate got the 40
percent; 40 percent would not be desir-
able. You would have a nonmajority
President. You would have a plurality
President. But even that would be better
than having to go out before the country
again in a runoff.

Mr. President, under the direct election
plan, splinter parties would be increased
in number, because they would have
some effect in the runoff; they would
have to be talked to, possibly bargained
with, assured of political concessions or
any, I assume, honorable proposal that
could be made.

On page 3 of the committee report on
the Pastore bill putting a limit on the
amount of money that could be spent by
candidates for television and radio, are
listed—and I was amazed at the num-
ber—in the 1960 Presidential election, 14
other Presidential candidates other than
the two major candidates, listed as fol-
lows:

C. Benton Coiner, Conservative Party
of Virginia; Merritt Curtis, Constitution
Party; Lar Daly, Tax Cut Party; Dr.R. L.
Decker, Prohibition Party; Farrell Dobbs,
Socialist Workers Party, Farmer Labor
Party of Iowa.

He apparently got the endorsement of
both those powerful parties. Socialist
Workers and Farmers Party, Utah; Orval
E. Faubus, National States Rights Party;
Symon Gould, American Vegetarian
Party: Eric Hass, Socialist Labor Party,
Industrial Government Party, Minne-
sota; Clennon King, Afro-American
Unity Party; Henry Krajemski, Ameri-
can Third Party: J. Bracken Lee, Con-
servative Party of New Jersey; Whitney
Harp Slocomb, Greenback Party; Wil-
liam Lloyd Smith, American Beat Con-
sensus; Charles Sullivan, Constitution
Party of Texas.

Mr. President, I call attention to the
splinter parties that existed in 1960 for
that particular election, not thinking
that any Member of the Senate had
heard of more than one or two, but to
show that even with the safeguards in
our electoral college system, a third party
does not register in the electoral college
unless it carries at least one State.

We have a proliferation of 14 parties
which the committee staff knew of—
there were doubtless many more; but if
that many would exist where they had
no chance whatsoever of carrying a
State, think how many would exist if
their votes would be taken into account
with the direct election system, even if
they get no more than 1,000 votes. It
would have some effect, because their
votes might spell the difference between
whether a candidate got 40 percent and
was elected President, or 39.9999 percent.
Thus, every single splinter party would
have a direct and important effect on the
election. Then we will have in the runoff
the possibility of bidding for the support
of these parties by the two major can-
didates.

Someone suggested in the debate,
while I was here on the floor, that under
the present system with the electoral
college, it is entirely likely that the sec-
ond choice of the people might be elected
President, the person receiving fewer of
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the popular votes but a majority in the
electoral college or a majority in the
House of Representatives, if no one got
a majority, certainly under the direct
election plan, there is a definite possibil~
ity, even the likelihood, that the man
who comes in second—all candidates
getting fewer than 40 percent—might
win in the runoff.

Let us assume an election in which
there are four parties—and four parties
would be a mighty small number of
parties in years to come if we had the
direct election system. Every time there
is a national convention, feelings are
real intense one way or another—and we
have seen that type of convention in our
time—what would there be to prevent a
candidate who fails to get the nomination
of his party saying, “All right, I am
going to start a party of my own.”

Politics today is a whole lot more on
a personal basis, an image basis, the
man basis, than it has been in the past;
and less adherence to party and more
seeking the best man.

Thus, it is entirely likely that some
disgruntled candidate at a national con-
vention, who might have been the peo-
ple’s choice but not the choice of those
who had influence in the convention,
might decide to run for President, say-
ing, “I am not satisfied with the actions
of the convention.” There would be
nothing to prevent him from running
for President. There would be nothing
to prevent him from getting 5 million
or 10 million votes, just as the third party
candidate in 1968 got nearly 10 million
votes.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I am go-
ing to yield, on this basis, that I declined
to yield to the distinguished Senator
from Indiana on the theory that he has
challenged the opponents of Senate
Joint Resolution 1 to come in and make
known their views. In the past, when
we have done that, the distinguished
Senator from Indiana has interrupted
and has interposed his views from time
to time, and I have declined now to yield
to him until the conclusion of my re-
marks. But, feeling that the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming would
like to elicit information that might pos-
sibly have a bearing on the opposition
to Senate Joint Resolution 1, I am de-
lighted to yield to the Senator from
Wyoming.

Mr, HANSEN. Mr. President, I have
been listening with a great deal of in-
terest to the very wise, valid, and logical
observations of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alabama. I am particularly
intrigued by his most recent comments
relating to the fact that Senate Joint
Resolution 1 would encourage the pro-
liferation of splinter parties.

The distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama has already spoken about the
third-party candidate in 1968. Is it the
opinion of the distinguished Senator
from Alabama that Senate Joint Reso-
lution 1 would encourage ‘“far out” can-
didates? I am not trying to identify any
one end of the political spectrum; but
rather I refer to those who do not find
themselves comfortable within either

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

major party. Would it not be the opin-
ion of the distinguished Senator from
Alabama that if this joint resolution
were to be passed, a person who could
not hope for any significant support as
a candidate on one of the two major
political party tickets might see an op-
portunity, under the direct election sys-
tem, to project himself into public prom-
inence and acquire significant name
recognition throughout the United
States by espousing causes, issues, and
positions that did not necessarily reflect
the opinions or have the support of more
than a small minority of the people in
this country?

Would it not be true that this type
of candidate would be entitled to be ai-
forded an opportunity to jump into the
ring? If there were a number of candi-
dates that shared the conviction that the
two-party system no longer serves this
country well, then it is reasonable to ex-
pect that these candidates would take
votes away from the two major candi-
dates. In view of this fact, would it not be
true that there would be every induce-
ment for persons who do not reflect the
wishes, the aspirations, the hopes, and
the desires of most citizens of this coun-
try to get into the race and take strength
away from the other candidates? This
type of faction would undoubtedly, then,
become a vital bargaining force in a run-
off election, or in whatever subsequent
maneuvers were required?

There are many different kinds of pro-
posals, although I recognize that Senate
Joint Resolution 1 provides for a runoff
election.

It would seem to the Senator from Wy-
oming that this sort of amendment to
the Constitution would give every en-
couragement to people who would, in-
deed, seek to divide and tear the country
apart. They would have an inelination
not to compromise and not to try to find
the mainstream that could be followed,
a stream which, I submit, we have fol-
lowed successfully for almost 150 years.
The last time we had any trouble with
the present system was in 1824, Would it
be the opinion of the Senator from Ala-
bama that this sort of amendment would
provide such an opportunity and en-
couragement?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I certainly
agree with the view expressed by the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming. I
feel that he has put his finger on a very
vital point, a glaring defect in the direct
election system. Certainly it would en-
courage, as the Senator says, way out
candidates to run. Certainly it would en-
courage one-issue candidates to run.

I do not think that it would be very
difficult for us to suggest right now four
or five one-issue parties that would come
in under the direct election plan.

Certainly direct election would tear our
two-party system apart. It is entirely
likely that it would be a disadvantage to
have the endorsement or the nomination
of one of the major parties.

There could be something of a televi-
sion blitz dealing with an image drive.
We could wake up one day and find
someone whom no one knew, someone
whom we had only seen and heard on
television, elected President. We would
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know absolutely nothing about the extent
of his loyalty to the country, what his
views were, or how he would conduct
the high office of President of the United
States.

That is why I say that the direct elec-
tion plan has the potential of tearing
the country apart. That is the reason I
oppose it so vigorously, and I feel sure
that is the reason why the Senator from
Wyoming opposes it so vigorously.

Mr, HANSEN, Mr. President, with the
Senator's further indulgence, I should
like to ask if he does not share the opin-
ion of the Senator from Wyoming that
one of the great strengths of our con-
stitutional Republic, under which we
have made such great progress, has been
the encouragement that has been given
to the two-party system and the urgency
and necessity for compromise, It provides
a constitutional means to reach accord
and get together enough people so as to
move forward in a meaningful manner,
with the sole conviction that a majority
of the citizens are in support of the phi-
losophy, generally, of the banner carrier
for one or the other of the two major
parties.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, certainly
the country has fared well with our sys-
tem of political parties which the direct
election system would tear asunder. I
think it is entirely likely that we would
have 50 to 100 splinter parties if the di-
rect election system were to go into ef-
fect.

I invite the attention of the Senator
from Wyoming to a fairly amusing little
situation that happened in my State of
Alabama. It is easy to start a political
party in Alabama. Just a handful of peo-
ple can start one. A man there who is a
great grandson of the last Whig Gover-
nor of Alabama—I believe he served in
the early 1860’s, possibly—conceived the
idea of running for Governor, He is run-
ning for Governor of Alabama now on
the Whig ticket.

Nine people got together in a con-
vention and named the party the Whig
Party. They nominated the man, John
Watts for Governor. His name has to
go on the ballots in Alabama. His name
will have to be on every ballot in Ala-
bama.

It would be just as easy, throughout
the country, for the way-out candidates
we speak of to do likewise. Every kook
in the country could come in, set up a lit-
tle party, and by petition get on the bal-
lot, It might not be as easy as it was in
my State. But it is rather easy, by peti-
tion, to get on the ballot. The voting ma-
chines would not be able to hold the
names of all candidates who would qual-
ify from the splinter parties.

The sad part is that they would get
some votes. Almost any candidate would
get some votes. So their votes would have
to be taken into account in determining
whether the leading candidate got 39.99
percent of the national vote or whether
he got 40 percent and was elected Presi-
dent.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the distinguished Senator
from Alabama an additional guestion:
Observation, charges, and counter-
charges have been made about what
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would happen in the event of a con-
tested election. What is the opinion of
the Senator from Alabama as to the im-
plications of this proposed amendment
if a charge were made of voter irregular-
ity and a challenge were made with a
demand for a recount?

Mr. ALLEN. It would just create chaos,
because the direct election plan makes of
the present 184,000 election precincts in
the country one great big election pre-
cinet, as the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina has described it.

If there were an allegation of fraud,
and it was contested, or even a recount
were made, for that matter, it would re-
quire an interminable amount of time.
If a charge of fraud were made chaos
would result throughout the country, be-
cause the amendment is silent on that
matter.

It does contain the 40-percent require-
ment, but it does not prescribe any rules
and standards. We would not know who
certifies the returns. We would not
know who made the final certification.
Then, too, the amendment is defective
because different States have different
laws as to voting requirements.

One State might allow practically
everybody to vote, whereas another State
might have different requirements. The
State having loose requirements would
obviously have a greater vote than
States where the franchise was in any
way restricted. That would result in an
imbalance among the various States, de-
pending on their laws; whereas under the
present system it does not matter what
the requirements are so long as it is de-
termined who received the vote in the
State, because the election is decided
State by State. Under the direct plan all
the votes would be thrown into a big pot,
and nothing would be certain about how
the vote was to be counted, who counted
the vote, or who made the final
certification.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the distinguished senior Senator from
Alabama to make an introduction, with
the understanding that I not lose my
right to the floor,

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

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT OF THE GRAND NA-
TIONAL ASSEMBLY OF RUMANIA

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a distinguished visitor who is
with us today, Miss Maria Groza, Vice
President of the Grand National Assem-
bly of the Socialist Republic of Rumania.
Miss Groza is in the United States as a
member of the Rumanian delegation to
the 25th session of the United Nations
General Assembly and is Chairman, at
this session, of the Third Committee of
the General Assembly.

The Subcommittee on European Affairs
of the Foreizn Relations Committee en-
tertained Miss Groza at lunch today. A
number of Senators were present and had
an opportunity to meet Miss Groza at
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that time, The meeting was in the nature

of a preface to a visit to Rumania which

members of the U.S. delegation to the In-
terparliamentary Union Conference will
be making next week.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp a
brief biography of Miss Groza.

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

Miss MarIA GrozA, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE
GRAND NATIONAL ASSEMBLY OF THE SOCIAL-
IST REPUBLIC OF ROMANIA
Born in Hunedoara—Romania, on Sep-

tember 1st, 1918; daughter of the late Pres-

ident (1952-1958) and Premier of Romania

(1945-1952) .

Graduated the Bucharest Academy for
Economic Sciences.

PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES

Senior officer in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs;

Asslstant professor at the Academy for
Economic Sclences.

STATE AND PUBLIC ACTIVITIES

Vice President of the Grand Natlonal As-
sembly since 1965;

Vice President of the Women’s National
Council of Romania since 1958.

ACTIVITY IN THE FOREIGN RELATIONS FIELD

Member of the Romanian delegation to the
United Nations General Assembly’s 18, 20,
21, 22, 23 and 25 Sessions;

Representative of Romania In the Unlted
Nations General Assembly’s Third Commit-
tee at the 18th, 20th, 21st, 22nd and 23rd
Sessions;

Chairman of this Committee at the 25th
Sesslon;

Member of the Romanian delegation to
the UNESCO World Congress for Education
of Youth (Grenoble—France—19064);

Representative of Romania to the UN.
seminars on Woman's Polltical and Civic
Education (Helsinki—1967), on the Woman'’s
Condition In the Family Law (Bucharest—
1961) and on the Impact of the Scientific
and Technical Development on the Woman'’s
Condition (Yasi—1060).

OTHER ACTIVITIES

Miss Maria Groza is very active in the
flelds of journalism, international affairs and
social-political sclences.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, in or-
der that Senators may meet our distin-
guished visitor, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate stand in recess for 2
minutes.

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

RECESS

Thereupon, at 2:22 p.m., the Senate
took a recess for 2 minutes, during which
the Vice President of the Grand National
Assembly of the Socialist Republic of
Rumania was greeted by Members of the
Senate.

On expiration of the recess, the Senate
reassembled and was called to order by
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN).

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 bill (S. 2224) to amend
the Investment Company Act of 1940 and
the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 to
define the equitable standards govern-
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ing relationships between investment
companies and their investment advisers
and principal underwriters, and for other
purposes, with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate; that the House insisted upon its
amendment to the bill, asked a confer-
ence with the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that
Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. Moss, Mr. MuRPHY of
New York, Mr. SPRINGER, and Mr. KeITH
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 17255) to
amend the Clean Air Act to provide for a
more effective program to improve the
quality of the Nation’s air; asked a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. JARMAN, Mr. RoG-
Ers of Florida, Mr. SPRINGER, and Mr.
NELSEN were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had passed a joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 1346) authorizing the Presi-
dent to declare the week beginning the
third Sunday in September 1970 as “Na-
tional S.S. Hope Week”, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1346)
authorizing the President to declare the
week beginning the third Sunday in Sep-
tember 1970 as “National S.S. Hope
Week”, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF THE
PRESIDENT AND THE VICE PRESI-
DENT

The Senate continued 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. ALLEN. Mr. President, I was en-
gaged in colloguy with the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. I appreciate very much
the courtesy of the Senator in extend-
ing to me the opportunity better to un-
derstand the full impact of Senate Joint
Resolution 1. I would like to ask the
distinguished Senator if it is not a fact
that in 1960 the late President Eisen-
hower gave serious consideration to re-
quests that were made to him for a re-
count in that very close election. In pur-
suing the subject, he had occasion to
examine the statutes that apply to the
several States and he found the complete
lack of uniformity, to which the Senator
has just alluded. Because of this fact,
he concluded that if a recount were to
be undertaken, in even some of the
States where there was a close race—
despite the relatively obvious ease that
would occasion that sort of recount as
contrasted with recounting all the votes
in each of the 50 States of the United
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States and the District of Columbia—he
concluded that the time lapse, the inter-
val between the.time when the people
would know who their President was on
the one hand, and the determination of
that recount on the other, would pose
too great a burden upon our Government.

After having reflected on all the
elements involved in the mechanics of a
recount, and the delay between the time
he would have vacated the office and
his successor would have been duly de-
clared. President Eisenhower concluded
that the burden on our Government was
so great as to convince him not to pro-
ceed with the recount. This is true de-
spite the fact that there were many who
thought a recount might have resulted
in a different outcome.

Mr. ALLEN, That is the understand-
ing of the junior Senator from Alabama
from reading publications since that
time. I believe the Senator from Wy-
oming inadvertently said “Eisenhower”
instead of “Nixon” at the start of his re-
marks. Since the Senator referred to the
1960 election, it was President Nixon
who had that dilemma.

Mr. HANSEN. No. I meant to say, and
perhaps I am wrong; but I did say Pres-
ident Eisenhower deliberately. He was
President at that time and continued un-
til the late John F. Kennedy was inau-
gurated on January 20, 1961, as a re-
call. It was my understanding that this
appeal for a recount was made to the
President of the United States, President
Eisenhower, and I thought it was he, not
Mr. Nixon, who made the decision not to
have a recount, however, I would be
happy to have that clarified.

Mr. ALLEN. I was under the impres-
sion the decision was presented to now
President Nixon.

Mr. HANSEN. I see.

Mr. ALLEN. He would have had to
make the decision. The Senator is ex-
actly right. That was the conclusion I
understand he made.

Mr. HANSEN. The Senator means that
as the loser, or the defeated presidential
candidate, Nixon at that time had the
choice.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.

Mr. HANSEN. I see.

Mr. ALLEN. It would have thrown the
country into turmeoil.

One advantage of the present system is
that fraud or an inaccurate count is in-
sulated and set aside, with a fence
around it, so to speak, and even under
that condition it is difficult to contest in
time for the count in House Chamber.
As the Senator pointed out, magnify that
50 times and we have the problem that
would be created by just one precinct,
in trying to recount all the votes. It
would be an insurmountable task, an ab-
solutely impossible task.

Mr. HANSEN. One further question: I
cannot recall whether it was Theodore
White, or Professor Bickel, who made
the observation that our present system
has the capacity or capability of insu-
lating fraud. Whoever the author of the
statement is, he likened it to a ship with
compartments in it. He said the outside
of the ship could be ruptured, but the
ship would not flood with water and sink
because the water could not get into ev-
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ery other part of the ship under our pres-
ent system. He said we may have fraud
in one State, but it cannot destroy the
whole election process. It cannot thwart
the will of the Republic, because each of
the other 50 States, under our present
system, is insulated from that fraud.

So, despite what may happen in the
State of Illinois, as an illustration, if
there should be corruption and fraud
there, it cannot spill over into the State
of Indiana or the State of Iowa. If there
is to be a recount, it is a much simpler
task to have it only in the area where
fraud is suspected or where there has
been a very close race and it is necessary
for a recount to take place only in that
State.

Does the distinguished Senator from
Alabama consider that to be a very vital
reason for the retention of some sort of
electoral college system of choosing a
President as we now have?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes; I think it is a very
effective argument and a most persuasive
one, I like the analogy of comparing the
States to various compartments in a
ship where, if there were some fault or
flooding of one compartment, it would
not necessarily sink the entire ship; it
would be localized. That would be the
case of fraud or an inaccurate count in a
State. It would simplify the problem. The
problem would be only one-fiftieth what
it would be in trying to recount for the
whole Nation.

Another thing that occurs to the junior
Senator from Alabama is that the pro-
posed amendment does not provide for
who is going to certify those returns. Are
they going to continue to be certified in
the States? Are they going to set up Fed-
eral election boards? Under the present
provision, Congress has that power, but
nothing is said about it in the amend-
ment. Who makes the final certification?
Who counts the votes? Does each State
send in an adding machine tape and say,
“This is it”? It is not provided for. There
is no provision for a joint session of Con-
gress to do it, as presently provided,
wherein Congress examines the returns
now and the Vice President announces
the result. Nothing is said about that in
this proposal.

The amendment would create more
problems than it would solve. It is so
indefinite. The two definite features that
are sought to be written into the Con-
stitution are the two worst features. One
is election by a 40-percent plurality.
That is the worst feature. Then, the sec-
ond worst feature is the runoff. So the
two pernicious features are written into
the basic law of the land.

If we submit the amendment to the
States and we realize we have made a
mistake, it will be difficult to submit an-
other amendment. I do not know whether
we could withdraw what had been done
or not. Probably not. It would already be
out there. I do not know whether it could
be repealed while it was going around
to the States or not. But it would cer-
tainly stop any effort toward meaning-
ful reform if we had this proposed
amendment before the States for ratifi-
cation.

The junior Senator from Alabama
pointed out earlier that there had been
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a lot of changes in the thinking of indi-
vidual Senators and of the Senafe as a
whole in recent years. The distinguished
Senator from Indiana at one time was
opposed to the direet plan, and he was
backing the automatic plan. So he has
changed. The Senate passed the propor-
tional change. They are not talking about
passing that. They are talking about the
direct election. So there has been indi-
vidual change. There has been a collec-
tive change.

The junior Senator from Alabama
pointed out that, on a method of electing
the President and Vice President that
cannot be put into effect until 1976, with
6 years between now and then, there may
be a half dozen changes in the thinking,
under changing conditions. So why
hurry? Why rush this thing through?
Why put it ahead of important measures
on the Senate Calendar and in commit-
tees? The Senator from Indiana, con-
ducting the Bayh filibuster, has already
prevented the Senate committees from
continuing to meet today during the ses-
sion of the Senate and he threatens that
this afternoon, when the effort is made
to lay this business aside and get on to
some of the important work of the Sen-
ate, he is going to object.

The Senator from Alabama hopes that
the Senator from Indiana will relent on
that declared intention; that he will not
continue this filibuster. It is a filbuster
against the calendar. The Senator from
Alabama would like to point out to the
Senator from Wyoming that the Senator
from Indiana is not having a discussion
on just one measure, which could not be-
come effective until 1976; his filibuster is
applicable to the entire calendar and the
entire agenda of each Senate committee.

Mr. HANSEN. Will not the effect of it
be essentially to bring to a grinding halt
all of the really effective work the Sen-
ate might otherwise be able to accom-
plish?

Mr. ALLEN, Yes; very definitely. The
junior Senator from Alabama pointed
out we have six or seven appropriation
bills, appropriating billions of dollars,
one of them the military appropriation
bill. All we passed was the authoriza-
tions; the appropriation bill has not been
passed. If that bill cannot be turned out
by the committee, how are we going to
vote on that? We are already into this
fiscal year, which started July 1. If they
are going to say we have to vote on the
pending measure, which cannot go into
effect until 1976, and on which we might
change our minds a half dozen times be-
tween now and then, and if we have to
hold up action on really important bills
to try to put something into effect in
1976, it just seems that, as a matter of
priority, we ought to get down to work
on the calendar.

But a filibuster is being conducted by
the distinguished Senator from Indiana
on the calendar, so we will have to just
weigh the priorities. Which is more im-
portant? Is it the whole calendar, which
the Senator from Indiana seeks to pre-
vent us from reaching, or is it this meas-
ure, which will not apply until 1976? The
issue seems clear to the Senator from
Alabama.

Mr. HANSEN. It seems to the Senator
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from Wyoming that it is most unfor-
tunate that the distinguished Senator
from Indiana, for whom I have the high-
est regard and respect, would seek to in-
voke such a harsh penalty on the Senate,
which will, in effect, deprive it of its abil-
ity to get on with its work.

What is not generally understood is
that, to the casual observer, when he
comes into the gallery and looks down
upon the Senate, he is unaware of the
fact that most of the Senators are en-
gaged in committee hearings; they are
considering the respective bills that have
been introduced, and that are before
Congress, and they are listening to testi-
mony in their various committees. As a
member of the Finance Committee, I
have been listening for the last several
days to testimony on the President’s fam-
ily assistance program. I and my col-
leagues would like to understand it
better. We hope that we can hear from
people who know what effect this over-
hauling of the welfare program may have
upon this country. The question is if the
program will give the incentive to people
now on welfare to move from welfare and
to take jobs, or to enroll in job training
programs, or in schools, so as to upgrade
their abilities and their talents, and
thereby enable them to be better quali-
fied for a job.

This is some of the work that will come
to a stop if the distinguished Senator
from Indiana were to take this extreme
measure, But before dwelling further on
that, I do wish to go back one step, and
ask my distinguished friend from Ala-
bama about one further thing.

I would like to ask the distinguished
Senator from Alabama about the pro-
vision in the bill whereby we could
have a President elected with 40 percent
of the vote. As I understand the pro-
visions of Senate Joint Resolution 1, if
a candidate received 40 percent of the
popular vote, and received more than
any other one candidate, then, under the
provisions of this bill, is it correct that
he would be declared to have been elected
President of the United States? Am I
correct about that?

Mr. ALLEN. Under the resolution, if
he was the high man and got as much
as 40 percent of the entire popular vote
of the country, he and his running mate,
running as a team, would be declared
elected.

Mr. HANSEN. I recall, as the then
Governor of Wyoming, the tragic se-
quence of events which happened when
the late and beloved President John F,
Kennedy was assassinated. Each of the
50 Governors was invited to come to
Washington to pay the respects of the
State he represented to the assassinated
President.

I shall not forget that when we assem-
bled for the services in St. Matthew's
Cathedral, a very old and hallowed Cath-
olic church, we saw parade before our-
selves as well as the newsreel cameras
and the television cameras of the world,
a deeply saddened entourage of officials
from literally everywhere in the world.
They had come to America to pay the
respects of their countries. A unique feel-
ing overcame me because I realized that
many of our visitors were amazed that
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such a tragic and traumatic event could
take place; and yet, under the process
of government and of succession in office
that characterizes this Republic of ours,
no American citizen for a moment ever
considered the possibility of this Govern-
ment failing, of this country’s legal au-
thority being overthrown.

That never entered any American’s
mind, but it was very much on the minds
of a great number of the foreign heads
of state who were here, because, as the
Senator from Alabama knows, all too
often, when a president is assassinated
in any of a great number of other na-
tions, that means the end of that govern-
ment. It means the necessity for bring-
ing a new government into being; and yet
here they were, this great entourage of
persons who had come to pay their re-
spects, not so much because of their per-
sonal friendship or personal knowledge
of John F. Kennedy, but rather they were
here because they recognized the
strength of the Government of the
United States. They recognized the im-
portant role that the United States plays
in world affairs; and I say this with no
intent to discredit the hallowed name of
John F. Kennedy, but rather as a fact.

There were people who came to that
sad occasion who had never met the
President of the United States; but they
were well aware of the extremely impor-
tant post he occupied in this country,
and the extremely important role that
was his and would become that of his
successor in world affairs.

So they were here, not so much to view
the casket, but rather because they rec-
ognized the importance of this country.
They were here to pay their respects to
the United States as well as its fallen
leader.

Our present electoral college system
is old, granted, and many say it is anti-
quated, that it no longer serves us well
and, therefore, that we ought to get rid
of it, that we should throw it out, that
almost anything would do a better job.
I disagree. There are all kinds of ideas,
as the Senator from Alabama knows,
that could be substituted for it, and the
sponsors of these various proposals will
tell you, “Well, my idea is better, and
so is someone else's, and someone else’s;
almost anything could be better,” I would
say this: Until we have reasonable as-
surance that we will be making an im-
provement, let us not be too hasty to
cast aside something that has served us
well. And to those who find fault with
the system by which we have chosen
Presidents, let me say that I know of
no country in the world today that can
boast of a higher standard of living than
that of the average, typical American.
I know of no country which has been able
to bring into effect the force of its pro-
ductive capability betier than has the
United States of America,. I suggest that
we remember that since the end of World
War II, this people, this productive ma-
chine that we call the United States of
America, has given away, to friend and
foe alike, between $150 billion and $175
billion if you add together the Marshall
plan assistance, all of the foreign aid,
and all of the various different kinds of
aid we have given to people throughout
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the world. It is my contention that any
system of government which has the sta-
bility we have been able to demonstrate,
which has the resiliency that was appar-
ent when President Kennedy was killed,
which can carry on in good times and
bad, which can stand almost alone—as
we have so often stood—in defending
Ireedom in the farflung corners of this
world, then I say, let us not be too quick
to cast aside a system that is able to
deliver this kind of government.

I say, too, that we should not be too
hasty to cast our procedures aside, de-
spite the weaknesses we find in our gov-
ernment today, despite the discrimina-
tion which we find in some places, de-
spite all of the inequalities of oppor-
tunity which are called to our attention
by our detractors and by those, as well,
who would seek to improve our system.
Despite all of these things, I say that I
know of no country that has a greater
record of achievement for all its people
than does the United States.

I happened to hear Al Capp a few
weeks ago and he was telling about the
achievement made by the average citizen
in this country. I am not certain that I
recall precisely the figures, but, as I re-
call in the last decade or two the aver-
age American has seen his average an-
nual income increased by 50 percent, and
the average black is within about 6
months of having achieved the same
level of educational attainment as the
average white; and the average black, if
I recall the figures that were presented,
now has an income that approaches or
perhaps exceeds $7,000 annually.

All T am saying is that any country
which can do as good a job as we have
done ought to examine very closely and
very carefully and very critically those
processes by which we have selected our
leadership. I am sure that not all our
leaders have been great, but, generally
speaking, I think we have moved for-
ward; we have made significant social
gains; we have made significant gains in
extending freedom equally and impar-
tially to all our people. I think we have
made gains educationally. We have made
gains in the progress of all our people,
no matter what minority they may com-
pose.

In Wyoming, we have 22 times as
many Indians as we have blacks. There
is much left to be done among the In-
dians, and I am one of the first to ad-
mit that. But I say: Show me another
country that has done as well as we have
done.

I am not ready to say that simply be-
cause this system is nearly two centuries
old that it is outmoded, and that it is
no longer serving us. I am not sure that I
agree with those who say that because
one of our electors became faithless to
the implied pledge that he took when he
agreed to have his name submitted as an
elector in 1968, that we should throw the
whole system out. I would hope that the
people of this country and the Members
of the Senate would consider very care-
fully what we have accomplished and
look about the world and compare the
United States, compare our Governmendt,
compare the stability of our institutions
with those of almost any other foreign
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country, and ask themselves whether it
is not better to have a system which fos-
ters and encourages a strong, viable two-
party system, so that regardless of who
may be leading this country, we are go-
ing to have the steadying assurance that
comes from the firm knowledge and con-
viction that the person who has been
chosen under this electoral college proc-
ess has the support of a majority of our
people.

To me, these are some of the consid-
erations that I know are very much in
the mind of the Senator from Alabama. I
think he is making a wonderful contribu-
tion to our Government, to a better un-
derstanding of this entire issue, in pre-
senting, as he does, in the knowledgeable
and lucid way that he does, his observa-
tions and comments, spelling matters m_xt
in detail. It is important that it be done in
this fashion, because things can elude us
too easily if we do not take the time to
stop and listen and ponder and consider,
as we are privileged to do by the presen-
tation of the Senator from Alabama this
afternoon. 2

I would like to express my apprecia-
tion to the Senator for his having
yielded. I am grateful to him. I ask
whether he shares at least some of the
views I have just expressed as he has
afforded me the opportunity to comment
on his very remarks here today.

Mr. ALLEN. I appreciate very much
the outstanding contribution which the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming has
made to this discussion. Certainly, I ap-
prove of his inspirational remarks. His
remarks have been to the point and have
pointed out the greatness that is Amer-
ica, the greatness we have achieved under
our Constitution, the fact that we should
not depart from the old landmarks that
have served us so well, and that we
should not abandon them and turn to
the untried, the indefinite, the uncertain,
the plan that would create many more
problems than it would solve.

I think, too, that the Senator from
Wyoming has put his finger on one of
the factors that does make America
great—that makes our system of govern-
ment the greatest in the world—and
that is the matter of the orderly succes-
sion about which he has spoken so mov-
ingly, the orderly succession to the office
of President of the United States.

The distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming did not state it, but I believe that
at the time of the assassination of the
late, great John F. Kennedy, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming was
serving as Governor of his State and was
representing the people of his State; and
he saw firsthand and heard firsthand
the heads of states of other goverments,
the surpriss—and I am sure the wonder
and appreciation—that they expressed
at the greatness that is America, the
provision for the orderly succession to
the office of President of the United
States.

Yes, he referred movingly to the late,
great President John F. Kennedy. We
recall that on the floor of the Senate,
time and again, the argument has been
made by the distinguished Senator from
Indiana that if a given number of voters
in one State had voted one way and a
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given number of voters in another State
had voted another way, President Nixon,
then candidate Nixon, in 1960, would
have been elected President of the United
States, even though he got fewer pop-
ular votes than did President Kennedy.

Let us see what Mr. Kennedy, then
Senator Kennedy, had to say about the
electoral college system. I read, from
page 30 of the hearings of the Senate
Judiciary Committee, the statement of
Theodore H. White:

I would like to use as my text a remark
made by John F. Eennedy of Massachusetts
on March 5, 1956, in Senate debate. He was
discussing an amendment similar to this. He
began by saying that “On the whole, our
system has given us able Presldents, capable
of meeting the increased demands upon our
soclety. No urgent necessity for change has
been proven.”

Mr. President, those words spoken in
debate here today would be just as ap-
plicable as when they were uttered on
the Senate floor by then Senator John F.
EKennedy, of Massachusetts.

No urgent necessity for change has been
proved.

This is Senator Kennedy, later Presi-
dent, speaking:

‘When all these factors are considered, it is
not only the unit vote for the presidency we
are talking about, but the whole solar sys-
tem of government power. If this proposal
changes the balance of power in any one of
the elements of the solar system, it is neces-
sary to change all of them.

Those words could be uttered today
and would be just as applicable as they
were on that occasion.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield on that
point?

Mr. ALLEN. I am delighted to yield to
the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr., HANSEN. A number of learned
students of the subject of elections and
electoral reform draw analogies between
the electoral system, the federal system,
and the composition of the U.S. Con-
gress. As I read their testimony, it goes
something like this: The electoral system
is a further reflection of the federal sys-
tem of the 50 States. Except as required
by a runoff in the House, where each
State has one vote—except in that rare,
rare instance—we find reflected in the
electoral college system the population
of each of the 50 States along with a
reflection of the entities of the States.
In other words, my State of Wyoming is
second only to Alaska in having the
smallest population of the 50 States.
Wyoming has three votes—three out of
538 electoral college votes, as I under-
stand it.

A much larger State has more than
several votes. It has votes that reflect the
number of persons present in the State,
plus the two votes represented by the
Senators of the State. There are those
who say the proposed change would give
greater strength to the voice of the
smaller States. I am unable to follow this
logic. I am unable to see how Wyoming
would gain in power if this system were
to be adopted.

At present, it is my understanding that
Wyoming has 3 out of 538 electoral votes.
If we were to go into a direct election
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process, as is proposed by the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), strietly on the basis of the num-
ber of people residing in Wyoming com-
pared with the total number in the
United States, my arithmetic inclines me
to believe that our strength would be
diminished from three five hundred and
thirty-eight thousandths to about one
six hundred and thirty thousandths, be-
cause roughly we have in the neighbor-
hood of a third of a million people in
Wyoming. If the information I have is
correct, there are some 210 million people
in the United States today, give or take
a million or two.

If Wyoming has a third of a million
people, then we would have one six hun-
dred and thirty thousandths of the total
power. So I do not see how this can pos-
sibly augment the strength, increase the
voice, or magnify the influence of a small
State,

There are those who take this argu-
ment and turn it around and say that it
shows the system needs to be changed
because it is not wholly fair.

I ask those who make such a state-
ment: If that be true, would it not be
logical to take it to the next step, which
would be to abolish the Senate? What
reason is there to recognize in the Senate
the presence of the States if we are going
to rule out the electoral college system
and the individuality of the States. For
very good reasons, the individuality of
the States was in the minds of the fram-
ers of the Constitution in constructing
the election process which has served
this country so well to date. If the elec-
toral college is abolished, I suspect it will
not be long until someone will come
along and say, “We have instituted the
one-man one-vote concept. We have had
to reapportion all the legislatures which
have not faithfully fulfilled the judicial
concept of the one-man, one-vote. We
have eliminated the electoral college sys-
tem, so let us go all the way, be con-
sistent, and abolish the Senate.”

I leave it to Senators to answer my
question. Would that be in the best in-
terests of the country? Can it be demon-
strated that our system of government
has failed this country?

I have heard, during the few years
I have been here, that the Senate is
archaic. That statement does not refer
exclusively to the age of its Members,
but rather to the system; that it has
outlived its usefulness; that our rules
have made it possible for a willful
group of people fo hold up and impede
legislation; and that this is all bad.

To those who think that, I always have
to recall the words of our late, great
Senator Dirksen. I regret that I cannot
quote him verbatim, but essentially he
said something like this;

“I have been around here a few years
and have never seen an instance, when
an idea came into its time and needed
to be adopted, that it was possible for a
willful little group of Senators to prevent
its accomplishment into law.”

He stated further:

“I have seen many times, and thanked
God for it, when I have been able to wit-
ness that what started out as poorly con-
ceived legislation, not adequately debated
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and only partially understood, resulted,
thank goodness for a little willful group
of men, in further exploration of the
idea, further consideration, and the fur-
ther necessity on the part of all Sena-
tors to seek that happy sort of com-
promise that results in men of somewhat
differing ideas joining together and
marching forward in one direction, when,
without the leveling influence that is so
much a part of the character of the
Senate, there would have resulted a real
loss to our country.”

So I am convinced that our system is
good. I am convinced that it is unneces-
sary to seek to justify our system here
amid what we have accomplished. All the
major nations of the world today agree
that the United States of America has
the unique distinction of being the oldest
continuing form of government on the
face of the earth, the only important
nation that has not changed its system.

Of course, there are those who predict
that our time has about run out, that we
have only a few years left. It has not been
hard, in going around the counfry in re-
cent years, to find people who find fault
with everything we do. But I am not dis-
illusioned or bereft of hope because of
these prognostications of doom.

I look at the young children of the
country—our young Americans. For the
most part, they are fine, decent, and in-
spired of just as good ideals as were the
people of my generation.

I do not think we are about to give up
the ghost in this country. I do not think
we are going to lie down and die merely
because someone says that we are almost
200 years old. I do not think that this
Government is going to collapse or that
the system by which we select a Presi-
dent will fail us now simply because some
say: “It could be made better. Let us
junk the whole process and take in some-
thing that has not been tried, something
that has all the attributes that have
brought about the splintering of opinions
and the splintering of parties in Europe,
which make that part of the world what
it is today.”

It is the failure to develop a majority of
people in a country wanting to march in
one direction that I think is of real con-
cern to many foreign governments today.
This is not characteristic of our country,
because our system has insured that that
will not happen here. I think ours is a
great system of government.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Wyoming for the contribu-
tion he has made.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield without losing his right
to the floor?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr, President, I yield to
the Senator from Florida without losing
my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I have
listened with great interest to the col-
loquy between the distinguished Sena-
tor from Alabama and the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming on the subject
of what Senate Joint Resolution 1 would
do as far as some small States are con-
cerned. It has been stated that this meas-
ure would take away some of the voting
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strength held now under the electoral
college system by the small States. And
in the case of the very small States, like
Wyoming, Vermont, and Nevada, it would
take away quite a bit of the leverage those
States now enjoy under the electoral
college system.

I certainly agree with the remarks
heretofore made. That, of course, was
the whole idea of setting up the electoral
college in the first place by the Founding
Fathers, to give the small States a greater
leverage and a little more advantage in
order that they could make their weight
felt in our system as opposed to the
States that were considerably larger.

I get the opinion that if this argu-
ment was a sound one almost 200 years
ago when the country was sparsely popu-
lated, with only Thirteen Original States,
that the difference was not too great be-
tween some of the States then as to popu-
lation, However, now there is a vast
chasm between the population of the
State of Wyoming, with one Representa-
tive in the other body, and a State like
New York which has, I think, 41 Repre-
sentatives, which is indicative of the mas-
sive difference in population.

Certainly I think it makes all kinds of
sense. Today, it makes even more sense.
There is a stronger argument to preserve
the weight of the small States in the
presidential election in the whole system
of the Federal Republic which we have.

Another thought occurs to me along
the lines of small States opposed to the
larger States. I think the argument also
applies to the larger States that are more
in the smaller city class rather than in
the larger city class. My State of Flor-
ida would be one of those. It is a large
State, but it still does not have tremen-
dous cities such as New York, Chicago,
Los Angeles, or places like that.

It occurs to me that, if we do away
with the electoral college system and
substitute this direct-election method
which is proposed here in Senate Joint
Resolution 1 pending before the Senate,
we would run into another problem. It
seems to me that we completely over-
emphasize the importance of a presi-
dential election in those areas which are
large urban areas now and States which
contain the great cities. We have the
State of New York with the city of New
York. We have the State of Illinois with
Chicago. We have the State of Califor-
nia with Los Angeles.

Why should presidential candidates be
interested in campaigning in a State like
Wyoming or a State like Vermont, or
even in a State like Alabama, the State
of the distinguished Senator, when they
can go to just a few areas in the country
and get the number of votes they need?

Take the area around New York City.
That area encompasses not only the tre-
mendous metropolitan area of New
York—the second largest city in the
country, I believe—but also includes the
contiguous States of Pennsylvania, New
Jersey, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Mas-
sachusetts, and Ohio.

While those other States are not large
States geographically, they are densely
populated areas. Within that one area
alone, within 200 miles of the State of
New York, we have an enormous per-
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centage of the population of this coun-
try. For example, compared with Cali-
fornia, the Representatives from the
States of New York, New Jersey, Penn-
sylvania, and Ohio comprise today more
than one-fourth of the total member-
ship of the House of Representatives.
That is just those four States out of the
50 States.

Obviously it seems to me that a presi-
dential candidate would concentrate his
time there, get on the television stations
in New York, Chicago, California, and
perhaps in a few other scattered areas in
the United States—maybe around Kan-
sas City and St. Louis, which are big
cities, and perhaps in Texas, Dallas and
Houston. He could cover that area on
one television media. That is all he
would be interested in.

Of course those areas are important.
No one downgrades their importance.

We recognize that our colleagues who
represent those States have enormous
interests to give voice to here and in the
House of Representatives.

The point I want to make is that the
problems of the smaller States are just
as vital to the people who live there as
are the problems of the larger States
and the people who live in those areas.

I would think that under the direct
election system, such as proposed in
Senate Joint Resolution 1, a presidential
candidate might completely overlook the
problems of the small areas that may be
agriculfural in nature or perhaps min-
eral in nature and have nothing what-
soever to do with the problems concen-
trated in the larger cities.

Certainly the smaller areas have no
ghetto problems. There are not any
ghettos there. I think there are a great
number of the States in the United
States that lack those problems.

We know that the Governors of the
larger States particularly and the mayors
of the larger cities are constantly coming
down to Washington for more money.
We know they need more money. How-
ever, at the same time, we cannot over-
look the problems of other States of the
Union to take care of just a few.

Yet, if we had this direct election
method, I tend to think that a presiden-
tial candidate would direct his attention
only to those more populous States
where the voters are. Certainly all of us
in politics and in campaigns know very
well how we orient our campaigns. We
always say, “Go where our votes are.
Do not waste your time in the areas
where you cannot get enough votes to
sway any election.”

It seems to me that the direct election
method invites that kind of political di-
rection to only one or two areas in this
country, or three or four to the neglect
of the other.

Would the Senator from Alabama feel
that was a weakness in this direct elec-
tion method?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr, President, I appreci-
ate the comments of the distinguished
Senator from Florida, I very definitely
agree with him. I think he has certainly
put his finger on a very important point
regarding the small States.

I think that whether a State is a
small State, whether it has greater in-
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fluence in the electoral college, whether
the percentage of the electoral college is
larger than its percentage of the total
popular vote is of very little importance
actually. That is not the important thing,
and I do not oppose this measure because
I am from the South or because I am
from a relatively small State. I oppose it
because I am an American and I feel
that this provision, the direct election of
the President, with the 40-percent pro-
viso or the runoff proviso, would tear
this counrty apart, and the effort of a
candidate to receive in excess of 40 per-
cent of the vote rather than to achieve a
majority of the electors would, as the
Senator so eloguently stated, cause the
candidate to go to the great population
centers to the exclusion of the other
areas of the counrty in order to carve
out his 40-percent plurality.

The dangers that are inherent to our
country in that system are what cause
me and, I am sure, the Senator from
Florida, to oppose the plan—the danger
of a plurality President, the danger of
proliferation of third parties, the danger
of choosing a man for President who rep-
resents no views known to the public
generally, the danger of electing a Presi-
dent who is a television personality, who
with a television blitz in the large areas
would be able to necessitate 40 percent
of the popular vote.

I think that is the point the Senator
stresses and I agree with him on it.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield further?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, I am delighted to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Florida.

Mr. GURNEY. I was extremely inter-
ested and taken with the Senator’s point
of the 40 percent, which I neglected to
mention in my argument, and the likeli-
hood of a candidate to go to the larger
States. Of course, only a 40-percent re-
quirement—at least on the first go-
round—makes it even easier and more
likely for a candidate to go to the metro-
politan centers. I have pointed out that
four States; New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, and California, represent
better than 25 percent of the representa-
tion in the House, so I assume they rep-
resent more than 25 percent of the popu-
lation. One would not have to go to more
than one or two other places to pick up
the 40 percent.

Another thing occurs to me in this
business of concentrating upon the
larger States, which I think poses a
danger. Here again I use my own State
of Florida as an example. I mentioned
the rural States and that the presiden-
tial candidate would neglect those States.
In a larger State, like Florida, which is
now No. 8 in size in the United States,
a very sizable State, and yet we do not
have any really great metropolitan areas,
I am not sure a candidate would spend
too much time campaigning in my State
if he could pick up the votes he needs
in those States which have the large
cities which would make his campaign-
ing easier.

There is another point I would like to
join in discussing with the distinguished
Senator from Alabama. Earlier in the
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afternoon the Senator engaged in collo-
quy with the Senator from Wyoming
speaking about the danger of splinter
parties which would perhaps be encour-
aged by Senate Joint Resolution 1, which
provides for the direct election of the
President.

There has been a great deal of dis-
cussion about that here in the days we
have been spending on the argument on
Senate Joint Resolution 1. Certainly, this
is a point we all know has troubled schol-
ars throughout this Nation, in and out of
universities, about this matter. I know
I have read a great deal of copy in news-
papers and periodicals by very distin-
guished and knowledgeable Americans,
who are knowledgeable about govern-
ment and politics, worrying about the
growth of splinter parties.

It occurs to me we do not have to spec-
ulate this might happen. It seems to me
we have a very good example that it is
happening. Take the great State of New
York, which was first in size in the Unit-
ed States. I think that now that the
census has been taken it is No. 2 and
California is No. 1, but still it is a sizable
State.

Already in this State we have a splin-
tering of the political parties. Where they
used to have the Democratic Party and
the Republican Party, now they have the
Liberal Party and the Conservative
Party.

I remember being in New York for a
political rally of my own Republican
Party about 7 or 8 years ago when I first
went to the House of Representatives. At
that time the Conservative Party was
just beginning in New York. I remember
talking to some of the members at that
particular gathering at the rally and ask-
ing, “Why are you starting this party up
here? Won't it weaken the parties you
have already established?” The same
thing is true of the Liberal Party in New
York, which started up about that time.
They said, “No, we do not think it will do
that. We are more conservative than
some of the other people. If we start a
new party, we can hold their feet to the
fire and bring them around to more
philosophical thinking.”

I do not think the people I was talk-
ing to in the Conservative Party felt the
party would amount to much, and
neither did I. It is 7 or 8 years later now
and we know that both splinfer parties,
the Conservative and the Liberal Parties,
are wielding a good deal of clout. That
was particularly true in the election for
mayor here recently and the primaries in
both parties in New York recently. These
splinter parties, these Liberal and Con-
servative Parties are, indeed, doing the
very same thing that the distinguished
Senator from Alabama and the distin-
guished Senator from Wpyoming were
talking about earlier this afternoon. They
are acquiring members and voting
strength. They are gaining with each
election and as they do this kind of
strength gives them the power to nego-
tiate with the other parties and candi-
dates, and perhaps achieve what they
want to achieve,

I am not arguing that this is right
or wrong, whether it is good or bad, but
I think it makes a perfect case in being
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right now in New York, one of the great-
est States in the country, where you
have this very same splinter party effect
which we fear under Senate Joint Res-
olution 1 if it goes into effect.

In New York I suppose it has not
made too much difference in the legis-
lative process so far because the par-
ties are too young, but it will. If that
same thing happens and we adopt Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1 and we get in
this body in which we are now speaking
and the other body on the other side
of the Capitol four or five or six parties,
with Senators and Representatives in
jr,hese four, five, or six parties, the wheel-
ing and dealing that is going to occur
on this floor and on the floor of the
other body is something we cannot ima-
gine, It will be something like what
happened in France year after year,
where De Gaulle was President, and some
parties would not last more than 24
hours. There would be splinter parties
like leaves falling off the trees in my
native State of Maine.

I certainly share the apprehension
that the distinguished Senator from
Alabama has with respect to the splinter
party question.

This is really the question I was going
to pose: Does not the Senator see occur-
ring in the U.S. Senate and the House of
Representatives what occurred in New
York recently, with the four parties they
now have, if Senate Joint Resolution 1
is adopted?

Mr. ALLEN. I appreciate the Sena-
tor's remarks. I would say definitely that
is a harbinger of what will happen
throughout the country and here in the
Senate and in the House. But the New
York situation is not nearly as strong
a case to show the proliferation of par-
ties on the national scene as under Sen-
ate Joint Resolution No. 1, because Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1 ealls for a run-
off, and that encourages third parties.
In the general election in New York, that
ends it; there is no runoff. If there were
a runoff, the splinter parties could have
an influence on the runoff, and we would
see more splinter parties. So in the
United States, under the Bayh amend-
ment, with the runoff, we would see more
splinter parties, because they would real-
ize that the electorate could vote for
their candidate in the first race know-
ing full well that there was going to be
a runoff after the first race.

It would encourage them to form
splinter parties so that they could have
an influence on the bargaining going
into the runoff. So there is a much
stronger case to show the proliferation
of parties in the United States than to
use the example of what occurs in New
York, where there is no runoff in the
general election.

Of course, another factor that dis-
courages the splinter parties, or third,
fourth, or fifth parties, in the United
States under the electoral plan is that
to register at all in the electoral college,
8 third party, or any party for that mat-
ter, must carry the popular votes of at
least one State. So they have to carry
one State, and that discourages the for-
mation of a third party. But under the
Bayh plan, they would be encouraged
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because if they got only 10,000 votes, or
1,000 votes, for that matter, it would
have to be a part of the grand total and
it might be the difference between the
candidate’s getting 40 percent of the
popular vote and being elected Presi-
dent, along with his running mate, the
Vice President, or getting 39.9999 percent
of the votes and having to go into a
runoff. So they would be very important
in the overall scheme of the national
election, and the amendment would en-
courage the formation of third parties
so that they could influence the election
and it would give them a sense of im-
portance; whereas, under the present
plan, if they do not carry one State, they
do not get any electoral votes at all.

On the matter of proliferation of par-
ties, I was somewhat surprised to read
something in the report on the Pastore
bill. The bill provided for a limit can-
didates can spend on TV and radio ad-
vertising. There was a provision for
equal time for all candidates for Presi-
dent. Free time, I believe, was arranged
for the major candidates. It used to be
the rule—it still is; the law has not
been finally enacted—that they had to
give equal time to all candidates for
President. This would work a hardship
because there were so many splinter
parties. Some of the splinter parties are
listed in the report. There were at least
14 that were discovered, going back to
1960. They ran with the provision, of
course, that they had to carry a State
to get any electoral votes.

Let me mention some of the splinter
parties: Conservative Party of Virginia;
Constitution Party; Tax Cut Party.

There again we have a proliferation
of parties, We have one-issue parties.

The Anti-War Party. Reduced Taxes
Party. Every issue one can think of is in
there. The proposed amendment would
make for more and more one-issue, one-
ideology types of parties.

Going on with the list: The Prohibi-
tion Party. It had a candidate for the
Presidency in 1960. Socialist Workers
Party. Farmer Labor Party of Iowa. So-
cialist Workers and Farmers Party of
Utah. National States Rights Party.
Afro-American Unity Party. American
Third Party. Conservative Party of New
Jersey. Greenback Party. And on and on
and on in 1960.

So there would be third parties that
would have an influence in the election
of major party candidates, who would
have to offer concessions, or whatever
candidates do, to gain support in a run-
off. They would be forced to contend
with them. So under the proposed plan
we would see more and more splinter
parties started.

Another fruitful source of splinter par-
ties would be defeated candidates at na-
tional conventions where things did not
go too harmoniously and a large number
of candidates thought they should have
been chosen instead of the ones who were
chosen. They would be very disgruntled
and would say, “Well, if I can’t get it
they are not going to get it and I will
start a party.” We would then find some
major candidates running for Presi-
dent——
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Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr, ALLEN. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY. That is a point ex-
tremely well made, because the possi-
bility of a defeated candidate wanting
to start his own rump party and run-
ning for the Presidency not only would
be likely to happen, but actually would
happen, because we have seen instance
after instance in just about every elec-
tion we have in this country now, I sup-
pose, within the States, where people
run perhaps for Governor or for Sen-
ator. They may not make it in the party
primary, if they have a convention-type
primary, or, for that matter, if they do
not make it in the primary where votes
were cast, there is nothing in the world
to stop those people from running again
in a general election. That frequently
happens.

As a matter of fact, one of our distin-
guished colleagues was telling us only
yesterday that in his State the defeated
candidate for Governor in the primary
has done exactly that. He started his own
party and is going to run in the general
election as a candidate. He is obviously
a spoiler. He is so disgruntled at not hav-
ing won that he does not want the person
who won the primary to win, either. So
we have that situation, and we have al-
ways had it within our political battles in
the primaries in the several States.

The reason for it is that we do not have
the majority provision we have under the
national election system. If we had a rule
which provided that the man receiving
a majority of the votes would get the
nomination and nobody else would run,
that would end it. In fact, that is what
the electoral college does. It does not say
that, but, in practice, it works that way.

So the Senator from Alabama is ex-
actly right, and we have examples like
that right now, in practically every elec-
tion year. But in the competition for the
great big prize, the Presidency of the
United States, for somebody to run—and
I was not aware of all these splinter par-
ties that exist today; that even surprises
me—the temptation would certainly be
very great, and I agree with the Senator
that that is exactly what we would have,
candidates running on every issue, all
over the land.

The Senator makes another very good
point, which I think ought to be ampli-
fied, and he ought to be complimented
on it: That if we have this direct election
method under Senate Joint Resolution
1, then what we are going to have, as he
so aptly put it, is a one-issue President—
the Greenback Party, the Prohibition
Party, or the Women's Liberation Party,
perhaps; that seems to be well up on the
docket today. The Peace Party; we cer-
tainly have that now. As a matter of fact,
in my home State of Florida, we had a
party of very liberal people, far left-
wingers, last time called the New Party.
They were mostly the very long-haired
variety; and I suppose they might be a
political party in another campaign.

The point of the matter is that this is
the very strength of our political system
now. We have two great political parties.

The distinguished Senator from Alabama
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belongs to one and I belong to the other.
And yet both of these parties are able to
encompass and embrace people of all po-
litical shades. Some of us are conserva-
tive. The Senator from Alabama and I
happen to be of that political persuasion,
I would expect, if we were to categorize
ourselves. Certain parts of the country
tend to produce people of one political
philosophy; other parts of the country
tend to produce people of another. The
fact that all of these people are encom-
passed within the two great political
parties, to me, gives the system strength.

I find nothing wrong with the fact that
there are, within my own political party,
people who have a different political phi-
losophy than I do. I think it has a good
tempering effect upon some of the beliefs
that I have; and I would hope that some
of the beliefs that I have, perhaps, would
have a tempering effect upon those of my
party who may differ from me in philo-
sophical matters.

But if we have this Senate Joint Res-
olution 1 direct election kind of thing, it
seems to me we are going to lose that, and
we are going to have people who are
keenly apprehensive, perhaps, about one
small issue, getting into the party that
believes in that issue, and we are going
to lose the all-encompassing and all-
embracing kind of philosophical types we
have now.

This would be a great loss to the coun-
try. Does the distinguished Senator from
Alabama think there is a danger here?

Mr. ALLEN. I think there is a very def-
inite danger, and that is one of the rea-
sons why the junior Senator from Ala-
bama opposes Senate Joint Resolution 1.

The fragmentation of our politieal
party system, the proliferation of third
parties and splinter parties, the confu-
sion that would be caused, the great
danger of the runoff provision, where all
of these various splinter parties and
people have been polarized over this
specific issue that the Senator from Flor-
ida was speaking of—not part of the two
political philosophies, conservative or
!iberal—t.hey would be standing for one
issue, and they would have a definite
effect on the runoff, so that these one-
issue people, by combining forces, might
very well cause the election of a person
who was not the choice of the people of
this Nation.

It might be someone with whose views
the people were not familiar. It might
be someone who had conducted a televi-
sion blitz and become something of a
household word in a matter of a few days
or a few weeks, after an expenditure of
large sums on television.

I think that these splinter parties could
combine and, in practice, elect a member
of one splinter party, or have a major
candidate so beholden to them that he
could not govern the country effectively.
I think there is a very definite and real
danger, that might shake the very foun-
dations of our American governmental
system, if Senate Joint Resolution 1 is
allowed to be passed.

Mr. GURNEY, Will the distinguished
Senator yield further at that point?

Mr. ALLEN. I should be delighted.

Mr. GURNEY. The Senator’s comment
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about the possibility of a candidate for
the Presidency who engaged in a tele-
vision blitz being elected, I think, is a
very viable point, and one that could
easily happen. And, of course, again in
recent years, we have had examples of
that. I suppose television has been per-
haps the most effective way of politick-
ing, probably, since the beginning of—
well, I expect in the Kennedy-Nixon elec-
tion campaign for the Presidency; and
following the very effective use of tele-
vision in that campaign by the winner,
President John F. Kennedy, all candi-
dates began to use television more and
more in their political campaigns.

I know when I first ran for the House
of Representatives in 1962, I devoted the
major portion of my budget in that year
to television, and I have constantly done
that. I did that also when I ran for the
Senate in 1968. But I think the interest-
ing thing is what has happened in very
recent years. The very thing that the
Senator from Alabama is warning
against here, a television blitz, has hap-
pened on numerous occasions in the last,
I would say, 2 to 4 political years, and,
without naming names, so that no one
will be embarrassed, or no political party
will be embarrassed, there are clearly at
least two instances of nominees running
for the U.S. Senate right now who are
nominees because of a television blitz in
their States. And, incidentally, those
happen to be very large States, with
large metropolifan areas.

One of these candidates was entirely
unknown before he launched his televi~
sion blitz and became the nominee, and
he knocked off a candidate that everyone
thought was going to win. The only way
he was able to do it was by television.

The other one I am thinking of was
better known politically in a small area,
but not throughout the State. At least
two, I think, of the candidates he was
running against were better known than
he was, but he had a much better fi-
nanced campaign. He spent a lot more
money on television, and he also was
nominated. And, of course, I know of an
even closer instance, in my own State,
where that very thing also happened,
where a political unknown, never in poli-
tics before, managed to present a very
formidable campaign by a very extensive
use of television in his county. I think the
figures ran nearly a million dollars.

So we have examples. I have mentioned
three that I can think of, but, as the dis-
tinguished Senator knows and as I know,
there are other examples, too.

This year, 2 years ago, and 4 years ago,
in the big political campaigns around the
country for the Senate, for the governor-
ships, and for the House of Representa-
tives, where a well-packaged, Madison
Avenue-type advertising campaign has
presented a candidate the same way that
you would present Camel cigarettes or
Ivory soap, or anything you want to
name, a picture that is a best selling
item, the candidate was presented that
way, and the people have bought him on
election day.

So the Senator is eminently correct
when he expresses concern and appre-
hension and fear that this is exactly
what might happen if we went this Sen-
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ate Joint Resolution 1 route and had a
popular election.

More and more, people of great wealth
in this country are interesting themselves
in politics. I have talked to one or two of
these types myself. Their reasoning has
Leen that they have been very successful
in business, they have amassed many
millions of dollars, the challenge is over
as far as business is concerned, now they
are interested in something else, so they
decide to go into politics and govern-
ment, I do not say there is anything
wrong with that; I simply say that those
are the facts of the matter.

So all of a sudden, overnight, they
want to be elected to public office. I am
not exactly sure whether a person with
no experience of any kind in politics and
government is best suited to take on the
onerous or representing large numbers
of people in large areas. But there cer-
tainly is that possibility under Senate
Joint Resolution 1.

I think it is always true that every
election usually has only a few major is-
sues. If we reflect back to 1968, the pres-
idential election of that year, we had, as
I recall, three major issues. One, of
course, was the war in Vietnam. Another
was the law and order business, the
rising crime rate and what to do about it.
The other issues, of course, was heavy
government spending or inflation. As a
matter of fact, those three issues are
around today. They may have a little
different emphasis. I think inflation
probably is a bigger issue than the other
two. But they are back with us again.

What I am saying is that elections al-
ways are concentrated on just a few is-
sues. So let us say that a candidate who
never ran for public office before and be-
longed to one of these splinter groups.
never worked within the great Demo-
cratic Party of the Senator from Ala-
bama or my great Republican Party, de-
cided that he wanted to be President of
the United States. Let us say that the
issue happened to be law and order,
a great issue, or perhaps the election
might occur at a time when there was a
Cambodian crisis or perhaps when the
price of meat and coffee and bread and
potatoes was more severe than at any
other time. He could take that one issue
and get himself a high priced Madison
Avenue, New York, advertising firm and
say, “I'm willing to spend x millions of
dollars.” There is no question that, if
he could not win the election, he cer-
tainly could win a sizable number of
votes, so that neither candidate of the
major political parties could win the
election.

Then the very thing the Senator from
Alabama has spoken of would happen—
we would have a runoff election, and
perhaps the glamor boy with all the
money, who seized upon this one issue
and managed to get that message across
to the people, would be in the runoff.
He might end up as the resident at 1600
Pennsylvania Avenue, the President of
the United States, with little or no ex-
perience about politics and government,
no knowledge of how it works, no ac-
quaintance with the people in it, either
in the Senate or the House, or, for that
matter, the executive branch of Govern-
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ment, or any of the other people who
work in the political arena and the gov-
ernmental arena of this great country.

I think the distinguished Senator is
eminently correct. We have examples
now in which that has happened in some
of the biggest elections of the country for
the Senate or for the governorship, in
some of the biggest States, and those
elections really are not different from an
election for the Presidency of the United
States, except that they are a little
smaller in size.

So I agree with the Senator that that
not only is a very real danger, but also,
it has occurred in elections right now.

Mr. ALLEN, I thank the distinguished
Senator from Florida for his most elo-
quent and persuasive contribution to this
discussion. Certainly, he has highlighted
the danger of the proliferation of third
or splinter parties, a danger that would
come about by one-issue parties.

I should like to suggest to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida, for his
consideration, that under the runoff
provision as provided in the Bayh meas-
ure, Senate Joint Resolution 1, this would
encourage and foster third parties, in
that it would permit members of the
splinter parties to vote twice in the elec-
tion; because with such a proliferation
of third parties or splinter parties, it
would be almost certain that there would
be a runoff. This would allow members of
the splinter parties to vote with their
hearts rather than with their heads, in
the first election as to who they really
want to be President of the United States.

Under the present system, each voter
is entitled to vote only once. He knows
that he is going to be allowed to vote
once and that that is final. He will not
have a runoff or second chance. So he
naturally votes for the man or woman he
thinks would make the best President.
Not so under the Bayh runoff plan. He
would vote for the party or the man in
closest affinity to him from the stand-
point of geography or ideology, knowing
full well that in the runoff he could vote
for the person he thought was next best
qualified to be President of the United
States. This encourages the growth of
splinter parties. It encourages their pro-
liferation. So that we would find not the
14 splinter parties that we had in 1960,
but we might have 50, 75, or a hundred,
or even more, each and every one of them
having a definite influence and effect on
the outcome of the presidential election;
because the votes they receive would be
included in the total overall vote, and
that would have an effect on whether
or not the leading candidate received the
40 percent required for his election with-
out a runoff.

Mr. President, approximately an hour
ago, I suggested that some of the pro-
ponents of this measure say that under
the present system it is possible to elect
a man to the Presidency who is the sec-
ond choice of the people, in that he would
receive fewer popular votes than his op-
ponent, even though he might receive a
majority in the electoral college, and
therefore, the person chosen might be the
people’s second choice.

Let us see what might happen under
the direct election plan. Let us suppose
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that in a four-way race—and, as I say, a
four-way race certainly would be possible
and likely, in addition to several dozen
minor candidacies—the leading candi-
date received 39 percent of the vote, the
next candidate received 21 percent of the
vote, totaling then 60 percent, and the re-
maining votes were divided between the
other two candidates, 20.5 percent and
19.5 percent. This, of course, would cause
a runoff between the 39-percent candi-
date and the 21-percent candidate. In all
likelihood, the 39-percent candidate
would have been regarded as the leading
candidate, during the race the front run-
ner in the race, and the other candidates
would be opposed to him and would band
together in the runoff and could very
likely cause the election of the 21-percent
candidate. So that under this plan we
would certainly end up with the second
choice of the American people being
elected as President of the United States.

Now, Mr. President, I spoke earlier of
the lack of unanimity as to this resolu-
tion and the wisdom of submitting it in
its present form. I call attention to the
fact that some of the very sponsors of the
legislation have questions about it. Some
of the very people whose names are
printed on the resolution are highly criti-
cal of certain phases in it.

I also call attention to page 16 of the
Judiciary Committee report, number
91-1123, and find:

On the other hand, under the 40-percent
plurality required for direct election, a minor
party or combination of minor parties need
only approach 20 percent of the popular vote
in order to reach a strong bargaining posi-
tion. The prospect of two minor party can-
didates, one regional and one ideological,
amassing 20 percent of the vote is quite real-
istic in the near future of American politics.

In view of this attractive political frame-
work, the direct election plan, as embodied
in Senate Joint Resolution 1, opens the
door to public political bargaining with the
most far-reaching consequences. Concessions
wrung from major party candidates either
before or after the first election would be
made In a heated atmosphere conducive to
the creation of public distrust. Given the
fact that bargaining before the runoff elec-
tion would take place under conditions of
division and disappointment, cynical politi-
cal moves might in themselves lead to a
crisis of respect and legitimaey in the selec-
tion of the President. Undoubtedly, the aura
of legitimacy would be all the more in
doubt where the runner-up in the initial
contest wins the runoff by wooing third-
party support. In such a case, the question
of legitimacy is sharpened even further if
the turnout in the second election is sub-
stantly lower than in the first election.

Well, Mr. President, this is the express
view, then, of the distinguished Sena-
tor from Michigan ‘Mr. GriFFIN) and
the distinguished Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. Typings). I note that these
Senators are cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 1. Even they are highly cri-
tical of it because of the runoff provi-
sion. In fact, these two Senators have
introduced—and it is the pending busi-
ness—an amendment to do away with
the runoff provision.

The point I make is that there is no
unanimity of opinion in the resolution
even among those who list themselves as
cosponsors of it.
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Mr. President, if they are not even
agreed on it as the proper plan to sub-
mit out to the States for ratification,
how could the States feel that the best
possible plan is being submitted?

What does the Griffin-Tydings amend-
ment provide that is different from Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1?

Well, it has the same provisions as to
40 percent electing the President. If the
leading candidate receives 40 percent,
then he and his running mate who, of
course, would get 40 percent also, would
be declared elected President and Vice
President. If the leading candidates re-
ceive fewer than 40 percent, if they re-
cevie 39.9999 percent of the vote, there
would be a runoff. That is where all the
pressure will be, to get every last vote
counted because it might mean the dif-
ference between a runoff or none at all.
This would make the vote of every splin-
ter party most important because even
a party that got only a thousand votes
would have an effect on whether a can-
didate received 40 percent.

All right. Under Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 1, the Bayh plan, if no candidate,
no team of candidates for President and
Vice President, or no group of candidates
received 40 percent, then a runoff is to be
held at some unspecified time.

But under the Griffin-Tydings amend-
ment, if no candidate receives 40 per-
cent of the electoral votes, then it goes
to the next step, a setup similar to the
electoral college, Here again, every sin-
gle one of the many plans being sug-
gested, except this one providing for di-
rect election, is built in some way around
the electoral college or some modifica-
tion thereof.

So under the Griffin-Tydings amend-
ment, which is pending by these sup-
posed sponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 1, they are taking issue with it to
the point of filing a basic change in it.
Then, instead of having a runoff, it is
to be ascertained whether any candi-
date receives a majority, or if he carried
States that had a majority of Senators
and Representatives. Of course the elec-
toral college is based on the number of
Senators and Representatives. So that is
an electoral college format without the
electors. In fact, it is the automatic elec-
toral plan originally sponsored by the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BayH). Then,
if any candidate receives a majority in
this counterpart of the electoral col-
lege, which would be carrying States
that would have a majority of the Mem-
bers of House and Senate, then such
candidates for President and Vice Pres-
ident would be declared elected.

Then, if no candidate received a ma-
jority in the pseudo-electoral college,
the automatic casting of the electoral
votes, then the matter would be decided
between the top two candidates, which
is different from the existing plan as
provided by the 12th amendment, of
voting on the top three candidates in the
House of Representatives.

The Griffin-Tydings plan or amend-
ment would provide for a joint session
of the House and Senate of the incom-
ing Congress to decide between the top
two candidates so that there could be
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no tieup there in the House of Repre-
sentatives. The Members of the House
and Senate would vote, with each Mem-
ber casting one vote, rather than vot-
ing as States under the present plan.

The point I make, Mr. President, is
that two of the sponsors of this measure
say they disapprove of it to the extent
that they are submitting an amendment,
and have submitted it, that would
change it to the extent of doing away
with the runoff and retaining a vestige
of the electoral college system. So, the
two Senators, who have been most crit-
ical of the runoff provision in Senate
Joint Resolution 1, are two of the pro-
posed sponsors of the measure.

Mr, President, there are numerous al-
ternate plans that have been suggested
through the years. The Senate itself,
back I believe in 1956, long before I came
to the U.S. Senate, passed and sent to
the House the proportional plan which
would divide the States’ electoral votes
among the candidates in proportion to
the popular vote they received in the
respective States. That was the Senate
plan back in 1956.

The distinguished Senator from Indi-
ana at one time sponsored the automatic
plan which is now being espoused by
former Attorney General Katzenbach. It
would do away with the electoral col-
lege and would call for the automatic
casting of the electoral vote of each
State for the candidate carrying each
respective State. That resolution is be-
fore the Senate. I believe it is Senate
Joint Resolution 191.

The distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EacrLeToN) and the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DoLe) have a plan. Almost everyone has
a plan to change this. But the fact re-
mains that all of the plans, except Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1, do have some
phases of the electoral college remain-
ing, In the more than 180 years of our
existence under the Constitution, there
has never been sufficient unanimity of
opinion to pass in any Congress any
change in the electoral college.

The distinguished Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EacLETON) and the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas (Mr.
Dore) have what they call a Federal
plan. It provides for a popular election.
I believe they changed it in recent weeks.
There again that shows that no matter
what we agree on now, it might not be
what we want in 1976, and that is the
earliest this provision can become acti-
vated. Under the Eagleton-Dole plan
there is a popular election. But there is
1no one runoff.

That is what seems to cause most of
the consternation, the idea of the run-
off fearing this country asunder. The
Dole-Eagleton plan has the popular elec-
tion provision. It does not have any re-
quirements as to percentage, though I
understand they now require that if a
candidate got 50 percent, he would be
elected automatically. Originally it pro-
vided that there would be a popular elec-
tion and the leading candidatc would be
be declared elected if he carried a majori-
ty of the States or if he carried States
casting half of the total nationwide vote
in the election.
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If neither of those circumstances pre-
vailed, if he did not carry 26 States or
if he did not carry States casting suffi-
cient votes to constitute a majority of the
votes cast throughout the country, then
the matter would be submitted to the
electoral college. If no one then received
a majority of the electoral college votes,
we would drop all of the candidates
except the top two. We would then divide
the electoral votes of the other candi-
dates among the top two candidates in
proportion to the vote they received in
the States carried by the splinter parties.
Of course, that would elect one of the
candidates at that time without a runofi.
That is a pretty complicated plan.

The point is that is shows the vast
differnce of opinion among the Members
of the Senate as to what the best plan is.

A most intriguing plan was introduced
by the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
Srone). It provides for the present sys-
tem, but requires a majority of the
electoral college. If the candidate who
received a majority in the electoral col-
lege did not also lead in the popular vote,
then there would be a runoff. In other
words, that would do away with the pos-
sibility that the distinguished Senator
from Indiana mentions time and time
again, of the candidate getting a major-
ity in the electoral college not being the
popular candidate. That is an intriguing

lan.
& There is another plan. By the way,
this plan has been pushed for about 150
years since the 1824 presidential election
when John Quincy Adams, though he
ran second in the electoral college, was
elected by the House of Representatives.

Gen. Andrew Jackson—possibly it was
not until after he became President—
supported the district plan. There is &
resolution to that effect. Its chief sponsor
is the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MunpT), who has been ill
and has not been able to be present to
push it. It provides for allocating the
electoral vote to the winner in the re-
spective congressional districts, with two
electoral votes for each State going to
the State winners. That is the district
plan and that was recommended by An-
drew Jackson. There has never been
unanimity behind that plan or any other
plan to get it through Congress.

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

Mr. ALLEN. I am delighted to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Florida.

Mr., HOLLAND. Is it not true that al-
though desirable for some purposes, the
district plan still leaves the winner-take-
all principle in effect in each district?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is, a minority of
citizens find their votes completely elim-
inated by the final result in the state-
wide weight of electors in the same way,
so that the losers statewide are elimi-
nated entirely and their votes are not
counted at all in the final counting for
President and Vice President. Is that
right?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
There would be a winner take all for
each congressional district and for the
State as regards the two electors as-
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signed in effect for the two Senators in
the U.S. Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

Mr, HOLLAND. It seems to the Sen-
ator from Florida that for that reason
alone the fractional system is prefer-
able because it allows the actual count-
ing down to one-thousandth point of
every electoral vote, or the vote of every
citizen. Under that system, the electoral
votes of the State are proportioned
among the several candidates in direct
proportion as the popular votes are cast
in that State so that everybody’s vote
counts.

It seems to the Senator from Florida
that that feature alone makes the frac-
tional system greatly more desirable than
the distriet plan. The Senator from Flor-
ida would prefer the district plan greatly
to the present winner-take-all plan un-
der which electors are still left with their
personal right to differ entirely from the
expressions of those who elected them.

I wonder if the Senator from Alabama
agrees with that distinction between the
district plan and the fractional plan.

Mr. ALLEN. Certainly the Senator’s
arguments are most persuasive at that
point. He said he would prefer the dis-
trict plan, I believe, to the present plan;
I believe he would also prefer the district
plan to the direct election plan, would
he not?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator, of course,
is correct. The proposal now pending,
Senate Joint Resolution 1, would be the
most radical departure from the orig-
inal concept of the Founding Fathers
ever advanced here, as the Senator
knows, in that it would make our Na-
tion, instead of a republic—a representa-
tive government in the selection of Pres-
ident and Vice President—a simple de-
mocracy; and nothing was further from
the plan and thought and from the prin-
ciple that was incorporated in the orig-
inal Constitution, than the pending pro-
gram, Senate Joint Resolution 1.

The Senator from Florida is glad the
Senator from Alabama has called atten-
tion to the fact that while the Senator
from Florida had indicated the fractional
plan was superior in his opinion to the
district plan and also to the present plan
in the Constitution, it is infinitely pref-
erable to the proposed radical plan that
is embodied in Senate Joint Resolution 1.

Will the Senator yield further?

Mr. ALLEN. I am delighted to yield
further.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Florida believes the States still have
considerable interest, as States, in who
becomes President or Vice President.
Does the Senator agree?

Mr. ALLEN. I agree, and that is an
integral part of the federal system.

Mr. HOLLAND. The dovetailing of
local and State responsibilities and State
Jurisdiction, and the passage of laws
affecting daily lives of citizens with the
federal system which is centered at
‘Washington, is such, in my opinion, that
the States, as such, always have not
only a substantial but a vital interest in
the selection of President and Vice Presi-
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dent. The Senator from Florida is com-
pletely out of sympathy with Senate
Joint Resolution 1 because it proposes
to downgrade and eliminate entirely any
State’s right to have anything to say as
a State in the selection of President or
Vice President.

I hope the Senator from Alabama
agrees with that.

Mr. ALLEN. I agree 100 percent. That
is one of the major defects in Senate
Joint Resolution 1, as the distinguished
Senator from Florida so ably pointed
out.

Mr. HOLLAND. Knowing the wisdom
and sound judgment of the Senator from
Alabama, I am not at all surprised to
find that is his conclusion and strong
feeling.

The Senator from Florida has been
particularly anguished by the fact that
Senate Joint Resolution 1 proposes to
give to the Distriet of Columbia—which
has no sovereignty and does not pass laws
for the protection and governing of its
citizens and it has no jurisdiction as a
State—weight at such a great rate that
the weight of the District of Columbia
would exceed the weight of the 11 sov-
ereign States which happen to have pop-
ulations smaller than the Districet of Co-
lumbia. To the Senator from Florida that
appears to be about the best illustration
of the radical nature of the program sug-
gested by Senate Joint Resolution 1.

Does the Senator from Alabama feel
that way also?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, I certainly do. I would
like to suggest this to the Senator for
thought. With direct election there could
very conceivably be as great a difference
between the votes of two major candi-
dates in the District of Columbia as there
is difference between those candidates in
the rest of the country and it could be
that the District of Columbia, in effect,
would be the tail wagging the dog of 50
States of the Union because its margin
for one candidate might be more than
the margin of the whole of the United
States for the other candidate.

Mr. HOLLAND. Of course, the Sen-
ator is completely right, and that is a
possibility. Perhaps it would never be a
very great probability but it is a possi-
bility and Senators are entitled to look
at the things that can happen and would
be permitted to happen under Senate
Joint Resolution 1.

One of the most abhorrent and one of
the most extreme things is that which
the Senator from Alabama has suggested.
The Senator from Florida has noted that
the population in the District of Colum-
bia would enable the District of Colum-
bia in the election of President and Vice
President by popular vote to outweigh,
in several cases, two States combined. I
am sure the Senator from Alabama has
knowledge of that fact.

Mr, ALLEN. I have.

Mr. HOLLAND. That seems peculiarly
illustrative to the Senator from Florida
of the radical nature of this proposal.
Here, unly a few days ago, we granted
the District of Columbia the right to
have one nonvoting representative in the
House of Representatives at the other
end of this Capitol. Yet at the same time
we are debating here on the floor a pro-
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posal which would give the District of
Columbia such very great power, greater
weight in a presidential election than
that of each of 11 separate States, great-
er weight than several of them taken to-
gether,

It seems to the Senator from Florida
that is an illustration of the way we are
going—not in one direction, but mov-
ing in various directions, one day giving
one nonvoting delegate to the District
of Columbia in the House of Represent-
atives, the very next day debating on
the floor of the Senate a proposal which
would give the District of Columbia such
tremendous weight in the selection of
Presidents and Vice Presidents.

Is the Senator from Alabama of a
somewhat similar opinion?

Mr, ALLEN. Yes, sir; that seems to be
inconsistent.

Mr. HOLLAND. I suppose we should
not expect consistency any more, but the
very idea of the Senate having passed
one day a proposal which went to the
White House, because it had been passed
before by the House of Representatives,
which has now become law, finally giving
to the District of Columbia one nonvot-
ing Member in the House of Representa-
tives, and the very next day taking up
this proposal to give the District of Co-
lumbia such a disparate weight in the
selection of President and Vice Presi-
dent—as if we can do those two things
consistently—seems to me to be hope-
lessly inconsistent and shows unsound
thinking of those who support Senate
Joint Resolution 1. It leaves the Senator
from Florida rather despairing of any
idea that we are pursuing a course of
action, in debating this particular reso-
lution which is not at all consistent
either with the idea of a Federal Govern-
ment as it has existed so happily for
nearly 200 years or with the idea which
we carried out in other fields relative to
the District of Columbia only a few days
ago.

I thank the Senator for yielding to
me. I appreciate the fine efforts he is
making in this regard, which I hope will
be successful. It seems to the Senator
from Florida that we are wasting our
time in complete futility, because he
cannot see that there would be a chance
in the world of the smaller States, or,
for that matter, the larger States that
approved of the Federal form of gov-
ernment, approving or ratifying this
amendment if it were submitted to the
States for ratification, which the Sen-
ator from Florida hopes will never be
done.

In this time when the world is in
confusion, in this time when we have
more to do than we can do, and most
of us are tied up in conferences all day
long, as the Senator from Florida has
been on the farm bill conference for 4
successive days now, it seems like such
a great waste of good time and good
effort to give all this time in the Senate
to such a futile expression as this would
be, if it were adopted, because he does
not see how it would ever be ratified by
the 38 States that would be required to
ratify it.

Does the Senator from Alabama feel
somewhat that way about it?
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Mr, ALLEN, Yes, sir; I certainly do. I
do not feel there is any chance that 38
States will ratify it. It cannot become
effective, from a practical viewpoint, un-
til the 1976 presidential election. And
while we are discussing this matter, why
it is insisted that this matter be brought
to a conclusion, when it does not apply
until 1976 and we have literally dozens
of important bills that need the action
of the Senate, is something I cannot
understand.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Florida agrees completely, and he
thanks the distinguished Senator from
Alabama for the sturdy position which he
has taken in opposing Senate Joint Res-
olution 1.

Mr. ALLEN, I thank the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, may I commend the Sen-
ator for his most eloquent and thought-
ful, and what should be most persuasive,
exposition of the evils of Senate Joint
Resolution 1. I am sure there are so
many evils in it that, despite the diligent
efforts of the Senator from Alabama on
this ocecasion pointing out those evils,
the Senator from North Carolina will
have to point out some of its evils in the
future.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I am about
to yield the floor. I see the Senator
from North Carolina——

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries.

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF THE
PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESIDENT

The Senate continued 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. ALLEN. Mr. President, before I
vield the floor, I do wish to comment
briefly on the Bayh filibuster in which
the Senate is engaged. The distinguished
Senator from Indiana this morning, as
he has a right to do under the rules, ob-
jected to the meeting of the Senate com-
mittees during the session of the Sen-
ate. He has threatened to object as he
has a right to do under the rules to the
request when an effort is made around 5
o’clock by the majority leader to lay this
business aside so that we can take up
some of the most important bills on the
calendar.

The measure under discussion, Senate
Joint Resolution 1, cannot, from a prac-
tical point of view, become effective until
the 1976 presidential election. The ef-
fort of the opponents of this measure in
seeking to make and address remarks to
the measure have to do only with one
item, a measure to take effect in 1976,
whereas the distinguished Senator from
Indiana is threatening, under the rules,
to prevent consideration of bills that are

needed by the country now.
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‘We have some six or seven appropria-
tion bills either in committee or on the
calendar, dating from July 1 of this year,
covering the period starting July 1, 1970;
and we are well into that year.

The distinguished Senator from In-
diana states that he is going to object to
taking those bills up and require the Sen-
ate to stay on the consideration of a
measure that would go into effect in 1976.
What sort of priority is that?

Mr. President, according to my under-
standing of a filibuster, and what a fili-
busterer is, I would understand a fili-
busterer to be a person who stops or im=-
pedes the flow of legislation in the Sen-
ate or other legislative body by the use
of parliamentary devices and rules, as
he is permitted to do under the rules of
the Senate.

Mr. President, the stopping of the flow
of legislation and the consideration of
legislation must be laid at the door of the
distinguished Senator from Indiana, and
I say that in all due respect, because the
distinguished Senator from Indiana, by
merely agreeing, could allow the Senate
to go on to the consideration of these im-
portant, urgently needed matters of leg-
islation.

I say that if there is a filibuster in op-
position to Senate Joint Resolution 1—
and I submit there is not—the Senate
debated one issue here in Congress for
49 days, and no cloture motion was filed.
We have already had a cloture motion
filed as to the consideration of this meas-
ure, and it is said that another cloture
motion will be filed tomorrow; and we
have only been on it for some 12 or 13
days. Moreover, during that time, by lay-
ing the matter aside, we have passed
more important legislation here in the
Senate, in this period, than, according
to the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina, has been passed by the Sen-
ate in any other comparable period dur-
ing his tenure in the Senate.

S0 what kind of filibuster is that?
There is no filibuster on Senate Joint
Resolution 1. But, Mr. President, in the
opinion of the junior Senator from Ala-
bama, we are in the midst of what must
be, to identify it, called the Bayh fili-
buster against the calendar. So we see
before us the prospect of a filibuster
against the calendar on the part of the
distinguished Senator from Indiana, act-
ing as he has a right to do, if he chooses
to do so, under the Senate rules.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr., ERVIN. Mr. President, the second
section of rule XXII provides, in part, as
follows:

Except by unanimous consent, no amend-
ment shall be in order after the vote to bring
the debate to a close, unless the same has
been presented and read prior to that time.

This being so, I request, in order that
certain amendments which I have pro-
posed may be presented and read within
the purview of this provision of rule
XXTI, that the clerk at this time read
amendment No. 900, amendment No. 901,
a;;endment No. 831, and amendment No.
942,

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, may I first address
a parliamentary inquiry? Is a parlia-
mentary inquiry in order?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from North Carolina yield for
that purpose?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes, I will yield for a par-
liamentary inquiry, but for no other pur-
pose.

Mr. BAYH. The Senator from Indiana
did not want to interrupt the Senator
from North Carolina for any other pur-
pose,

Is the request made by the Senator
from North Carolina a request that must
be denied for failure of any one Senator
to consent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GoLDWATER) . Under the rule, the amend-
ments can be read after the motion has
been made, but before the vote.

Mr, BAYH. One further question. Let
the record show that the Senator from
Indiana did not want to object to the
motion made by his friend from North
Carolina. But neither did he want to pre-
clude any other Senator who had an
amendment either already submitted or
to be submitted in the future from hav-
ing a similar opportunity.

Is it accurate to suggest that if a clo-
ture motion is filed, it is necessary to
have any amendment read after the time
of filing, if it is to be considered after
cloture is invoked, but before the vote
on final passage?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
have to be presented after that.

Mr. BAYH. After the filing of the clo-
ture motion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. BAYH. I thank the Chair.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. ERVIN. Suppose a Senator’s pro-
posed amendment cannot get to the
floor; what happens to his amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is a
situation we have not been confronted
with.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from North
Carolina is prospectively confronted
with that situation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would observe that he has not no-
ticed that.

Mr. ERVIN. Would it be in order for
the Senator from North Carolina to re-
quest the Chair to give him some instruc-
tion on the Senate rule in that respect, so
that the Senator from North Carolina
may guide himself accordingly?

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, another
parliamentary inquiry.

-The PRESIDING OFFICER. If a mo-
tion is filed, the Senator would take his
chances of getting the floor and present-
ing amendments at that time.

Mr. ERVIN. That would mean that if
I could not get the floor, the great work
that I am trying to do in behalf of the
American people would, like the best laid
plans of mice and men, go “agley”?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
observes that in his experience, he can-
not recall a Senator having too much
difficulty in getting the floor, or being
denied the floor. That is the right of the
Senator.

Mr. ERVIN. The Presiding Officer, I
am sure, has observed what has hap-
pened in times past, There is such a pos-
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sibility as that precedents may be set.
We have had the precedents of that past
shattered by our able and distinguished
friend from Indiana objecting to virtually
everything that occurs in the Senate of
the United States.

Therefore, Mr. President, I should like
to propound a unanimous-consent re-
quest. Notwithstanding the fact that no
motion to put an end to debate under
rule XXII has thus far been filed,
I ask unanimous consent that my amend-
ments Nos. 898, 899, 900, 901, 931, 942,
and the one I introduced this morning
be considered as presented and read in
a manner satisfying rule XXII, or in the
event a motion to put an end to debate
is hereafter filed under rule XXII.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAYH. Mr, President, reserving
the right to object, the Senator from
Indiana feels that inasmuch as he has
been classified as such an objecting in-
dividual, perhaps he should not let his
reputation be ruined by not living up to
it.

I shall feel compelled, at the end of
this observation, to take advantage of my
right to object. But I suggest to my
friend from North Carolina, so that his
amendments will not be precluded be-
cause of the rule, the Senator from In-
diana will not object if he will expand
his motion to include all amendments
presently pending or to be introduced on
the bill. However, the Senator from In-
diana feels that, inasmuch as there are
some Senators not now present, it is his
duty to protect them.

Otherwise, with all deference to the
Senator from North Carolina and with
personal apologies, I do object.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I deeply
regret that the able, distinguished and
eminent Senator from Indiana has
singled me out as an object of objection
on his part. But in order to comply with
his suggestion, I hereby make a unani-
mous-consent request that in the event
a motion is filed to bring the debate
upon Senate Joint Resolution 1 to a
close and in the event such motion is ap-
proved by two-thirds of those present
and voting, all the amendments I have
enumerated and all the amendments
which have been submitted heretofore
to Senate Joint Resolution 1, and all
amendments which may hereafter be
submitted to Senate Joint Resolution 1,
be considered as present and read as
required by rule XXII.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAYH and Mr. HANSEN ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming is recognized.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and it is not my
intention to object—I should like clari-
fication of this issue.

If such a unanimous-consent request
were granted, would it invalidate the
germaneness rule?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not if the
Senator is asking, as he has asked, com-
pliance with that portion of rule XXII
that requires amendments to have been
read before cloture is invoked in order
to be considered.
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Mr. HANSEN. What is the interpreta-
tion of the Chair? Does the Senator make
such a request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The un-
derstanding of the Chair is that the Sen-
ator from North Carolina has made an
all-encompassing request as suggested
by the Senator from Indiana, that all of
the enumerated amendments be consid-
sidered as having been read.

Mr, HANSEN. But it does not violate
the germaneness rule?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, it
does not.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, was it the intention
of the Senator from North Carolina in
his unanimous-consent request to in-
clude amendments which were present-
ed and read, presented after the invoca-
tion of rule XXII, or is he seeking to pro-
tect only those that are filed up until
then?

Mr, ERVIN. I am glad the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan has
raised that point.

I modify my unanimous-consent re-
quest so as to make it apply to those
amendments which are submitted prior
to the time that cloture is invoked, if it
should be invoked.

Mr. HART. Continuing the reserva-
tion, would not that right be available
under rule XXII with respect to such
amendments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the rule, the amendments should be read
after the motion is filed but before the
vote is called.

The Chair might say that if this unani-
mous-consent request is granted, it is the
opinion of the Chair that this would be
in compliance with what the Senator
from Michigan is asking.

Is there objection?

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

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the Senator
from Indiana has no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr, BAYH. Mr. President——

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I do not
want to interfere with any Senator who
has extended remarks to make, but the
Senator from Indiana would like to take
approximately 5 minutes of the Senate’s
time to respond to some of the assertions
that were made earlier in the day by
some of those who addressed themselves
to the issue before the Senate.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GorpwaTer). The Senator will state it.

Mr. HANSEN. The Senator from Wyo-
ming is confused. I had suggested the
absence of a quorum, and I thought the
distinguished Senator from Indiana did
not object. Did I misunderstand?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator did not object, and the Senator from
North Carolina yielded the fioor.

The question now is, will the Senator
from Indiana yield for the calling of a
quorum?

Mr. BAYH. The Senator from Indiana
has no objection to a quorum being
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called, but I understand there was a little
misunderstanding, and I will proceed
with my remarks, so that some other
Senator who might have something else
to say on this subject will have the op-
portunity to do so.

Repeated reference has been made fo
the Senator from Indiana. In fact, as &
relatively junior Member of the Senate,
I must say that perhaps my name has
been referred to more in the last 2 or 3
hours than in the last 8 years that I
have had the good fortune to serve in the
Senate. Because of this, I feel compelled
at least to interject a thought or two at
this time.

Repeated reference was made to a let-
ter that the Senator from Indiana ad-
dressed to his colleagues. Indeed, the
Senator from Indiana did address such
a letter to his colleagues, and I think the
REecorp will show that the letter went to
friend and foe alike, proponents and op-
ponents of the amendment that is now
the pending order of business. There was
no effort to try to conceal this letter.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the letter printed at this
point in the Recorp, since it has been
referred to.

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

U.S. BENATE,
Washington, D.C., September 23, 1970.

DEAR SENATOR: As you know, the Senate has
been debating the question of electoral re-
form since returning from the Labor Day
recess, The Senate already has considered S.J.
Res. 1 for a longer period of time than it
has devoted to the consideration of any
constitutional amendment adopted in the
past 100 years.

In view of a public statement by opponents
of 8.J. Res. 1 to the effect that they would
never permit it to come to a vote, the Ma-
jority Leader was obliged to file a cloture
petition. The first cloture petition failed by
only six votes—a rather narrow margin con-
sidering past first attempts at cloture. Since
that first vote, several Senators have indi-
cated a willingness to consider voting for
cloture but only if the Senate would make
an all-out effort to debate the matter fully.
I Intend to see that the Senate has that
opportunity.

5.J. Res. 1 was introduced in the Senate
on January 10, 1969. Lengthy hearings were
held on this and other electoral reform reso-
lutions by the Subcommittee on Constitu-
tional Amendments and by the full Judiciary
Committee. The resolution, in amended form,
was finally reported out of the Subcommit-
tee on May 26 and became the pending order
of business before the full Committee in Sep-
tember, 1968. From September, 1969, until
late In February, 1970, the matter was not
discussed because the Committee members
had been Informed of Senator Thurmond’s
intention of not permitting it to come to
& vote.

During that period, and while the Commit-
tee was meeting during sessions of the Sen-
ate, the Committee calendar was cleared. Of
course, it required the consent of the Senate
to permit the Committee to meet. By the
same token, when I requested permission
for the Committee to meet to consider 8.J.
Res. 1, SBenator Thurmond on three cccasions
interposed objections.

Finally, S8enator Thurmond was forced to
relent—but only after I refused to continue
the practice of laying S.J. Res. 1 aside for
other matters. On April 23, the Committee
voted 11-68 to report favorably the direct
popular vote resolution, S.J. Res. 1. After the
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filing of the majority report, the minority
required an additional 11 weeks in which to
file their views.

During the 12 days that S.J. Res. 1 has
been before the Senate, I have not objected
to committees meeting during the period
of debate on the resolution. Nor have I ob-
jected to the laying aside of S.J. Res. 1 dur-
ing the day so that other legislative matters
could be considered and the calendar cleared.
In short, the Senate has been afforded the
unusual opportunity of conducting business
as usual in the midst of a filibuster.

On three different occasions during the
course of the debate I have tried to secure a
unanimous consent agreement to consider
any or all of the 13 amendments introduced
to S.J. Res. 1. On each occasion, objection
was heard. Ironically, on a number of occa-
slons, the objecting Senator was objecting to
the consideration of his own amendment. As
a result, I have reluctantly been forced to
the conclusion that a concerted effort is
underway to deny the Senate an opportunity
to vote on any type of electoral reform.

It appears, therefore, that a few of our
colleagues are determined to use the rules
of the Senate—which is their right—to pre-
vent a vote on this crucial issue. Those of us
who are committed to electoral reform, recog-
nizing as we do the imminent danger of a
constitutional crisis because of a malfunc-
tioning of the present electoral system, have
a sober responsibility to be as resolute In
our determination to bring this question to
a vote. This responsibility, as you know,
weighs heavily on my shoulders as Chairman
of the Subcommittee on Constitutional
Amendments and as the principal sponsor
of 5.J. Res. 1.

After weighing this responsibility against
the rush to adjournment, I have reluctantly
decided to require those who are filibustering
to bear the true burdens of a filibuster. Be-
ginning tomorrow, I will object to committees
sitting during the day and I will no longer
consent to the laying aside of the unfinished
busiess after only a few hours of speeches.
The opponents of electoral reform, therefore,
will be forced to speak continuously.

I recognize that this means a certain
amount of inconvenience for individual Sen-
ators and for the Senate as a whole. I am
hopeful that those Senators who are in-
sistent on delaying action will realize this
and permit the Senate to vote on—not neces-
sarily for—S.J. Res. 1.

Because of my reluctance to follow this
course of action and because I am aware of
the hardships it imposes on you, I wanted
you to know what events have transpired,
thus leaving me no alternative. Again, I
deeply regret the inconvenience this is caus-
ing you.

With best regards, I am

Sincerely,
BircH BAYH.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of that letter was to explain to my
colleagues why the Senator from Indiana
was doing what he is doing. The Sen-
ator from Indiana did not take this step
lightly, but only after serious consider-
ation of the grave consequences that
might befall him or the Senate or the
country. Although I took this step re-
luctantly, once having taken this step,
I am resolute in my determination to
pursue this course until the matter be-
fore the Senate is presented to the Sen-
ate and we have a chance to vote on it.

I have been accused by one of my very
distinguished and illustrious colleagues
this afternoon of having prevented the
opponents from having the opportunity
to present their views. I invite anyvone
who reads these eloquent remarks to
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read back over the Recorp of the past
12 days or so and then judge for himself
whether the Senator from Indiana mo-
nopolized the floor and prevented the
opponents from having the opportunity
to be heard.

Also, I invite them to investigate the
accusation that I had continuously in-
terrupted the opponents and prevented
them from having a reasonable dialogue.
I think the Recorp will put that accu-
sation to rest. The Senator from Indiana
has on occasion asked questions of his
colleagues just as they have asked ques-
tions of him. Somehow or other, I
thought that was the purpose of the
United States Senate—to have a free
discourse, a free flow of differing ideas—
and I still think that such a discourse
is the main vehicle we use to discuss dif-
ferences and ultimately to work the will
of the Senate.

I think the Recorp will show, for any-
one who cares to peruse it, that on sev=
eral occasions the Senator from Indiana
suggested that, so far as he was con-
cerned, the proponents had made their
case.

Repeatedly, I have invited, and still
invite those who share different views, to
take advantage of the opportunity to be
heard. But, I must say, and I think the
Recorp will show, there is a little dif-
ferent interpretation being placed on my
invitations. Our distinguished colleague
the junior Senator from Nebraska, said
there were eight or 10 speakers that had
to be heard. But then we went for almost
a week without hearing from any of
them. Some opponents of the matter sat
here and let the pending order of busi-
ness be put aside. My good friend from
North Carolina, who is an eloquent
statesman and a good friend of all of us
here, on one occasion even suggested that
he had a long speech to make, and then,
two sentences later, suggested that he
did not want to take the time of the Sen-
ate on that particular occasion to make
that speech. I find a little inconsistency
in the argument presented by the op-
ponents today, inconsistency in the
thoughts of those who normally have
great perception and great consistency.
On the one hand they criticize the Sen-
ator from Indiana for suggesting that we
should not put aside the pending order
of business but stay here and debate it.
On the other hand, the Senator from In-
diana is also being criticized for having
permitted the pending order of business
to be put aside on previous days, thus
supposedly denying us the opportunity
to debate.

We have to fish or cut bait. We will
either stay here and debate, or we will
not. The Senator from Indiana suggests
that this matter should be debated, and
then we should vote it up or down.

I would take issue with the assessment
that has been made by my colleagues
here this afternoon that the Senator
from Indiana has been arbitrary and
dilatory in preventing committees from
meeting, in preventing the pending order
of business from being put aside, and in
preventing a two-shift business from be-
ing followed by the Senate, and in stop-
ping all the legislation.

I should like to suggest a reading of
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the rules of the Senate for the considera-
tion of my colleagues. Rule XXV, section
5 reads as follows:

No standing committee shall sit without
special leave while the Senate is In ses-
sjon. . . .

That is what the Senate rule says
about what is happening right now. In
other words, we are following a normal
course of action.

Little has been said about the fact that
the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina on three occasions last Decem-
ber actually prohibited the Judiciary
Committee from meeting to consider the
very matter now hefore us.

If one Member of this body had not
stressed that the rules be complied with,
we would not even be here right now. If
that same person had not personally fili-
bustered that measure in the Judiciary
Committee from September to February,
we would not be here right now. If we are
going to abide by the rules of the Sen-
ate, we should abide by them.

If one group of opponents are going to
stick to the rules, then the whole Senate
should. That is why we are here. I shall
not even deal with the suggestion that I
am filibustering because, with all respect,
it is too ridiculous to require rebuttal.

The important legislation which is be-
fore us is of significant concern to the
Senator from Indiana. I have listened
with amazement and concern as some of
my well-intentioned colleagues have gone
down the calendar. Perhaps, since they
overlooked some of it, maybe they would
want to put the whole calendar in the
REecorbp, as two or three bills were left out.

But, to suggest that the Senator from
Indiana as being against motherhood, or-
phan children, crippled veterans, against
cleaning our streams and lakes and the
air—my goodness. Of course these mat-
ters are on the calendar. And they are
important matters. The Senator from
Indiana is extremely anxious to get down
to their consideration.

But let me suggest that we will have a
chance to vote on them all, as soon as
these few individuals who seem to feel
they have the right to deny the Senate
the opportunity to vote on the pending
order of business decide to stop their
filibustering.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that, pursuant to the questions
which were raised between my distin-
gushed friend from Alabama and North
Carolina, at 2 o’clock on Tuesday after-
noon next, the Senate have a final vote
on Senate Joint Resolution 1.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MonpaLg) . Objection is heard.

Mr. BAYH, Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President—Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a unani-
mous-consent request—permit me to
make a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. BAYH. I would be very glad to
hear the Senator’s unanimous-consent
request, as soon as I get through with all
my own,

Mr. ERVIN. Well—

Mr., BAYH. Mr. President, I do not
want to be impolite to my good friend
from North Carolina, as much as I have
become accustomed to the Senator’s ob-
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jections to my unanimous-consent re-
quests—I think he objected to 13 being
considered on each of three different
occasions, but that is no% a bad average;
39 out of 39 is a good record, even
in the Senate. I thought, perhaps,
in the ensuing period of time, he would
change his mind, and his normal wisdom
would surface once again and he would
permit the Senate temporarily to put
aside Senate Joint Resolution No. 1 until
2 o'clock on Tuesday next, and to sug-
gest a final vote at that time, since this
was suggested as a way to get some of
this legislation considered. We now see
that it has been objected to.

One last reference, Mr. President, as I
see my 5 minutes have stretched to 7.
There has been some concern about deal-
ing with immediate legislation. There
has been some reference to the fact that
we cannot deal with this problem until
1976.

I do not believe that that is necessarily
the case. I would be the first to suggest
that we have a difficult job before us, if
we are to get this enacted by the Senate,
correct all the differences with the House,
and then get ratification by three-fourths
of the State legislatures. I, for one, do
not think anything is impossible. We have
a reasonable crack at each legislature.
There are 46 legislatures meeting during
the period of time which we specified on
Senate Joint Resolution 1. Four others
might indeed be meeting in special ses-
sion.

The Senator from Indiana feels that
the problem before us is very much like
putting a shingle on a leaky roof. When
it is raining and the water is pouring
down, and the wall, the upholstery, the
rugs, and the wallpaper and clothing are
all being destroyed, then it is of funda-
mental importance to correct the hole in
the roof. It is a crisis. But, after the rain
stops, we will play golf, or mow the lawn,
or do something else, because it is not
leaking any more.

I suggest that we are not living up to
our responsibilities unless we correct this
flaw in our system right now, because
the rain has stopped, or because the spec-
ter of 1968 has dimmed in our minds, or
because we hope that this will not be the
situation in 1972.

We must not leave it to chance, but
move now, because the House has passed
this by a 339-to-70 vote. It is before the
Senate now. I hopefully and respectfully
suggest to my colleagues that we have a
responsibility to live up to the finest tra-
ditions of the Senate and provide some
leadership for the country and correct
this flaw now—now. Because, having
gone through the ordeal of the 25th
amendment, following the terrible assas-
sination of our late beloved President
Kennedy, it is the judgment of the Sena-
tor from Indiana that the election of 1968
once again pricked the conscience of the
Nation and showed another weakness in
our constitutional fabric.

Before the passage of the 25th amend-
ment, a weakness existed in the presi-
dential disability provisions. But it took
a tragedy to get something done. Now
that we have witnessed the near tragedy
of 1968, there is heightened public
interest.

The further we get from election day
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1968, the less this interest is going to be
felt in the country. Let me suggest that
if we have a crisis, if indeed we have a
repeat of 1968 in 1972 and there is a
change of 40,000 votes so that a third
party candidate is able to go to one of
the two major.party candidates and say,
“What am I bid to make you President,”
and a deal is made in a smoke-filled
room, that candidate will then become
part of the government. And there is
no way that we can correct that then. He
will then be part of the Government
structure.

It seems to me that the case is in. Let
us move on.

I have spoken for 10 minutes. I hope
that my friends will forgive me, after
having listened to them all day, for fili-
bustering for 10 minutes.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUESTS

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, I ask unan-
imous consent that every committee be
authorized to meet tomorrow notwith-
standing the fact that the Senate may be
in session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences be per-
mitted to meet tomorrow notwithstand-
ing the fact that the Senate may be in
session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I think the Senator
from Indiana has made his position very
clear.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I have the
floor. I do not think it is in order for the
Senator from Indiana to do anything
more than to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator from North
Carolina propounded a unanimous-con-
sent request. The Chair can entertain
'I:';:servations of objections at his discre-

on,

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I think that the Sen-
ator from Indiana has made his position
very clear.

‘With great reluctance, in order to make
the Senate move on the pending busi-
ness, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry be permitted to
sit tomorrow notwithstanding the fact
that the Senate may be in session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object respectfully, pursuant
to the previous explanation of the Chair,
I do in fact object, with great apol-
ogies to my friend, the Senator from
North Carolina, who I know is trying to
pursue the business of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Armed Services, which is charged with
the duty of protecting the national se-
curity of our country, be permitted to sit
tomorrow notwithstanding the fact that
the Senate may be in session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
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the right to object, and with all deference
to the importance of the security of our
country, the Senator from Indiana sug-
gests that the basic security of our coun-
try would be greatly enhanced if the
Senator from North Carolina uses his
influence to pass the pending business
of the Senate. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Banking and
Currency Committee, which is charged
with the primary responsibility of keep-
ing the dollar sound, be permitted to
meet tomorrow notwithstanding the fact
that the Senate may be in session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and recognizing the
great interest in finance of my friend,
the Senator from North Carolina, and
the importance of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, nevertheless under the
previous explanation of the Chair, I do
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ERVIN, Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Commerce, which is charged with clear-
ing the channels of interstate and for-
eign commerce, be permitted to sit to-
morrow notwithstanding the fact the
Senate may be in session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, the Senator from
Indiana would make the observation that
perhaps the commerce of the country
would come to its knees if we had a con-
stitutional ecrisis in which no one was
elected President. Thus, I am forced to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ERVIN, Mr. President, I ask uhan-
imous consent that the Senator from
Indiana lose his fear of George Wallace.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, the Senator from
Indiana will lose that fear automatically
if the Senator from North Carolina will
throw his prestige and influence behind
the passage of the pending resolution
before the Senate.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I cannot do
that, because Senate Joint Resolution 1
is an open invitation for George Wallace
and everyone else to run for President
with the assurance of getting just as
many votes as they receive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance, which is charged with
the responsibility of recommending leg-
islation to obtain enough taxes to keep
our Government operating, be allowed to
meet tomorrow mnotwithstanding the
fact that the Senate may be in session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, would the
Senator from North Carolina yield for a
question?

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I yield to
my friend, the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming.
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Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, is the
Committee on Finance the commitiee
charged with the responsibility of con-
sidering the welfare reform proposal that
has been passed by the House and which
has been subscribed to by a number of
Senators, I think not excluding the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana?

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator is correct.
Not only that, but as I understand it, it
has a subcommittee that has jurisdic-
tion over veterans’ affairs.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, if the Sena-
tor will yield——

Mr. ERVIN. Wait a minute. I would
like to know what I am being asked to
yield for. I have the right to the floor.

Mr. BAYH. If the Senator will yield
without losing his right to the floor.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I would
like to know what I am yielding for. I
will yield for a question.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the Senator
would like to propound a question to his
friend, the Senator from North Carolina.
The question asked by my distinguished
colleague relating to the Finance Com-
mittee has struck a compelling note of
reason in the heart of the Senator from
Indiana. If the Senator from North
Carolina would just rephrase that unan-
imous-consent request referring to the
Finance Committee meeting, the Senator
would not object.

The Senator from Indiana would sug-
gest to the Senator from North Carolina
that if he would extend his request a bit
further and ask unanimous consent that
the Finance Committee be permitted to
meet tomorrow, and that Senate Joint
Resolution 1 be voted on finally at
2 o'clock on Tuesday, the Senator from
Indiana would not object.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I want no
part of such request. I care too much for
the welfare of my country to make such
a unanimous-consent request.

I propose again my unanimous-con-
sent request that the Committee on Fi-
nance, which is charged with the solemn
responsibility of recommending legisla-
tion which will bring into the Treasury
enough shekels to keep the Government
running, be permitted to meet tomorrow,
notwithstanding the fact that the Senate
may be in session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I respect-
fully object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, we live in
a most troubled era in this world. It is a
very precarious world. We have trouble
in the mid-East. We have trouble in Asia.
We have trouble looming on all horizons.

For that reason, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate Com-~
mifttee on Foreign Relations, which is
charged with grave responsibilities in
this field, be permitted to meet tomorrow
notwithstanding the fact that the Senate
may be in session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, the Senator from
Indiana might make the brief observa-
tion that perhaps our whole foreign af-
fairs and the impression our country
makes on other nations large and small
throughout the world would be far
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greater if we had a system that guar-
anteed that the President would be the
one who received the most votes in the
election and that everyone's vote would
count, and that all the people would be
permitted to vote for their President.

I must respectfully object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I suggest
that we need something better than
Senate Joint Resolution 1. It provides
that 40 percent of the votes will count
and that the other 60 percent will be
thrown away.

Mr. President, our great Govern-
ment has to keep operating. We have
to investigate to insure efficiency and
economy in the field of Government
operations if we are going to act wisely.

For that reason I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate Commitee on
Government Operations, which has ju-
risdiction of legislation affecting the
Federal Government and the struecture
of the Federal Government and the
power to investigate economy and effi-
ciency in all departments and agencies
of the Government, be permitted to meet
tomorrow notwithstanding the fact that
the Senate may be in session.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary handles more
than 50 percent of all legislative pro-
posals which come to the Senate.

For this reason, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this important committee be
permitted to meet tomorrow, notwith-
standing the fact that the Senate may be
in session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, the Senator from
Indiana, who is a member of that com-
mittee, has not received notification
that that committee has any inten-
tion of meeting tomorrow. Therefore, I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, while the
Senator from Indiana put the objection
on specific grounds, his objection pre-
vents that committee from meeting, even
though that committee might wish to
meet and even though the Senator from
Indiana may receive notice that it wishes
to meet.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare be permitted to meet to-
morrow, notwithstanding the fact that
the Senate may be in session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAYH. I object.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I make the
same request with respect to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAYH. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I make the
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same request with respect to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from North Carolina repeat that
request so that we can hear it in full?

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Public Works, which has jurisdiction
over legislation which permits the devel-
opment of our rivers and harbors and
many other important public projects, be
permitted to meet tomorrow notwith-
standing the fact that the Senate may
be in session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAYH. Mr, President, reserving
the right to object, as a member of that
committee, and not knowing of any
planned meetings scheduled, I think it
would be very inequitable to other com-
mittees if I did not object. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I make the
same unanimous consent request that
any of these committees which may de-
sire to meet tomorrow be permitted to
meet notwithstanding the fact that the
Senate may be in session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAYH, Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I have all deference
for my friend from North Carolina and
his deep concern that the business of
the Senate be continued. Sharing his
concern that present business be dis-
posed of and believing that the present
course of action is the only way to reach
that goal, I object to that request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President_I ask unan-
imous consent that the majority leader,
if he be so moved, may be permitted to
call up tomorrow the bill S. 734 now on
the Legislative Calendar, a bill to revise
the Federal election laws, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr, BAYH. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, as one member of the
Senate, I would consider that request if
and when it is presented by the majority
leader. Thus, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the majority leader
may call up tomorrow, or tonight, for
that matter, S, 3785, a bill to amend title
38, United States Code, to authorize edu-
cational assistance and home loan bene-
fits to wives of members of the Armed
Forces who are missing in action or pris-
oners of war.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAYH. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, with the
same stipulation as before.

Mr. ERVIN. What is the stipulation?

Mr. BAYH., That the Senator from In-
diana will be glad to consider that if and
when the majority leader presents it to
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the Senate. The Senator from Indiana
believes the rules of the Senate should
be adhered to. Rule XXV, section 5, is
clear, and the Senator from Indiana feels
compelled at this time to see that we live
up to that rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I make
these requests to illustrate the fact that
I object to action on only one resolu-
tion, namely, Senate Joint Resolution 1,
until it has been fully debated. I think
my unanimous consent requests clearly
demonstrate that my able and distin-
guished friends from Indiana objects to
everything,

I am reminded of the story they
tell up in Mitchell County, N.C.,
about John Gudger. John Gudger would
never agree with anybody on any
proposition. He found out that cabbage
did not agree with him and from then on
he would not eat anything but cabbage.

I want to warn my good friend from
Indiana not to get into a situation such
as John Gudger got into by reason of
his objecting to everything.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

Mr. BAYH. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator withdraw his request for a
quorum?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I must say
I share the dedicated concern of my
friend from North Carolina for the inter-
est of our country and for the important
business that the committees to which
he referred contribute to the well-being
of our country,

But, Mr. President, I also feel that the
Senator from North Carolina is correct in
suggesting that the present matter
should not be considered until it is fully
debated. I would suggest perhaps that we
can actually fully debate Senate Joint
Resolution 1 if we stop spending so much
time talking about the Senator from In-
diana.

Mr. HART and Mr. ERVIN addressed
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized.

Mr, HART, Mr. President, I shall dis-
regard the counsel which has been given
by the Senator from Indiana. I rise only
to say that as one Senator I think the
Senator from Indiana has been extraor-
dinarily patient over these many, many
months. I do not regard his actions now
or at any point heretofore as arbitrary.
I envy him and the quality of his pa-
tience.

Having sat with him on the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary and having at-
tempted to support his efforts on this
proposal for many, many months and
having followed its slow e, urse since
then, I think the Nation is blessed in
having a man of his patience and yet
intense commitment.

The action we now take is the only
way we have a fighting chance of per-
mitting this body to exercise its will on
a, matter which I agree with the Senator
from Indiana is of critical importance.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, I would like
to say that I think the Senator from
North Carolina is a very patient man
also. I think the Senator from North
Carolina and those associated with him
have exactly the same right as the Sen-
ator from Indiana or any other Senator
to fight for those things that we think
the interests of our country require we
fight for.

I do not mean any criticism of my
good friend from Indiana. I have been
charged a number of times with object-
ing to his requests and I wanted to illu-
strate the fact that the Senator from
Indiana is just as prone to object to
things he dislikes.

I wish to commend the Senator from
Indiana for his zeal. I have repeatedly
stated he has not done a thing except
what the rules of the Senate permit him
to do; and we have not done a thing ex-
cept what the rules of the Senate permit
us to do.

I am going to respectfully suggest,
without saying who is the goose and who
is the gander, that what is sauce for the
goose under the rules is sauce for the
gander.

I do not criticize the Senator from In-
diana except I do point out the difference
between the efforts of those associated
with me in this matter and the efforts
of the Senator from Indiana. We only
oppose one thing and my good friend
from Indiana opposes everything except
that one thing. He has a perfect right
to do so. I commend him for his zeal, his
earnestness, and fighting spirit. I hope
to enlist his aid in some just cause in
the future.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I propose a
unanimous-consent request that we pro-
ceed to the immediate consideration of
S. 734, a bill by the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CanNON), to revise the Federal elec-
tion laws, and for other purposes, and
that it be voted on no later than 1 o’clock
on tomorrow; and furthermore that we
then proceed to a final vote on Senate
Joint Resolution 1 on Tuesday at
1 o'clock.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr, ERVIN, Can a Senator propound
two matters in one unanimous-consent
request? The rules restrict a Senator to
Jjust one request; do they not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Par-
liamentarian advises the Chair that it
can be done in a unanimous-consent re-
quest.

Mr. ERVIN. Is it possible, then, to
interpose one objection to one part of the
proposed unanimous-consent request and
agree to the other part of it, because I
do not object to the part of the unani-
mous-consent request that refers to the
bill introduced by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nevada, but I do object to the
last part of the unanimous-consent re-
quest; and unless I can interpose a half
objection, I shall have to interpose a
whole objection?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I object. I object only because rule
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XII would have to be waived in either
case, and such waiver was not included
in the Senator’s request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is correct.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I appreciate
the objection of the Senator from West
Virginia. I think it is well taken. Of
course, the same point would have to be
made on a number of efforts made here
this afternoon. I only pursued this course
of action——

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, if the
Senator will yield; that same objection
could not have been made to any request
which I have distinctly heard since I
returned to the Chamber a few minutes
ago. Rule XII requires the establishment
of a quorum before agreeing on a spe-
cific time or date for a final vote on a bill
or joint resolution.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President——

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the Senator
from Indiana has the floor; does he not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes,

Mr. BAYH. I must say the point of the
Senator from West Virginia is accurately
stated. Of course, the Senator from In-
diana could rephrase his unanimous-
consent request without specifying a time
certain, but that would prove nothing.

We have gone through, if I may say
this respectfully, an interesting exercise
which has not proved anything except
the fact that we have spent more time
going through the semantics of delay
than we have debating the issue before
us

'Wit.h all due respect to my distin-
guished friend from Alabama and my

distinguished friend from North Caro-
lina—and I know they did not mean to
direct any real criticism at their friend
from Indiana; we have a fine camara-
derie—the first half of the period this
morning in which the Senator from Ala-
bama eloquently presented his views was
directed not at the issue before us, not
at the need to debate the meat of the
question, but at the Senator from In-
diana. I am complimented by the fact
that apparently I am significant enough
to be the target of such eloquent discus-
sion, but if we are going to get on with
the business of the Senate, let us get on
with it. Let us vote the matter up or
down and let us stop playing around
with it.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, let me
say, first of all, I very much appreciated
what has been said over the days and
the weeks, if indeed the discussion has
continued on for that long a time, on
this matter. I think it is worthwhile to
take note of the fact that this is no ordi-
nary appropriation bill. This is no ordi-
nary authorization bill. This is no insig-
nificant change in the law or the enact-
ing of an ordinary law that we are talk-
ing about. We are talking about amend-
ing the Constitution of the United States,
and I do not think that is something that
ought to be taken lightly or ought to be
resolved hurriedly or with less than full
understanding.

While there may be those who contend
that the efforts of some constitute a de-
termination to filibuster, I would suggest
that the public at large has indeed had
occasion to study this proposal, as those
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of us in the Senate have. I know that a
number of important columnists; I know
that a number of important newspapers
and news magazines, have taken posi-
tions and have spoken out with clarity
and with firmness that was not exhibited
earlier.

As a consequence, I do not think it has
been a futile effort at all. I do not think
it is an effort that ought to be concluded
with less than a clear understanding by
everybody in this body, because we are
talking about changing an instrument
that has served this country for a long,
long time.

As I said earlier today, the Recorp will
disclose that it has served us very well.
As a matter of fact, I know of no com-
parable government in the world, or any
nation anywhere near the size of ours,
that can boast the success that is ours.

As a consequence, my belief is that a
majority of the people of this country,
because of this debate, are deciding
whether they favor or whether they op-
pose Senate Joint Resolution 1. If my
mail is any indication, I would say that
the people of Wyoming are even more
firmly convinced than they were several
months ago that this proposed change in
the Constitution is not in the public
interest.

Rather than deplore what has been
said, to make light of it, to criticize those
whe want to be certain that the people
of this country understand, I would sug-
gest that what we ought to do is express
our gratitude to those Senators who have
taken an important role in this debate,
who have gone to the trouble to study
the facts, to research the history, to see
how our system works, and make com-
parisons between our system and other
systems, in order that we might better
understand what it is we are talking
about and have a more solid basis of fact
from which to make a determination as
to the desirability of change.

I suspect that the cloture motion will
be voted down. I suspect that if we took
a vote on Senate Joint Resolution 1 it-
self, it would fail to get the votes re-
quired in order to submit the proposition
to the people of the United States.

I have no doubt at all that, when we
look back with the vantage point that
time gives us, we will be pleased, indeed,
that we did not hurriedly take an action
which we might have regretted for a long
time.

Earlier, I said one of the things I
learned in the few years I have been a
Member of this body I learned from the
late, great Everett Dirksen. Without pre-
suming to recall precisely what he said,
he said essentially this: “I have never
seen any idea whose time had arrived
denied by this body because of the in-
ability to invoke cloture. But,” he said,
“on the other hand, I have seen a great
many issues more thoroughly debated,
more clearly understood, and accommo-
dations reached that resulted in better
legislation, sounder legislation, than
would have resulted had we proceeded
hurriedly and without the sort of debate
that characterizes the Senate as the
greatest deliberative body on earth. We
would have gone down the wrong path a
number of times.”
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I think Senator Dirksen’s words are
just as applicable today as they were
during the times when he expressed
them.

With that, let me say that I am not
one bit discouraged by what has hap-
pened here. I do regret that sometimes we
have to go through this sort of exercise
in order that everyone can understand
more fully. But all I can say is that when
we have something that has served the
country as well as the Constitution of the
United States, an instrument that his-
torians throughout the entire world look
upon with great admiration, and indeed
great amazement and wonder at how
those persons who framed it were able
to draw it from their collective intelli-
gence and collective wisdom and educa-
tion—the variety of experiences that en-
abled them to hammer out something
that would stand the test of time—that
could be amended from time to time
with these written-in safeguards, then I
think we see something of the character
of the instrument that we are dealing
with, and we can better understand why
it is important that we do not amend it
hurriedly.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I certainly
hope that the remarks of the Senator
from Indiana were not construed as in
any way being critical of those who op-
posed his views on this particular sub-
ject, or demanded that it be discussed
adequately and fully. In fact, the Sen-
ator from Indiana went through the very
difficult process of objecting to those
committee meetings just so that we could
debate it.

What the Senator from Indiana did
suggest, and what he suggests now, is
that it is rather inconsistent for some
Members—not including his friend from
Wyoming—to have suggested, on the one
hand, that the Senator from Indiana is
imposing a hardship on the Senate by
denying committees to meet, and, on
the other hand, that he is derelict in his
duty by not permitting full debate. That
is exactly the nature of the remarks that
were made earlier. I was said to be the
one responsible for our not having full
debate because I sat here 2 or 3 days, or
4 or 5 days, last week, and did not object
to going on to other business; after stat-
ing that the proponents had consum-
mated their case.

This is inconsistent, and I hope we do
have a full debate. That is why we are
here. I share the concern of my friend
from Wyoming. Indeed, I cannot hon-
estly say how many votes are present on
final passage for this matter. But I feel
we have an obligation to vote it up or
down.

It seems to me, if there is wisdom in
the words of our late friend and col-
league, Senator Dirksen, that the fili-
buster rule itself is to give the country
time fo consider its actions on significant
measures, that this test can be applied to
one degree if we are debating a measure
which requires 51 votes in this body, and
in that case, perhaps, an argument can
be made that we should have more time;
but it seems a bit difficult to the Senator
from Indiana to suggest that a matter
that needs the votes of two-thirds of this
body to support and pass it, the same
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number required for cloture, is not get-
ting adequate protection by the number
of votes required.

Furthermore, as far as the time is
concerned, the Senator from Indiana
would like to suggest for the considera-
tion of his friend from Wyoming that not
only do we require a higher test of sup-
port on the floor of the Senate, namely,
two-thirds, for a constitutional amend-
ment, but we require sufficient time, and
the ordeal, really, of getting three-
fourths of our State legislatures to ratify
it.

So I would think that double test,
much more strenuous than that applied
to normal legislation, would cause the
Senate to consider seriously the wisdom,
or lack thereof, of filibustering a bill
which requires two-thirds of the Senate
to support it in the first place, and then
the time and struggle necessary to get
tmee;'rourths of the legislators to sup-
port it.

Although I have sat through several
filibusters in my period of time in the
Senate, I do not recall any other time
when a constitutional amendment has
been filibustered.

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

Mr. BAYH. I am glad to yield.

Mr. HANSEN, I would suggest that
this, then, would afford the Senator an
opportunity to tell his grandchildren of
such an experience.

Mr. President, it seems to me that
there is a question of semantics in-
volved in trying to determine what is
difficult, serious consideration, on the one
hand, or filibustering on the other.

Mr. BAYH. I was glad to see that the
Senator really did not suggest that he
was participating in a filibuster, then.
If that is accurate, I do not want the
Recorp to show that my friend from
Wyoming really believe what is going on
now is a filibuster.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I will
leave that to the historians and the
press to determine.

Mr. BAYH. I think they will speak elo-
quently of what has been said, so I shall
not pursue the matter further.

. Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, so that

Senators may understand, I would like,
for the Recorp, to explain the difference
between a filibuster and an educational
debate.

If those who are delaying matters and
those who are speaking at length have
views which are similar to yours, it is an
educational debate. If those who are de-
laying matters and speaking at length
express views dissimilar to yours, it is a
filibuster.

So, by that criterion, I would submit
that the Senator from Indiana is cor-
rect; since we have expressed views con-
trary to his, it is a filibuster, but since
he expresses views contrary to those of
the Senator from Alabama and myself,
the filibuster is on the other side and the
educational debate is on our side; and
that makes the whole problem just as
simple and understandable as the noon-
day sun in a cloudless sky.

But the fact remains that I have asked
for unanimous consent by the Senator
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from Indiana, and I have been sharply
criticized for so doing. The fact remains
that those who are associated with me
are opposed to an immediate vote with-
out adequate debate on one proposition
only: Senate Joint Resolution 1. My good
friend from Indiana, acting perfectly
within his rights, has objected to every-
thing else. That is a fact, and I am say-
ing it in the best of humor. I am not ex-
asperated. I am bound to say, though,
that from the standpoint of onlookers, it
may appear like the fellow up in Watauga
County, who went down to county court,
and they told him before he left to come
back and make a report on court that
night at the neighborhood store.

They asked him that night how it was,
and he said, “There was the judge, sittin’
up high, just like he was the presiding
officer; and there was the jury; and there
was the witnesses and the parties; and
there was the lawyers. Some of the law-
yers was objectin’, and the others was
exceptin’, and the costs was pilin’ up.”

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SEC-
RECY FROM EXECUTIVE M, 91st
CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, as in executive session, I ask unan-
imous consent that the injunction of
secrecy be removed from Executive M,
91st Congress, second session, the Nice
Agreement Concerning the International
Classification of Goods and Services to
Which Trademarks Are Applied, signed
June 15, 1957, and a copy of that agree-
ment as revised at Stockholm July 14,
1967, transmitted to the Senate today by
the President of the United States, and
that the agreement, together with the
President’s message, be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations and
ordered to be printed, and that the Presi-
dent’s message be printed in the REcorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MoN-
DALE) . Without objection it is so ordered.

The message from the President is
as follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice
and consent of the Senate to aceession, I
transmit herewith a certified copy of the
Nice Agreement Concerning the Inter-
national Classification of Goods and
Services to which Trademarks are
Applied, signed June 15, 1957, together
with an English translation thereof, and
a certified copy of that Agreement as re-
vised at Stockholm July 14, 1967, to-
gether with an English translation
thereof. I transmit also, for the informa-
tion of the Senate, the report of the Sec-
retary of State with respect to the
Agreements.

The organization set up by the Agree-
ment is responsible for establishing an
international classification of trade-
marks used in over 60 countries. It is
important from the standpoint of the
interest of trademark owners and from
the standpoint of effective government
administration of its trademark func-
tions that the United States accede to
the Agreements so that it may partici-
pate as a member in the organization.

September 24, 1970

I recommend that the Senate give
early and favorable consideration to the
Agreements submitted herewith and
give its advice and consent to accession.

RIcHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HovusE, September 24, 1970.

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF THE
PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESIDENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, what is the pending business be-
fore the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is Senate Joint Reso-
lution 1, proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States relat-
ing to the election of the President and
the Vice President.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
12 noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 48 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, Sep-
tember 25, 1970, at 12 noon.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate September 24, 1970:

ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

Artemus E. Weatherbee, of Maine, who was
confirmed by the Senate September 1, 1970,
as U.S. Director of the Asian Development
Bank, to serve on the Bank with the rank
of Ambassador,

U.S. DistricT COURTS

Edward R. Becker, of Pennsylvania, to be
& U.S. district judge for the eastern district
of Pennsylvania, vice a new position created
under Public Law 91-272 approved June 2,
1970.

U.S. CoasT GuUaARD

The following named officers of the Coast
Guard for promotion to the grade of lieu-
tenant commander:
Michael J. Schiro
Richard V. Consigll
Clifford E. Banner
Thomas F. McGrath

Richard L. Devries
Thomas D. Fisher
George J. Buffleben,
Jr.
Robert P. Dickenson
Billy W. Richardson
David J. Connolly
Robert L. Euhnle
Virgil F. Eeith, Jr.

oI
Phillip J. Bull
Michael H. Dennis
Alvin Cattalini
Carl D. Bossard

Gary F. Van Nevel
Clinton H. Smoke, Jr.
Frank A. Boersma
Richard S. Bizar
Roger W. Bing
Joseph B. Coyle
William R. Wilkins
3eorge J. Thompson
Arden B. Chittick
William J. Minor
Joseph W, Lersch
Gerald F. Woolever
Nelson H., Keeler, Jr.
James L. Webster
Harry T. Suzuki
Robert A. Major

C. Richard Mockler
Warren D. Snider
Robert L. Vence, Jr.
Gill R. Goodman
Howard B. Gehring

Harry D. Nelson
Earl L. Reichelt
Richard A. Walsh
William B. Waff
John E. Lindak
Harvey F. Orr
David A. Young
James J. Lantry
Eent M. Ballantyne
Philip R. North
Charles B. Mosher
George H. Brown III
John W. Greason
Robert G. Bates
Rudy K. Peschel
Robert E. P. Fenton
Michael J. Jacobs
William M. Baxley
William A, Caster
Arthur B. Shepard
Peter C. Busick
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William D. Bechtel  James J. Burley Akerlund, Edwarw. Baughman, Harry m
Daniel K. Shorey Raymond E. Aholt Akers, Ronald L. | Baumann, Paul K. .
Jefirey D. Hartman  Frank J. Miller, Jr. Albertson, Robert L. Baumann, Paul A JESrered.
Ernst M. Cummings  Patrick J. Mahon Albrecht, John R. RSl Baumann, Walter G.
Denis J. Bluett Robert C. Sachs Albrecht, Ronald L. JESoaroll. Bavousett, Conrad L.
Edward E. Demuzzio John P. Hart, Jr. Alexander, Jimmie M. I acarocdl. Bays, Brooks G., K
John D. Adams Clarence L. Miller Alexander, John C.JESarcdl. Beale, Robert E. JFarared.
Jan F. Smith William M. Rickett Alkire, Melyin G. B el Beard, John R.IETETErecll.
Charles E. Haas Mario J. Camuccio Allen, James R. FSrarrd. Beckett, Roderick G.IEerercell.
Dana W. Starkweather Ellsworth N. Slater Allen, Jimmy W. JSravrd. Beckett, Ronald C. I Sarrd.
Roger W. Hassard Richard J. Kilroy Allington, Maynard F. el Beckhan, Donald D. JEEvarrll.
David L. Andrews Warren B. Barrett Althouse, Clyde R. JFEoarrd. Beers, Alva E., A
James F. McCahill, Jr. Cluese Russell Ames, Ivan G. RSl Began, Robert J. el
Barham F. Thomson Charles R. Wilson Anaclerio, Michael IRl Belcher, Ronald H. EEErerrll.
III John H. Wiechert Anderson, Alan H. IR a0 Bell, Billy N, [FEerarra.
Nicholas H. Allen Donald D. Luedke Anderson, Arthur D. el Belles, Robert G. I erared.
Richard J. Heym Dalton L. Burrus Anderson, Floyd R. e d. Belt, Robert K., Jr. I acacerdl.
Anthony R. Adams Sewell G. Loggins Anderson, Gerald M. e d. Benjamin, Arthur J. Rl
William A. Monson Bobbie L. Bentley Anderson, Jack E. . Bennett, Richard L. I Srarll.
James C. Haldeman  Allie C. Woodcock, Jr. Anderson, John S. JEarrd. Bennett, William T. Jr I Earcll.
Karl W. Mirmak Conrad A. Pasbrig Anderson, John J. [ ararel Benoit, Harold H., FTarered.
Gerald D. Mills Charles M. Saylor Anderson, Melvin J. JErarcd. Benson, Richard L. JSared.
Lyman B. Norton Harold T. Collins Anderson, Philip J. Rl Bentley, James H. JEarrdl.
Lynn M. Brown William H. Speas Andrews, John F.JFEarrd. Bentz, Glen A R A
Phillip J. Kies George R. Thomas Anelli, John W. el Bergman, Erwin e d.
Monette B. J. Ratcliff Alfred T. Wilcox Angell, Jerry W [ erered. Bernd, David P. A
Virgil J. O’Grady Hugh A. Dayton Arbuthnot, Alfred H. [Pl Bernert, George W. A
Dale W. Johnson Edward L. Weilbacher Arceneaux, Francis X. JFareredl Berry, Stanley D. PREvarrd.
Charles L. Gomez Roger R. Roznoski Archie, Charles E. JFRaracrd. Berthold, Hubert M.,
Jacob P. Aucoin, Sr.  Richard R. Bock Armitage, Merlin E. R ararcd. Bice, Don L. F. [Jrerered
Howard H. Lindsay Alfred W. Harrell Armstrong, Frederic C. Jarared. Biehn, Donald R. Sl
Thomas E. Brown James L. Van Horn Arnold, Lawrence D. 3 Bigelow, Daniel J. Jararrll.
John P. DeLeonardis = william A. Swansburg Ashley, Donald L., Billett, Roger H. [Btararecdl.
Frederic J. Grady IIT  Donald P. Billings Attarian, Peter J. el Bilyeu, Lowell D., Il
John W. Lockwood Robert D. Weddell Aunan, Wallace N. S arcd Bingham, Jack E. PRETarrd.
Charles W. Peterson  ponald J. Strathern Austin, James T. el Bishop, Erastus N. JFEcarecd.
Marion T. Tilghman  jack W. Wroton Austin, Randall R.JFararrd. Bishop, Richard F. [raarrd.
Charles A. Carleton Dennis R. Kay Autery, Clarence R. B acarecl Bishop, Ronald J. B., Jr. IRy A.
Roderick Martin III  povig A. Meadows Baca, Manuel J., Jr. [Erard. Bishop, Warren E. Tl
Warren A. Baker Richard G. Gobble Bachem, Fritz M. [ araced. Bithell, Wayne JTararrd.
Martin F. Heatherman pohert C. Wright Bachman, Ronald L. JEarrd. Bitner, Ludie W., FEared.
William H. Solley, JT. Harold D. Willis Backhaus, George J. e d. Blanch, Claude C. e d.
James 0. Quinn Roger W. Allison, Jr. Bailey, Bruce M. IVmerell Blankenship, Jesse L. JERETavmg
Conley D. Nelson Gerard Barton Bailey, Jackie L. [Ferececll Blanton, William I., Jr., eyl
Barrett T. Beard Karl A Tuck Bailey, Paul D. [Feverral. Blaylock, Bobby G. [EEErateedl.
Richard J. Zwally Gary T. Morgan Baird, Orville B. e d. Blevins, Edward A., PEred.

Morgan C. Hutto, Jr. Joseph A. Fullmer Baisden, Kenneth W. I arared. Blinn, Donald E, .

e A nan  Milton C. Richards, gr.  Baker Duane A SRR Blom, Roger L. [FFRETsmenll.

Charlie R. Polly et iy A e Baker, Robert L finagriranr oy N
" Paul A. Dux ’ i XXCXCXXXX_ G Bloss, Stephen R. el

William F. Queen Baker, William E. e Bl
: Lawrence A. Minor ough, Carl W. [FRerarrd.
Wilbur J. Davis Willlam N. Zensen, Jr. Bale, William F. [PREvarrd Boatwright, Charles A. .
Jesse H. Burgess David O. Drake Balent, John D. JFerered Bodington, Mountford E. PRyl
Marion O. SIMMONS  popert L., Armacost Ball. Samon PR, Boggs, James A.,
Calvin W. Pratt Ballot, Charles J., J.
alvin W. Pra Rurt G. Zimmerman allot, Charles J., Jr. [Ferat ol Bond, Parker L. JREerrd.
hn E. D Balo, R 1d L
John E. Dunn John N, Naegle alo, Ronald L. JFevewed. Bond, Ronald A ey
Thomas E. Bockman Banaszak, Jerome J
Edmond R. Harless  Morris D. Helton Banholzer, Alfred E., 11 JFamsmmw. g B -
Jackie S. Thornhill  David E. Clements oty e XONO00 Bonnette, John C.Fftevertedl.
acxie S. Norman T. Saunders anner, Hastings W. JIResvat . Boone, Daniel W [Eard
William L. Taylor John R. Harrald Bannon, Paul W. JFrarareedl Boone, James L.yl
Francis J. Taddei nges ¢. Card Banta, John W. el Boothe, Kenneth W. eyl
Homer T. Austin, Jr. oo o oD, Herr Barbel, Richard C.Feracrd. Borie, Charles E. [PRErErl.
Chester R. Brooks : Barbera, Richard V. e ararccl Boucher, Raymond E. Jeyd
3 Michael B. Stenger , ym B 0ooxx-xxxx 8
Melvin W. Ellis, Jr. 1adall Barckhoff, Richard L. Jeeterrdl. Bourcier, Lucien E. el
Edwin M. Smithers ~ Galen R. Sidda Barger, James S. 0. Bourgeois, Gerald F. eyl
Penrose C. Dietz Ray E. Henderson Barikmo, Norman M. JFaverrd. Bowen, Phillip K. .
In THE AIR FORCE Barker, Cole W, [varrd. Bowie, Donald A., [Tl
Barlow, Robert C. e
The following-named officers for promo- Bowlden, Max S., [l
g Barnes, John C. Jararrd. Bowles, Neil H
tion in the Regular Air Force, under the Barnes. Kenneth C owles, Neil H., [Paared
appropriate provisions of chapter 835, title Barnis WillASTA H ooexx-ooo B Bowman, Robert G. Jrarared
10, United States Code, as amended. All offi- : Boyd, John T. [FEremra.
cers are subject to physical examination re- garnt, B ‘X’ E. vl Bozeman, Gerald E. Jaeeerd.
quired by law arrett, Archie D. FRtereccdl Bradbury, John N. .
* . 3 Barrett, John C.JPrecercd Braden, Courtland R.JFEraredl.
Captain to major Barrett, Russell W. rararerdl. Bradley, Edgar A. el
LINE OF THE AIR FORCE Barry, Daniel P. JSrarrell. Bradley, Martin G.
Aaron, George B. EERerrd Bartholomen, Charles W_IETeBeaverll. Bradley, Mitchell H. JFSvasrd.
Abbott, Wayne T. IETEEeaml Bartholomew, Frank O Jevenell Bradley, Olin H. [FSSl.
Abell, Maurice A., ey Betlett, Hopay, ., SR Brammer, John E. 11, FRSreeey.
X Bartlett, Ronald A. FRererral. Branan, Carl K. S
Acker, Willilam L., Jr. JESSveredl , 8 oocoeon |
Adams, James H. [Ferarrd. Basel, Gene el Branby, Harlan E. JFawewel.
Adams, Thomas R. TS0l Bass, Stanley A.[ErEmgerdl Branch, Leonard J. [F0Eeerell.
Adams, Willis A., IRl Bateman, Richard W.JFeeeeereeg]. Branham, Ruel K., [FEEETETl.
Adamson, Cecil L. IRl Bateman, Robert P.[Pacacrdl Brant, Raymond F. eyl
Agar, James R. [ Sravdl. Bates, David B. Jfreced Bratcher, Raymond E. [FRSrerrd.
Agniel, David B., EETETETTN Bates, John A JETTETETTE. . Braue, Harold L. JFmemesy
Ahlborn, John F. Bates, Neil G.,[aarrd. Braun, Cecil O., agerd
Aho, Arthur C., Jr. 5 Bath, William J. [ aracecll Brauner, Henry P.,
Ahrens, Arthur H., Jr. JERErerrd Bathke, Robert K. [y Brazell, Lee M., B
Aird, Donald W. [Freawd Batts, James S. Rl Brazelton, Douglas W. el
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Breaud, Alfred A., Jr. el Chambers, Jerry L. JEEarrdl Corser James B., II1 I rardl
Brecher, James D. [FErawrl. Chambers, William R. EScarrll Coss, Donald L., el
Breckenridge, James A. Rl Chance, Victor P. el Costas, William T, [FErarrd
Breedlove, William O., III ISRl Chaney, Clyde, IR el Costello, Raymond P. IErarrl
Breen, Andrew J. [FEavrd. Chansler, William A JRararrcll Costin, James L. JETararrd
Brehm, Richard L. JERerecell. Chapin, Charles T. Pt tateedl Cothran, Thurman D., Jr. IES0rA
Brent, Frank N., Jr. [l Chapman, Willard T. JESrarrdl Couch, Joel M., A
Brestel, Max C.,[0Sarcd Charles, Cecil M., Erarecd. Coursen, Franklin H. Ftareccedl
Brewer, George A., 111 [ avarrdl Chase, Arthur L. el Couture, Donald J. el
Bright, Mahrion R. el Chase, Franklin L. Jarerell Couture, Marcel A, A
Brininstool, Edward P.Eererrd. Chase, Paul N. [Fratd Cowdrey, Donald H., e
Britos, Peter J. I acarecl Chason, Lloyd R., el Cox, Billy W.,

Broers, Deryl D.| Chavez, Gabriel V. el Cox, Hugh L., I1L I eared
Broske, Bernard J. Chesley, Paul L., IRl Cox, James W., I aerd.
Broussard, Ray E. [ d Chiapetta, Richard L. acaccdl Cox, Thomas A, [Faracrd
Brown, Charles L. S Chilbert, Dominic F. el Coyle, Francis N., 2
Brown, Clarence E., Jr. IR ararccl Ching, Norman Y. S. [Eecaccd Coyle, Harold S., Jr., IFEavrd
Brown, Donald E. [Faoared Chiorino, Silvio B., [ rared Coyle Ronald P., [Tl
Brown, James T., Jr. [ Sawcll Christensen, Gary W. [ acarecdl. Craft, Richard L. ISl
Brown, Richard A el Christensen, Merton J. Il Craig, James T., Jr. IR e el
Brown, Robert M. [l Christensen, Richard W. el Crawford, Gerald P. [l
Brown, Troy M., el Christie, Vern W., Jr. IS ared. Crawford, Harold R.,[JETard
Brown, Wallace E. [Eravd. Christman, Donald O. el Crawford, John R. R ercll
Brumley, Wendell E. JEREraread. Christy, Frank J. JTEvarrcll Cribb, Donald R. IERoaerd
Bruno, Donald J. el Church, Larry D. Sl Crist Robert B. JEarrd
Bryan, Kenneth D., el Ciambrone, Thomas W. JFRrarrl Critchley, Harry R., Jr. I aA
Bryant, James W. [l Cilek, George R., R0 Crochet, Alex P., Jr. [ cacell
Bucciarelli, Marco A, el Clair, Carl F. [Saed. Crochet Calvin J. Sl
Buchanan, Frank A. [FEarrd. Clark, Charles R. el Croft, Eldred C., [F2Srerd
Buckland, Frank P., Jr.JERcetrdl Clark, Chester G. JRRrawrll. Crook, Richardson H. IFErarrdl
Buddi, John F., Jr. [Pl Clark, Don A, [EPoarcd Cross, Charles A., Sl
Budzowski, Benjamin M. vl Clark, Edwin H. IFRoaerd. Crowley Richard T., I ararrd
Bugge, John E. [FSarrd. Clark, Gaylord W. I ararrcll. Croxton, Donovan C. e
Buglewicz, Francis J., Jr. IECSretdl. Clark, Milton M., S awrdl Crum, Fred B, A
Bullard, Stanley G. R ararrd. Clark, Phillip D. [l Crumroy, Otto F., Jr. el
Bumgarner, Robert R.IF el Clark, Robert N. Sarrdl Cudahy, George F. Il
Bunten, Laurie A. B aravcd Clark, Thomas S., Jr. [ ararcl Cudmore, William T. IS0 A
Buoni, Frederick B. JFRaracrl Clark, William R. PR d. Cummings. Paul T Sarcll
Burdick, Martin M. ISl Clarke, David K. el Cunningham, William F., Jr. RSl
Burger, Jack T. [ ararrd Clarke, Herbert F. el Cuny, Leroy G., Il
Burnthorne, Bryan R.EEStercell Clarke, William D., III el Curtis, Alan M., arared
Burress, William R., Jr. JEoaceccl Clay, Wayne J. IR0 A. Curtis, Billy A., IRl
Burton, Richard L., Jr. JEererwl. Claymore, Paul T. [FEraerd. Cushenberry, Anthony S. T
Busbee, John H. SHETSIR Clearly, John J. STTETERTR Custer, Gomer C. il
Bush, Clarence H., Jr. [Foaraterd. Cleary, Patrick J. Rl Cutler, Harold G. e d
Bush, Kenneth I raredl. Clements, Douglas M., [ acarccll Cyrus, Jack R. el
Bussard, Neil C. el Clendennen, Darby L. JFErarrd. Dabbs, Travis D.,
Bussell, Gerald Q. JFEErrd. Clum, Alfred D., [ Dabrowski, Charles T. IFErarrd
Bustle, Lawrence E., Jr. JFreratcd Coats, George E., el Dahl, Sigvard, Jr. S A
Butkewicz, Peter J. Rl Cobeil, Earl G., . Dalfonso, Edward V., [ Ecarecd
Butler, Gregory J. JF g el Cochrane, John H. JFEarrl Dalton, Donald J. Rl
Butschek, Robert J. Itarerecll Cockrell, Allen A, Damoth, Donald R. Eerereell
Byrd, William C. [FRerarel Coffey, Robert T. el Daniels, Preston J. vl
Byrus, Robert L. JEtetaccll Coker, Walter J., IIL JFRrarrl. Darcey, Edward H.,[FTSrard
Cadieux, Ronald A. [l Coldwater, Robert E. [JFErarrd. Darden, Henry R., Jr. IR0Rrared
Caley, Don C., FTErard. Cole, Alan R., A Davenport, Ronald L. JEEararrdl.
Calkin, Maynard S., Jr. R revrd Coleman, Charles E. [P Davey, Thomas J., Jr. JFRrevrd
Callis, David M., [FrSrared. Collipi, Thomas C. el Davidson, Alfred H., III [FReawrd
Calvert, Donald R. Eerarcd Colton, Thomas A, vl Davis, David L., St
Campbell, Bart C.JERSrertell Colyer, James A, [l Davis, Donald H., el
Campbell, Edward F.[Ferarcd. Combs, Kenneth O. R ararrd Davis, Duane M., [ d
Campbell, Ralph N.EPeEcerredl. Comeaux, Paul C. [EEwrd Davis, Eddie R., Eraerd
Cannon, Daniel P.JFteveredl Cone, Ronald L. el Dayvis, Edward K., el
Cannon, John W.FREtared Confer, Marion E. [PREvEwrl Davis, Harland M., Jr. IPararrdl
Cantrell, Edwin B., III [ ararcl Connett, David C. [ Erarrd Davis, James E., [erere
Cappel, John J., Jr. ISl Connolly, Keith B, P acaces Davis, Jon L., F=tared
Carleton, Joseph M., Jr. [rerard Connolly, Michael F. el Davis, Melvin T., Rl
Carlson, Donald C. R el Conover, Laurence W., e carccd Davis, Samuel J., I I arrll.
Carlson, Milo L. I Eracecd. Cook, George E., [FRararcl Daye, Jerry G., Breororesd
Carlton, James E. JFvgearedl. Cook, Tom R., PRl Dayton, Thomas E. IEEterell
Carney, Jack L.JFEtened. Cook, William A., F2EraTra Deal, Kenneth L. [JRtareedl
Carnochan, John A, F. el Cooke, James D., [Erarrd Deans, William R., [P ereeed
Carroll, Gary K. JJeraed. Cooke, Lowell T., IRyl Deardorf, Eldon N. [Sraced
Carroll, Harvey C., Jr. [acacrd. Cooke, Ralph M., [FTEora Deas, Robert S., IR tarrl
Carskadden, Thomas H. [P aracrll Cool, Gary D., IErerra. Debolt, James G. I acarcdl
Carson, Harold E., Jr. JIRararccl Cooley Anthon E.,[FEarrl Deering, Philip A, [Prarey
Carter, Donald M. el Cooley, Robert B, [FEErA Dees, Buddy E., el
Carter, Robert D. JEvaredl. Coolidge, John K. JFErrd. Defer, Richard H. IRrarrl
Carter, William T. JPRereverdl. Cooney Joseph E. Jrararccl Degraaf, John D, e
Caruso, David, [EErarcl Cooper, Leroy D., Deken, George T.,[ararrd
Casari, Guido J., Jr. PRl Cooper Sheldon H. Sraerd Dekeyser, Bernard R. Iarrd
Cassell, Gerald G. T a Coote, William A., Delashaw, Tho B., ITI,

Cassell, James D. B aracedl Copley, James E. [ aracccdl Deloach, William A., Jr.,

Cassidy, Philip E. el Corbett, James A. el Demchuk, Sergi L., [ararrd
Castleberry, Allan R. Ty d Corder, Charles V., Jr. JFrarrd. Demichieli, Lino F., I
Cataldi, Robert R. . Cordes, Robert A., Dempsey, George F., Prieroreey
Catalfamo, Philip J., Corley, Parris L., Denard, James M., Jr. JRroonaeesd
Cattee, Eugene P. JEracrd Cormier, Johnny E. JScacd Denham, John H. Jearrd
Celick, Janet R. I arrd Cornelison, Walter C., Jr. JBTeararcll Dennehey, Joseph J., Jr. oararrdl
Centofanti, Joseph J. [ Eaccl Corroon, Thomas F. JJErarrl Dennis, Joseph K. JFESarrd
Chadwick, Peter D. I ararrd Corry, George R.,[JFEararrd Denton, Murray B. IRl
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Depoorter, Win E. IS acrd. Ensslin, Kenneth C. el Fujimoto, Leslie I. I eravrll.
Derbyshire, Ronald E. It eratcdl Epifani, Louis R. [ acarccd Fuller, Glenn L. S rrd.
Derrick, Elbert D., Jr. IR Erhart, Robert J. e cacel Fuller, Hughie E. B ararcl.
Derrick, Thales A. A Erickson, Donald E. JErarrl. Fullwood, Robert G. I ararccdl.
Desenfants, Robert E. IRl Erni, Charles A. Javd. Funkhauser, John L.IEtereccdl.
Desmond, William B., Jr. JSarra. Essmeier, Charles T. [ ararrd. Gadd, Robert F., I el
Devito, Peter A. A Evans, Asa L., Jr. [PEErd. Gaffiney, Robert F.Iroraccdl.
Devoe, Frederic A., Jr. JFEvarrd. Evans, Donald F., ESracced. Gage, Robert G. R raredl.
Dibble, Hugh W.| K Evgenides, Constantine N. JFRatarcl Galbraith, Buren G.Iarecdl.
Dickens, Irvin D JPerared. Ewald, Clarence J. el Galbraith, James L.IEvEceterdl
Dickens, Milford L. [ESrarrcl. Ewing, Robert G. JEverrd. Gamble, Wayne W. [EREateedl.
Dickensheets, Richard E.JFStereedl. Fabyanic, Thomas A. JEERETrl. Gammons, Norman E. Jerevrll.
Dickinson, Arthur L., Jr. . Fair, John C. FErrd. Gano, Donald W. Eterereell.
Dickson, William E., Jr. Jearaeecdl. Fake, Mary L., [ ard. Gantt, Leon O.IEaarcdl.

Dietz, Albert E. [FtErecrd. Fanelli, William B. [FSesred. Gapp, Frank, J. E.JEt=reredl.
Dillman, Laurie E. JFataced. Farina, Anthony F. Fererrd. Gardner, Lorin R. BSrared.
Dillon, Harley L., Jr. [ aracrd. Fant, Rodney E., Gardner, Raymond L. JFEra.
Dillon, Richard T. el Farris, Jack K. . Gardner, Richard A JFETarl.
Disteldorf, Bernard N.JFEErarrd. Farthing, Fred G., Jr IS0ra. Gardner, Robert F.IFSardl.
Dixon, Walter J. JFtSratedl. Faseler, Marion C. JEEvared. Gardner, Ronald E.JFvEtertell.
Doby, Herb., IRl Featherston, Norm F.[ESrereall. Garneau, Armand J.IEREtertedl.
Dolan, William G., Jr.JEarrd. Feddern, Louis F. A, Gary, Roger O., Jr. [l
Dolby, Robert C. [FEracecl. Federici, Fred J., Jr., IR, Gasho, James B., Jr.[araradl.
Donaldson, Charles A. JSErrd. Feliciano, Neri A A, Gasior, Kenneth V. JJarareed.
Dondero, David E. S rarrd. Fenstermacher, Gene JJTarsa. Gates, Leo V., II, Earercd.
Donley, Jack E. [aacrd. Fergus, John E.IFSrarcdl Gauthier, Ralph A JFRravedl
Dooley, Thomas J. R eareell Ferrell, Richard O. Il Gebhardt, Kenneth N. el
Dorazio, Silvio L., [Brarared. Fessler, George R., Jr. JFrarared. Gee, Edward L. RS
Douglas, Arthur E. Jerared. Field, James L., Geiger, Oswald T., Jr., [ararrd.
Douglas, McCleary A., el Field Lawrence H., Gentry, Charles W. JEararll
Dowell, Michael T. [T ararrd. Field, Robert W. ISl Gentry, Jerauld R. IS d.
Downey, James L. [ erarcell. Finder, Jack L. Rl Gerber, Gerald A.JESrevrdl.
Downey, Laurence R.JFaracel Findlay, Eugene H. . Gerding, Jay D. ol
Downing, Wayne E. Rl Fink, Barry N. Sarrl. Gerhardt, Richard C.JEEarl.
Drexel, Anthony J., IV tErared. Finuf, Tdward V. R Gericke, William A., Jr. oo rarcll.
Driscoll, Bruce H., [ Srared. Fisch, Charles T. . Gerlitz, Gary H. Farardl.
Dubiel, Joseph J. JFtatareedl. Fischer, Lowell W., el Germann, David B. J0ererrell.
Duboise, Donald E. [FRErevrtd. Fischer, Sherril H. RSl Gerrish, Joseph R.FEarrd.
Ducote, Richard J. el Fiscus, John E. [FErerrl. Gholson, Lee W.,[PEarrd.
Dufresne, Ronald C. e caceedl Fisher, John D. . Gibbons, Gerald G., [TEard.
Duggan, William Y. [JRateveell. Fisher, Robert B., FErared. Gibbs, David P., Jr. JEovereed.
Duke, Charles M., Jr. JTevawera. Fitzgerald, Byron S.Erra. Gibson, Charles H. v,
Dundervill, Robert F., Jr. [IERarrd. Fitzgerald, Donald N. el Gibson, Jimmie A. TR A.
Dunham, Norbert D. e rrd Flagg, Richard A., Jr. JFrErarrd. Gibson, Lester R. S rarrd.
Dunham, Robert A. Frarrcdl. Flanagan, Joseph J. JJRarerd. Gierhart, Loran W. vl
Dunlosky, Anthony W., Jr. Beeracecll Flanik, Roger J. Jaoarrd. Giesler, Richard P.,
Dunn, Alden D. [FSvecerdl. Fleckenstein, John F.JFR=rerrdl. Gift, Ivan J. ESrecrdl.

Dupont, Joseph, Jr. IESSreteedl. Fleitz, Richard A JFSerrd. Gilbert, Billy B. IFtereredl.
Durivage, Henry J. IFRSracrd. Fleming, Leon P. [F2Evared. Gilbert, Stephen W. JFEcaredl.
Dutt, Wendell A. . Fletcher, Carlos E. [T Gilbreath, James B. [ ararrd.
Dwinell, Donald W., Ryl Fletcher, Gailon K. IEETra. Gilchrist, William E. JJra.
Dwyer, Gerald T. [acacredl Flora, Earl L. STl Gillespie, Fred D. [ ararcd.
Dwyer, James P., tacace Flora, Roger T. [ a. Gilliland, James N. R ecarecll.
Dwyer, Paul H. et Flowers, Kenneth H.JFA. Gillis, Richard F. R aracecdl.
Dyke, Frank P. [Fararel. Fluhr, James F. [Tl Gingrich, Charles E. JFSrerccll.
Eakin, William L. JFETaerd. Fobair, Roscoe H. STl Gingrich, Franklin J., Jr. 0.
Eary, Verla O., Jr. el Foote, John A., Jr. IREarrll. Ginwright, John B.Eterecrd.
East, Roger W., [Feevavred. Foray, John JFSErewell. Gioco, Frank C.JFRevavrd.
Easthom, James M. JPaarrd. Ford, Joseph S., II A Gionis, Nicholas G. [JFREared.
Ebert, Hugh D., Jr. . Ford, Laymond N. JEd. Glass, Carter M. T d.

Eden, Thomas D. [P acaccd. Ford, Richard T.JETarrd. Glass, George J. [rarared.
Edinger, Robert G. T acerrdl Forrest, John G., Jr. . Glazier, Dean H. Jtarard.
Edler, Allan L. [ Forshag, Donald E. el Gleason, Francis E., Jr. STl
Edmundson, Johnny H.ERrErerrrdl. Forsyth, Milton D., Jr. IFEEevrll. Gleneck, Norman T. JEftSrettedl.
Edstrom, John K. 0. Fosse, James M. . Glyphis, Benedict E. Jtararll
Edwards, Donald H. Iyl Foster, Harl R. Sl Gober, Edmund S.JFararrd.
Edwards, John R. JFfteverredl. Foster, Royal E., Jr. JFevarrd. Gober, Paul D. JFEt=wrdl.
Edwards, Richard D. Ty d. Fowler, Charles W. . Godwin, John B., Jr. [Tararrd.
Edwards, Robin W. SErawell. Fox, John F. C. 0. Goggins, Willilam B., Jr. JFe=vawe
Edwards, Roger S. [FErarrd. France, John B.JFREErrl. Goldberg, William JFevereedl.
Egel, Robert W.,[Feuvawe. Franco, John J., Jr. [FE0Rerl. Golightly, Robert D. JEtt=varrl.
Ehrenfried, Charles E. JSaced. Franco, Joseph M., Jr., Ryl Golly, Robert T.,
Eibach, William J. Jrararrd. Franell, Josep E., Jr. JPEETA. Golob, David R. I Eraey

Einsel, Willis E. [rrereteedl. Franklin, Maury A. JEPrErasedl. Gomez, Ben L. JFrrErecerdl.

Elder, Robert E. [Brracarrd. Frazier, Lester G. A Gondran, Gerald J.,
Eldridge, George E. Jaryd. Freathy, Frederick C., Jr. A Gonzales, Conrad C. araren
Eliason, Norrell B. JEyra. Fred, Richard E.JFTEETra. Goodall, Harry A. FRererecdl.
Eller, James M. [PREoarrd. Freed, Darryl W. el Goodnight, James L. [Fareccdl
Ellingson, Richard K. Ftaraccdl- Freeland, Edward L.JFReerrdl. Goodwin, Flay O., Jr. B ara.
Ellis, George J., Jr. [ a. Freeman, Dan W.JEarra Goodwin, Reginald S., Jr. Jrararrdl
Ellis, Luard L. [PRarevrd. Freeman, David E. . Goodwin, Thomas P., Jr. [ acaccd
Ellis, William E. PRl French, Harry L. J0Erra. Goold, Kenneth C., Jr. el
Elmer, Donald W. RSl Frick, Glenn E. PRyl Gopsill, Kenneth M., Jr. Feratrd.
Elsby, C. N., . Friesel, Clarence E.JFErEra Gosnell, Bruce A, [Facarrd.

Ely, Arben R., Jr. [0 Friesen, Don D. Rl Gossman, Gerald J. [ acatcl
Emory, James W.,[RE0EN00. Frisbee, John A. A Goubert, Peter A. [Feretcd
Engebretson, Roger W. el Frische, Norbert W. Rl Goudy, Dennis L.,
Engel, Carl R. [FRETaTd. Fruehauf, Benjamin F., Jr ararrdl. Gowen, Richard J. el
English, Delmar L. Sl Fry, Robert S., Jr. [ aracdl Graham, Bruce M., Jr. I ecarcedl.
Ennever, Robert O., Jr. B d. Fuhrman, Richard Ererrdl. Graham, Raymond L., Jr. rererrd.
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Gravis, Jack D. [EErscerd. Hawes, Robert W. JErtErardl Hostetler, Connie M. JFRrareedl.
Gray, Donald E. JEravrd. Hawkins, James R. Joaravl. Hottle, James N., Jr. [
Gray, John A. ISl Haynes, James E., Jr. JEPStSorll, Hough, Robert J. IRl
Gray, Joseph A. R Sared. Haynes, William J. JES28R8weeal. Houldsworth, Donald C. JErarrd.
Green, Charles K. Jaared. Haynes, William J. JETerared. Houston, Albert C., Jr. [T
Green, James H.JFecarcedl. Haynes, Zack T. [Ftereccd Hover, Robert C. IEEErra.
Green, Stephen D.JFRErrll Hearn, Norman E.JFRererccll. Hovingh, James G.JFREarrl.
Greene, William A, el Hedge, Richard W. el Howard, Donald P.[Bacacedl.
Greer, Lee V., SR, Heidlebaugh, Gary T.JFftacacerdl. Howard, Garnet R.JSoarrdl.
Gregorios, Basil D, [FSared. Heinemann, Horst R. H. JISarrd. Hoy, Walter S., ISl
Greshel, James T. JErEtateell. Heitman, John H.ETErEterdl. Hubert, David C. FRererel.
Griffin, Donald G.,[FtSvEtTl. Hellings, Frazier J. JEvEvered Huffman, Elmer E. IFarerell.
Griffith, John E. JEararccd. Helm, Jack JFEarrl. Hughes, Harley A [FS00A.
Griffith, Robert M. IFeatecrdl Helms, Howard E. IFRSveredl. Hughes, Harold B. [F2Erevrd
Grim, Harry J. ISt eveedl. Helton, Billy J. Jtecareedl. Hughes, John D JFErrd.
Grimes, Keith R. et Helton, William G. I etacrl. Hughes, Larry B. I Sarrd.
Grissman, Robert J. I0Eeate el Helvie, Gail D.,IFSrevrd. Hughes, Richard W. ERererell
Grizzard, John L. Jarrd. Hemphill, Dewey K. IRCacaccrd. Huls, Robert G. RS ar .
Groeninger, Donald P.EFTTEreredl. Henderson, Charles D. IFararedl. Hunter, William R.IEZrErerell.
Groll, George W. [ erered. Henderson, Jerry L. JEStaredl Huntley, David C.JFRSterra.
Grotte, Richard A. JEScerrdl Henderson, Ronald F.JEftEteceell Hurlburt, Richard G.IFtecetedl
Grotz, Gerald C. [ERraerd. Henderson, William F. JPfeerarerll Hurn, William P. JETSTSwel
Groves, Louise L., [PRuranea Hendren, William L. Sl Huston, Richard C., Jr. Ryl
Gude, Willlam W. FPrErereell. Hendricks, Clifford U., Jr. JFST=vevra. Ingle, Jack C.JFEErerrd.

Guest, Tommy D. [EErerra. Hendricks, Roy J. JEftEreeedl. Inouye, Roy H. JFEEEsateedl.
Guidi, Adolph M., Jr. JFPrerere. Hendrickson, Dale R.EEZStatetdl Ivey, James C., Jr. JEETRTEvrl.
Guin, Bob W. [Tl Hendrix, Jack L.IEErerral. Jackson, Billy L. JFeSeawel.
Gullick, Thomas E. J2Eraced. Henkin, Ernest JEfeacaceral. Jackson, Clifford M. IFSe=verrel.
Gustafson, Freddie A. JErarel Henry, Eugene M. el Jackson, Jerry D. Iararecdl.
Gutchess, Robert IRl Henry, Robert L. el Jacoby, Jackie L. [PRETaTd.
Guthrie, Loren V., I1I IR avawll. Hensel, Robert E. JFSrarrd. Jagrowski. Gerald L. IR ececccll.
Hable, Richard G.JETA. Herculson, Robert J., Jr. Rrerrll. Jaicks, Frederick B. [ ararrdl.
Hackley, William M., Jr. [Frerrl Hering, Harold L. [ el James, Gobel D. [Fararcd.
Haerle, Peter J. ISl Herman, Alan I., James, Richard S. IRt
Haertel, Hermann JRRrarrl. Hermanson, Robert F.JFrSarrdl. Jamieson, James R. ISR
Hafner, Patrick H. [ ararell Herring, John C.IEESrecedl. Jamieson, Richard V. JRoarrl.
Hagen, James F. el Herring, Russell N. I arateedl. Janota, Paul IEEereel.
Haight, Lawrence D. JFaverrl. Herrman, Leroy, IEatatedl. Janssen, Ronald W. IS acaceodl.
Haight, Walter R. JSrarrdl. Hershon, Alan B. el Jarrett, John W IR ererecll.
Halachis, John ISl Heske, William J. vl Jeffries, Calvin J. I carrcll.
Hale, Alan B, A Hess, Stanley R. el Jenerette, William D., Jr el
Haliday, James T. Jearavedl Hesse, Kenneth R. Rl Jenkins, Ernest L., Jr. ol
Hall, Charles R.JSarrd. Hetherington, Robert B. IR arrll. Jenkins, Frank R.IEEararccll.
Hall, Keith N, JFrSared. Heverly, Robert E. IS rarll. Jenkins, Robert B. ISl
Hall, Michael D, [FREEvra. Hewitt, Larry C. [ tareccd. Jennings, Charles J. I atatdl.
Hallidy, Hugh D. e Hickey, Thomas J. JErererccll. Jenrich, Edwin [ Eraverdl.
Hally, Thomas J. vl Hicks, Jerry N.JFSTardl. Jensen, Stanley F. Fararrll.
Hamby, Carl L.EEErrl. Higgins, Norman A. IFRSrecrdl. Jensen, Ted W. [FRvarrrd.
Hamm, William D. JFrarrd. High, John M., IIIEterercell. Jerman, Robert G. acarecll.
Hamm, William P. Rl Hill, James T. vl Jessen, Richard H. Eererccll
Hammond, Claude G., Jr. Sl Hill, Thomas D. IFrStardl Johns, Clyde L. [FEaarel.
Hammond, George R. JEarrd. Hill, William B. JFerecedl. Johnson, Allen T. I,
Hamrick, Paul A, JErared. Hill, William C.JEred. Johnson, Bobby S. [Eererell
Hand, Norbert R., Jr. RS Hillyer, George W., III [ avarecdl. Johnson, Donald E. JPErarrd.
Hanford, John O.IErarl. Hinderliter, Stephen B.IFTererccll Johnson, Donald E. FErarrdl.
Hankins, Donald J. [ rared. Hindman, Charles U. I erarredl. Johnson, Harold C. JFerecedl.
Hanlon, David E. FErarrd. Hine, Robert D. vl Johnson, James R. IFETarrd.
Hansen, Dewayne T. [Fravrl. Hines, John W. Eararedl. Johnson, James W. I ararcdl.
Hansen, Ernest L. JEarrd. Hines, William C. [ erared Johnson, James A. JFerereell.
Hanson, Charles A, [Evard. Hintgen, Roland L. [Fveverrd. Johnson, Joe E. FrErererll.
Hardwick, James R.F2E0arl. Hirst, Donald L., FEErerd. Johnson, John A.IEZTErerrrll.
Hargrave, Charles O. 00l Hirth, Richard M. EErerell. Johnson, Kenneth R.IFStatcll.
Hargrove, Willis L. [JRErevcl. Hiskey, Bernell L. el Johnson, Larry D.

Harkins, Willis W. JFErarrl. Hixon, Russell A ESrerecll Johnson, Neal G. .
Harmon, Kenneth T. IFerrl. Hixson, Allen D. [Pl Johnson, Stewart W. et
Harmor:. Robert A, JErsorl. Hobbs, Terrence E. B Rracrdl. Johnson, Theodore E. Jecacerdl.
Harner, Ronald L. R a. Hockett, George R.JJaracd. Johnson, Thomas N. Syl
Harrington, Cyrus R., Jr. I Eeeerll. Hockney, James N. JFEcarteedl. Johnson, William F. JERtSvetrdl.
Harrington, Robert N.IE2Earrll. Hodge, William E. JFRSeatedl. Johnston, Roy C.EESresra
Harris, Charles E. JIErerd. Hodges, Bob P., Jones, Bobbie L. [FSrereell.
Harris, Eddie W. . Hodgins, Frederick J. el Jones, Donald L. [Eterecerdl.
Harris, Elmer R. T Hodgson, Earl E., Jr. Jareredl. Jones, Donald E. [Ferercel.
Harris, George E., Jr. [ ararcl. Hodgson, Jerry D. e . Jones, James T. I ararrcdl.
Harris, Harry G. I acacecd Hoffman, Donald W. I ararrdl Jones, Marvin L. [ acarccll.
Harris, Roland L. IRl Hoffman, Joseph C. IR d. Jones, Richard A R verrdl.
Harrison, Bronwood JEErErwa. Hogendorf, Heinrich F., Jones, Robert D. [ acacecdl.
Harrison, Corbet L. Farerrd. Hogg, Walter L., ST A. Jordan, Jennie R. IR tereell.
Harrison, Tommy G. JErararedl. Hoke, George J., Jr. el Jorgensen, Robert L. I arard.
Harston, Alfred L. JERereredl. Holcombe, Kenneth E., Jorgensen, Wesley H. I0Srareell.
Hartke, Richard H. el Hollarn, Thomas J. I arererdl. Jowers, William L. FtSvareedl
Hartman, Delano W. [ aarel. Hollis, Billy R.,[J2E0Srd. Jowett, Francis W., Jr. 5
Hartman, Nathan| i Holman, Orville E.. Jr. . Joyce, William J.

Hartmann, Henry R. | Holt, Leigh M., [ Juhl, Clarence A. &
Harvey, Thomas E. Sl Honan, Martin F., Jr. RS cacrdl. Kagarise, John D. IFoSrotedl.
Harwell, William P. . Hood, Robert N. [EEtacrd. Kahler, George E. el
Hastings, Dan K. . Hooker, Charles W.. RO o el Kaiser, Edward S. Faraccd.
Hatch, Louis G. ; Hopkins, David D.JBeeeescd. Kalmar, Jack R. JTErarrd.
Haupt, Howard F., I1 IFSceredl. Hopkins, Donald J. IESS=vereedl. Kandle, Charles K. FS0ard.
Hausmann, Frank W. IR Hopper, John P., Kane, Donald G. A,
Havard, Robert N. [FREtareed. Horney, Warren R.[ESreccell Karaba, Vincent S. el
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Shepherd, Glade E. [FEarrl.
Shepherd, Harry R.JFtotevcdl.
Shepherd, Ralph V. e cacerdl.
Sherman, Vincent J. [ ararccdl.
Shershun, Carroll S.JFEErard.
Shipley, Dale F_ [Tararrd.
Shockey, Samuel H., Jr. IS rarcdl.
Shoemaker, Clyde L. vl
Shoemaker, Rollin R. I urrd.
Shore, Willis L. [Eacrd.
Showalter, Larry A, IR eavrd.
Shuster, Steve I ararr .
Shuttleworth, Jack M. IFEETrA.
Sibert, Robert C. IFFErarrd.
Sickenberger, William L. el
Siburg, William E., Jr.JRarra.
Siderius, Jerome D v d.
Silver, Edward D. [ d.
Simanek, Ferdinand A. A,
Simmons, John F. A
Simmons, Ross W. IR
Simmons, William W. el
Simon, Thomas J. vl
Simons, Richard W. ol
Simpson, Ora L., Jr. IR acavcdl.
Simpson, Robert L., Jr. IR0l
Simpson, William H. JFRoarll.
Sims, Bobby J. e,

Sims, Hiram L. .
Sinclair, Vivienne C.Jararrdl.
Sinclair, Waymon L. A
Sinnott, Gilbert J., I e A
Sisco, Sanford L. JEEarrd.
Sisson, Lyle A., Jr. e d.
Skaggs, Stephen L. B ereredl.
Skelly, George F. [FResrrd.
Skinner, Eleanor L. JISarrd.
Slaney, John H. R erarrd.
Slatcher, James R. FErrrd.
Slauson, William J. FErareedl.
Sloan, Harold J. FRarared.

Smart, David E. IR,
Smathers, Edwin D., Jr. [FErarrd.
Smiley, Kenneth S., Jr. IRl
Smith, Carl D. R acarrd.

Smith, Cecil N. JFErarrd.

Smith, Clarence R.JFErerrdl.
Smith Colin A, [FErerrd.

Smith, Donald C.JJaarrd.
Smith, Donald H. IFRErawrll.
Smith, Earle K., Jr. [ Srare .
Smith, Frederic H., III ol
Smith, George D. JIEEarrd.
Smith, Harold C. A,
Smith, Horace D.JEarrd.
Smith, Howard H. Favarrd.
Smith, James E. Ryl

Smith, Jedford E.JFararra.
Smith, Lee A JErarrd.

Smith, Leonard H. Jararrd.
Smith, Odell F. e acecd.

Smith, Philip E. Breracecdl.

Smith, Raymond W. FErarrd.
Smith, Richard W. el
Smith, Robert E. Jaracrd.
Smith, Samuel F., ISl
Smith, Scott W., I Erarrdl.
Smith, Travis M. JFSceredl.
Smith, William A JErerrd.
Smith, William K. el
Smith, William A. JErewell.
Smyser, Craig H.,
Snide, Thomas W. Preerovssdl.
Snovel, Edwin, ararrd.

Snow, William M., Jr. [ Erarrd.
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Snyder, Donald et rdl
Soderberg, Adolph D. [Frareced
Solana, Frank J. I acaccedl.
Solberg, Harold A.FReravrd
Solomon, Neal P. Fararcd
Soltesz, James F. ool
Songer, Hubert D., Jr. I ararcdl.
Sorensen, Franklin W. el
Sowby, John A. Ferevcd
Sparks, Billy R. St
Sparks, William I., Baraeed.
Spath, Bernard A., Jr. [Paravll
Spearman, Jack L. JEararcll
Speerschneider, Lyle, Jr. el
Spence, George D. [Btaraced
Spencer, James E. [ d
Spotswood, David T. [Braced
Spriggs, Duane G. e
Squires, Edward A Jeracrd
Squires, John C.FRErewrdl
Stalker, Ronald R. I ararccdl.
Stallings, William T. I ecacrdl
Stamm, James D. JCacacced
Stammerjohn, Howard N.ereccdl.
Stanley, Darrell J. I acaccrdl
Stark, James D. Sl
Starkey, Michael L. IR o
Staten, James D. R Earl.

St. Clair, Gilbert K. I ararcl.
Stearle, Gerald F.JTararra.
Steinkamp, Henry W., Jr. ICacacerd.
Steinke, Shawn H JESarcdll.
Stemler, Rodger L. IS card.
Stephens, Glen JEEErarecll.
Stephenson, David R. I ecarcl
Stephenson, Ralph W. I ararcdl
Sterrett, Charles R. I ararcll-
Stevens, Tommy D R arecrdl
Stevenson, John R. IRl
Stevenson, Richard A. JFaracrd.
Steves, John R., Jr. el
Stewart, Ellis C., Jr. JFarerrdl.
Stewart, George R. I ararecd.
Stewart, Glen F. IRl
Stewart, John J. el
Stewart, Tom E., Jr. I acaccedl.
Stigers, William D I Ecacrdll.
Stillwell, Nicholas, JSrarrl.
Stimaec, Robert M. el
Stockton, Douglas W. T ared.
Stollenwerck, Robert C. Jrararrdl.
Stone, Fred S. IS arcl.

Stone, Joseph L., Jr. [Pl
Stone, Richard JFErarrdl.
Stoner, Richard L.JFRararcll.
Stoob, John C. TSl
Stoops, David E. tacacecd.
Stowell, Dibrell C. Rt
Strand, Stanley G., Jr. el
Strange, John E., Jr. Rl
Stratford, John J., Jr IEacetccdl.
Strickland, Reginald E JTEarrdl.
Stringer, Harvie L. et .
Strome, Richard H. [Faracd.
Strong, Dale L. JTSrarrd.
Strong, Richard ém.
Stuart, Floyd R. A
Stuber, Carl D. .
Stuck, John G., Jr I Ecarrcd.
Stuckey, Savery G. e arrd.
Stuntz, Jose E. IRl
Stutzman, Melvin F.JFErareoll.
Suiter, William P.Jaarrd.
Sullivan, Dennis J. [ acrl.
Sullivan, Hiram R.JETarared.
Sullivan, Robert T. IFEEEra.
Sullivan, William J., Jr. [FETarrd.
Summers, Charles M. JEarrd.
Surovic, Arthur F. A,
Surovik, John H., Jr. .
Survil, Edward J. ey d.
Sutherland, Jack W.

Sutton, Glenn H. L
Swanson, Ralph J. T arared.
Swanson, Robert G., Fard.
Sweeney, James L. Rl
Swendner, William J. e avedl.
Swenson, William A. [Rerarrd.
Swiderski, Donald L. .
Swihura, Edward J. ISyl
Swofford, Donald D., [Eayd.
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Syracusa, Anthony S. JJREarra.
Szabo, George J. B el
Taddeo, John J. T ararecl.
Talbert, John C. IR,
Tannen, Peter D. Jaarccd.
Tanner, John B. el
Tarvin, Albert L. arerrd.
Tate, Harlan W. o,
Tatum, Walter F., Jr.[Jrararrdl.
Taylor, Gary W. [FEaracrd.
Taylor, Edwin S. [FREarl.
Taylor, Alvin, Jr. [ aratcdl.
Taylor, Henry L. [ arared.
Taylor, John R. IR ararccd.
Taylor, Kenneth G. I Ecacrl
Taylor, Thomas J. IR0 arerdl.
Tedeschi, James R. Jrararecll.
Tefft, Howard E. R Errd.
Telford, Joe W. I Erard.
Telshaw, Bradley R. R arecd.
Terrell, Joseph E. FRErarrd.
Terry, Jack E. Jararcd.

Texter, Joseph C. I acacrl.
Thoeny, Alan R. IRl
Thomas, David H., 11 I eraced.
Thomas, Donald B. [ araced.
Thomas, Frederick L. Jararrdl.
Thomas, George J., Jr. JJEaerl.
Thomas, John K. e
Thomas, John C.Jerared
Thomas, Kenneth W. JFararrdl.
Thomas, Lawrence E. e ced.
Thompson, Andrew C., Jr. [0 avedl.
Thompson, Fred N. IS urrd
Thompson, George E. ol
Thompson, Gerald G. [T ared
Thompson, Harry C. [raracedl.
Thompson, Ian B. Jaarrd.
Thompson, James M. [Eatacrd.
Thompson, James D. [Fararcd
Thompson, John W, [FEararcl
Thompson, John V. e earrd.
Thompson, Leslie B. I araced.
Thompson, Thomas B. Fracacll
Thomson, Willis M. [JFErarrd.
Thornal, Leroy W., Elacacecd
Thornberry, Ronald D. [ ecaced.
Thornhill, John R.IEEErtl.
Thornton, Richard B eracecdl.
Thurston, John R.JEEEErrA.
Tice, Robert K. JRard.
Tieber, Julius A., III el
Tiffault, Raymond J., Jr. I acaced
Tillman, Frederick J.Jrararrd.
Tillman, John B.Iaracecdl.
Timothy, Thomas E. [JFEcacrd.
Tinsler, Hollis C. e rarrd.
Tobias, Richard L. [ Ecaerd.
Tokash, Frederick E. e d.
Tolley, Charles P. [ aracrd.
Tomasino, Vito JFararrd.
Toner, Richard J. JIaard.
Tonini, Daryl E. I Ecacrl.
Tortorete, Joseph [ ararerd.
Townsend, Cecil R. JRararrd.
Townsend, Charles B., Jr. [ Scerrd.
Trainor, Philip I ararrd.
Traynham, Gene C. el
Treece, James A. .
Trimble, Clifford J., e aced.
Trimmell, Norman L. el
Trimpert, Michael J. PR tad.
Tringali, Charles J. [ Rarl.
Tristram, Edward F. [FErarrd.
Trombley, Donald E. JREard.
Tschirhart, Ernest S. e d.
Tucker, David L[S,
Tucker, John H. SRl
Tucker, Troy L. IRl
Tudor, Ronald F. A
Turley, Mack C. .
Turner, AlexandW.
Turner, Gene C. .
Turner, Norman M. ard.
Tuso, Joseph F., B raced.
Twells, Ronald G.

Uhl, Donald P. .
Underwood, Rufus D., Jr. JFararra.
Uno, Peter K. .

Upton, William H. R Eearcd.
Urbanic, Frank A., Jr. JRErevrd.
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Usher, Robert L. JTaravrd.
Vallerie, Eugene M., I1I JJarard.
Vanarsdale, Doyle L. JRoarrd.
Vanbrunt, Ralph S.[FRErerrdl.
Vance, Jerry D. IR ararcd.
Vance, Wilson R. el
Vanderhoop, John O.,
Vanduyn, Alfred V., Jr. ISl
Vanhulla, Kenneth J el
Var.weele, Jan M., [FEarrd.
Vaughan, Robert B. [ aracrd.
Vaughn, Frank S., Jr.[FREacd.
Vaught, Wilma L. JFREtarerd.
Vazquez, Francisco Jararcd.
Vincent, Alfred W., Jr. Eoararedl.
Vinson, Billy J. IE0arared.

Vives, Peter, Jr. IR ararecll.
Vollmer, Albert C. [ acarced.
Vonhake, Richard W. IFErarrl.
Voyiaziakis, Stanley R Erarcl.
Vulkoff, R. C., R d.
Waddell, Dewey W., [Fararecd.
Wadman, Robert S. [ rarrdl.
Waggener, James S., Jr. Jarared.
Wagner, Edward M. [JFrSrarrd.
Waite, Leland K. A
Waite, Merrill J., [ErRcacecd.
Wakefield, Donald B. [ acacrd.
Walcott, Gordon M. JFErard.
Walker, David L., III I Srareed.
Walker, Donald C. e rarcd.
Walker, Gerald D. JErarrd.
Walker, Guary O., e
Walker, Nathan L. [ aveced.
Walker, Phillip J. A,
Walker, Robert H. JTSrarrdl.
Walker, Thomas E. JJErevrd.
Walker, William O., TSl
Wall, Willie R., R d.
Wallace, Billy J., iacacecd.
Wallace, Kenneth H. [ aracrd.
Wallace, Roy G., Jarrd.
Waller, Benjamin E., 111 Jerarrll.
Walls, Francis H. Jararrd.
Walpole, Bernard L. JSTEerd.
Walter, Clair E. JTararrd.
Walters, Frank P. el
Walters, Ralph D. JJtararecd.
Walton, Gary K. JFararcl.
Wampler, James P. [ arared.
Wanamaker, James E. A
Ward, Bobby L., [Faarrd.

Ward, Johnny M. [FEaraced.
Warner, Robert E., Jr. [P0 A.
Warnick, Charles P. JIERtgrd.
Warren, William C.JJEyd.
Washam, Billy M., Eaearccd.
Watcher, Pete JETararrdl.

Webb, Clarence L., [JErara.
Webb, John A, BEreracecd.

Webb, William B. B ecarecs
Weber, Theodore W. JFSearrd.
Weber, Waldon R. [T
Weed, Marvin J. JEarrd.
Weege, Ernest J. el
Weihl, Clinton G. .
Weimer, William C. I aarccd.
Weinberg, Richard M. ey d.
Weisbrodt, James M. [ a.
Weishuhn, William H. Jreracecdl
Weiss, Anthony G. JFararrd.
Weissmueller, Courtney E. JFErsrrd.
Welch, Robert E. A
Wells, Frederick L. [FEard.
Wenger, Richard D. Jararrd.
Wepfer, Gordon G., FE=aerd
Werling, David C. [T A.
West Gregory R., R a.
Westbrook, George W. ISl
Westenbarger, David P. e d.

Westmoreland, Baw_
Weston, Walter F. E
Weston, William R. 2
Westwood, Edward C. Jrarerecd.
Wetzl, Ralph F., FEEerd.
Wheat, Ralph F. Jararrd.
Wheeler, Charles E..
Wheeler, Charles H.,
Whitaker, Joseph T.IFEErrA.
Whitaker, William A JE0E0Ewrll.
Whitcomb, Robert J. IR Etrrll.
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White, Donald D. B aracd.
White, Edward B. e carcd.
White, Herbert V. [0 arcdl.
White, John F. Evacrdl.

White, Joseph, Jr. I eracrdl.
White, Loyce L., e acd.
White, Richard T.IEStacrdl.
Whiteman, Gilbert L. ararccdl
Whitfield, Allen P, [ ararcd.
Whiting, Edwin K. R erarecdl.
Whitsett, Charles E., Jr. Faracrdl.
Wicker, Charles E. [Rararrd.
Widicus, Frederick G. [JFaaced
Wiedmaier, Marcel A, o d.
Wiegers, Francis A. Beeresiedl.
Wiersma, William E. [EErarcd.
Wiesenauer, Robert F. Jararrdl.
Wigal, Ralph E. I eacrd.
Wiggins, Frank S. Joacacccd.
Wilcox, Robert E. [ rawcd.
Wigglesworth, Richard G. FEraced.
Wiley, Thomas S., [Farared.
Wilks, Carlton O., Facarecd.
Willies, Richard E. Jerered.
Wiliams, Allen J. I ararrcd.
Williams, Alma L. [ acarcd.
Williams, Bruce [ arrd.
Williams, Cecil W., [ acarcd.
Williams, Charles M. T ararrd.
Williams, Donald E. el
Williams, Evans C. el
Wiliams, Gordon E, JFTararrd.
Williams, John C. JFerarrd.
Williams, Morgan G JTararrd.
Williams, Robert R. I aracrd.
Williams, Thomas N. [Facarcd.
Williamson, Roger C. R arared.
Willming, Edward A. R ecaccd.
Willson, Richard D. el
Wilmot, Raymond D. I aracrd.
Wilson, Charles J. [ aravcd.
Wilson, Denzel G. JeTawrdl.
Wilson, Donald IS arrd.
Wilson, Duane R.Jararccd.
Wilson, George R. I arared.
Wilson, Robert C. A,
Wilson, Ronald E. Brerarecd.
Winn, Bernard J., Jr. [l
Winograd, Sanford M.,
Winterfield, Louis A JFeraredl.
Wirin, William B, [Jaarrd.
Witt, George C., Jr. JIEarrd.
Witte, Duane M. A
Witzel, James E. JFerarecl.
Wodarzak, George P., Jr. I Eavcll
Wofford, Travis, [EREcarecl.
Wojeik, Joseph J. I acacrd.
Wolfe, James L. Rl
Wolfe, Lynn R. Jrad.
Wolinsky, Ivan L. Jrarerced.
Wood, Charles J. A,
Wood, Fred D., Jr. A,
Wood, Harry F., Jr. e d.
Wood, Larry S.[FEacarrd.
Woodbury, Norman B. el
Woodward, Eldon D. [y d.
Woody, Charles D. Jararrd.
Woody, Harland G. Jaarrd.
Wooten, John F., Jr. e
Worch, Peter R. JFararrl.
Working, Raymond W. JFRScarecd.
Worley, John N. TSy,
Worn, Robert W. JF el
Worthington E. L., Jr.[FERtarrdl.
Wright, David I., EEERared.
Wright, James H., 111, [rarared.
Wright, John H. S. JFEEr0A.
Wright, William E, [Jaracecdl.
Wubker, Robert J. [IFErard.
Wucher, Jerome M. Jararrd.

Wyse, David L., PE=rered.

Yackiel, Thomas F. |
Yarrish, Joseph
Yaryan, John S., Jr. 8

Yingling, William A. JFEerecrd.

Yochum, Henry M., IT 5
Yohe, Robert S. | 5
Yonteck, Frederick .
Yoshizawa, Tadashi JJFarared.

Young, Carl E. |
Young, Howard D.,

Young, Joe F., Earacd.
Young, Reid C. Ererrd.
Yount, John F. el
Yovin, Joseph A., Jr. [ araccd.
Zahn, Harry F., Il
Zeberlein, James W. R ararrcll.
Zempel, William K. B raced.
Ziernicki, Robert S. I acacrd.
Zimmer, James W o avecd.
Zirkle, William S. J2Srarrd.
Zock, Richard e ared.

CHAPLAINS

Alewine, Francis T. I Scarecd.
Arrendell, Cammid O. [t d.
Brucato, Robert A Jararcd.
Bumpus, Anthony J. .
Golfths, dohn A NIEETRN
Dangelo, Salvatore J. Ftaracced.
Downing, Don Farated.

Fahey, Kevin C. [Facard.
Flattery, John J. B acaccd.
Johnson, Carrol L. Jeracd.
Jones, Douglas O., Eaeccd.
Jordan, James E. JE oo d.
Kelley, Benjamin F. [ acarcd.
Kramer, George C. el
Labinger, Marvin L. [P erated.
McCausland, Joseph E. [ ararrdl.
Millian, Ronald A JEcererd.
Nelson, Waldemar H. JErard.
Olivier, Stephen J. e d.
Parker, James P. JJecaceedl.
Payne, S. J. B ararrd.

Rice, Jerry L. JFRoracccd.

Rushe, George M. [l
Seiber, Richard A. IRl
Shelley, Patrick J. [ ararrdl.
Spongberg, Edward G., Jr. IRTEETA.
Steege, Mark W. I arared.
Ullrich, Donald W. IF=ravrdl.
Wantz, Earl B. Rl
Whalen, Robert B.Jecevcdl.

DENTAL CORPS

Bailey, Ronald W. Sl
Barton, Ralph T. P ararccd.
Bourne, William F.JFEarrd.
Brown, Velpo B. [l
Bryk, Clarence C. raracecd.
Childress, Joseph H. el
Clark, Lawrence L. I Sraccal
Cowan, Robert D. JSrarrd.
Coyne, Arthur B. [ ararrd.
Davis, Fredric C. el
Durkin, William J., Jr.[Fararccll.
Farnie, John E. PRl
Fliss, Sheldon D. [FSarrd.
Francis, Michael R. TRy,
Gault, Clovis G. A
Green, Larry E. Jararrd.
Hale, Robert H. e d.
Hecht, Arnold R d.
Hersho, Robert M. JFTSarrd.
Holmes, Philip J. Jrarered.
Jerman, Albert C. [,
Kunberger, George L. Jarrd.
Lindner, Marshall W. Ry d.
Long, William H. [ d.
Masi, Victor A., A,
Mauthe, Donald J. [l
McDaniel, Raymond K. JEErrd.
McLees, James K. [JEETrd.
Morley, Ronald B. JFEarrd.
Neurock, Isadore Jararrd.
Noderer, William H. el
Park, Paul R.JFEEET A,
Penn, Paul D. .
Plotzke, Anthony E. JFrarared.
Pullen, Wayne G.Jararrd.
Rosen, Ronald Jaarrd.
Savers, Norman C., Jr. Jrerered.
Schultheis, William J., Jr e rrdl.
Skaer, Wilbur C., Jr. Bl
Smith, Howard F. Jteracecdl
Streeter, Arthur H., Ftacaccd.
Williams, Earl O. e
Windeler, Alfred S., Jr.

MEDICAL CORPS

Allen, Benjamin R., Jr.JReravrl.
Ames, Bruce A [JREETTd
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Atkinson, Samuel M., Jr. [T Eorrd.
Blacker, Gerry J. Jaarcd.

Box, Benjamin E. JFSoarocdl.
Brundick, Edward L., Jr. IR arercd.
Buckley, Richard E. A
Burns, Matthew L. 5
Corker, Frank T. R arA.
Costanzi, John J. B Srarcdl.
Cryan, David M. [Farared.
Dodge, Billy G.,Ft=tarrd.
Dunne, John V. B Erarrd.
Fettus, George H. oararecdl.
Fisher, James M. Rt
Gilman, Robert T. It Srarrell.
Harris, Robert E. Jarared.

Ivey, David M., PSS ared.
Jaegers, Kenneth R.ICacaccrdl.
Jones, Frank L. [I2ararecd.
Keffer, Joseph H. Rl
Kirschner, Leonard J. I acacerd.
Koch, Howard F. el
Kramer, Edward F., Jr. I aoavcd.
Leachman, Wallace R. [l
Lewis, Sidney T., B raced.

Lowe, James C., Jr. Jaracrd.
Mahoney, Jerome J. IS carrcl.
Maloney, Thomas R. R ard.
Manaker, Philip A. I aravecdl.
Mayes, George R., [JRaracd.
McAlister, Bradwell R. e rarrd.
McCullough, Charles T., Jr. [ acaredl.
McNaughton, Grant B. [JRararra.
Morris, John R. JFREcarecl.

Moser, Royce, Jr. oarared.
Myers, John E. I aarcd.
Narboni, Gino R.JEaravecdl.
Nixon, William H. [FErarrd.
Obriant, Charles R. Ryl
orr, Edwin R., III,
Pace, Harrell S. ST acrd.

Pate, William E. Jararrd.
Perkins, John C.IErararccd.
Perkins, Robert S. I Earrd.
Polis, Charles T., Jr. JFEarard.
Price, Terrill E., Jr. IRl
Raine, Charles H., Jr. [FEarecl.
Rayman, Russell B. [T ararrll.
Rieffel, Clement N., Jr. [ Rrarrd.
Rodgin, David W. [FESared.
Rodriguez, Lopez Ensor [J8cacrd.
Rowe, Lynn B, [aracrd.
Schaller, Laird F. e d.
Schultz, John L. IFEvereedl.
Shelton, Leslie W., Jr. [Favarrdl.
Short, John G.[FREarca.

Sisson, Charles A., Jr. JEarrd.
Skeel, David A, [JErd.
Slarve, Richard N rararercd.
Sobiesk, Emory, J. el
Sowell, Ellis M., [l
Stinebiser, James H. e cared.
Sturge, Karl JIerecedl.

Taylor, Williams S. [eraced.
Tignor, Milton R., Jr. [ acaccl.
Tolar, Patrick M. JEEcarecll.
Townsend, Amos R. el
Triebwasser, John H. It
Victor, Martin I., Ftacacd.
Vonhazmburg, Romulus S. RS rrd.
Walker, Wesley C., ararrd.
Warren, Glen C. JSrarcd.
Watson, Clarence F., Jr. S,
Wesche, Daniel L. el
White, John W., Jr.Eteracecdl.
Wildemann, Mark F. Brerarecdl.
Willis, John C. JFarecrd.

NURSE CORPS
Arndt, Carole L. [ arared.
Bergeron, James E. JFTC8rarcll.
Bianchi, Lucile A. rererrd.
Candella, Josephine M. [ Erarerd.
Clark, Mary H. e d.

Condon, Charles R. [ ararrd.
Connolly, Janet M. P Srarecll
Cotter, Elizabeth ISl
Crown, Mary F. G., BROvOvere.
Dame, Margaret AA.
Dohrman, Marjorie J. el

Dotter, Patsy D. i aracrdl.
Ellis, Helen V., [FErarrd.
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Farrar, Catherine L. IS rarccdl
Fecteau, Donna M. I arrd.
Francescotto, Paulaltararcdl
Gengler, Rita E. Sl
Gorseth, Winifred L. JT el
Gotsch, Geneva T rarrd.
Guarino, Vincent A. el
Gudzan, Christina [P acaccd.
Hansen, William P JErarl.
Hargrave, David R. [ acarecd
Hastings, Lois E. JTarared.
Jackson, Bernice M. TR,
Joyce, Claire S. Sl
Kallinick, Dolores M. JEararrd.
Kreasky, Anna M. Sl
Kuhl, Shirley A B Eard.
Lane, Joy A., IS A.

Maxim, Elizabeth M. JTerarrd.
Nelson, Ethel A. [ Earecd.
Parry, Barbara Jayltacaceedl
Pearce, Warren T.Jraracrd
Perry, Allan J. R oared.
Ronaghan, James T.IFtacecrdl
Ross, Betsy L. S ravcl
Shea, Delia A eacrd
Smilek, Franklin R. ISl
Spores, Kathleen D.JFErarecll
Tegen, Gerald C. e rarcll
Todd, John L. [JEarel.
Wilson, Eleanor M. JErarcll.
Witmer, Joseph D. JFESarrd
Youtzy, Cynthia R.JESrard.

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

Batiste, Harold E., Jr. e arcll.
Bauman, Willard H. el
Betron, Richard E.JIEurE.
Boes, Robert L. e racecd.
Briggs, Edgar M., Jr. el
Brown, Dewey F. acacrd.
Brown, Duane C. [Erardl.
Burton, Donald E. [FEarcl.
Cavanaugh, Patrick D.JEerarcl.
Clemons, Keith [rererecdl.
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Cox, Willis D., IR arcd.
Dodson, Burt, Jr. Iaracrdl
Fairless, David S. RS arrd
Fresques, Frank J.Earavdl
Fudge, Forest W. [ ararcll
Gillis, John R. Il
Glenn, Clark L. JTSravcd
Gregory, Joseph B. Rl
Hill, Robert D. I Srarccd.
Jacquin, John H.JEEErrA.
Jobe, George W. [P acavrd
Johnson, Glenn E. JEacrdl.
Katz, Stewart H. R Eracrll
Kennedy, Charles L. IRl
McKinney, Dana F. IFararcl.
Middleton, Richard V. Jraraverdl.
Nestor, Aloysius F. JIEaacrd.
Parker, Lester B.JRrarell
Perri, Frank J. I acacecdl
Poole, Nathan E. I ecacrd
Redman, Ronald A. JTaraved
Rowney, Stanley V. IR0 arccll
Silfen, Arthur M. Iteracecdl.
Slivka, William R. T aravrd.
Suiter, Robert W. el
Tamse, Jacob G., Jr.JFEtarll.
Watson, John R.EESEcd
Whittemore, Warren W. 2 ararerd.
Yates, John R. A
Yeomans, Richard C. J2rarrdl

VETERINARY CORPS

Barker, Russell B. JFSrarrd.
Boster, Richard A. I aarcl.
Erickson, Howard H. S rerrdl
Flentge, Robert L. R acaced
Jackson, Wesley E. I ararrd.
Lynn, Marvin [FRerercd.

New, Albert E. el
Phillips, Jere M. [l
Rhoads, Dallas W. [aracecd.
Schwichtenberg, Alan E. Jaracrdl
Vanriper, Donald C.Jrerered
Wood, David H.,[Paarrd.

September 24, 1970

BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES CORPS

Black, Gerald N. R d.

Braatz, James H. JIRSarrd

Briggs, Thomas H., Jr. Joacarccll

Eggert, Clarence V. 0ol

Farrell, Hugh R.

Greene, Omar V., Jr. [ararl

Harkleroad, Lionei E. JIESSord

Johnston, Lloyd W. I ecacrd

Kilton, Roger M. el

Kuchta, John C., Jr. I Ecacdl.

Lahood, George A., [JRaarrd

Marraro, Robert V. B rared

Mockler, Nedd D., PErared

Newman, Harold L. JRard.

Nikolewski, Robert F. Jraracrdl.

Olson, Robert N. R aracrd

Silva, Donald G. A

Sparks, George P. IEEcartell

Stansell, Marion J. I araredl

Targove, Bertram D. IS arrd

Weddington, George R. ool

Wilder, Nelson E. [EREtercll

The following persons for appointment in
the Regular Air Force, in the grades indi-
cated, under the provisions of section 8284,
title 10, United States Code, with a view to
designation under the provisions of section
8067, title 10, United States Code, to per-
form the duties indicated, and with dates
of rank to be determined by the Secretary
of the Air Force:

To be captain, Medical
Harada, William S. JFRaarcl

To be captain, Dental
Ellerbruch, Eldon S. RS arrd

To be first lieutenant, Dental

Buchanan, William E., Jr. e d
To be first lieutenant, Judge Advocate
Johnson, Phillip A, Jrarrd

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, September 24, 1970

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

My meat is to do the will of Him who
sent me and to finish His work. John
4: 34.

O God of truth and love, who art
worthy of a nobler praise than our lips
can utter and of a greater love than our
minds can understand and our hearts
can give, in Thy presence we bow in all
reverence and gratitude.

We thank Thee for people great and
good, for homes where love and loyalty
live, for friends tried and true, for every-
one who has urged us to leave the valley
of discontent and to climb the heights of
devotion to the highest, and for every
example of confidence and courage,
given us by persons in high places and
low. Our gratitude to Thee for the good-
ness of life and the greatness of love.

We commend our Nation to Thy provi-

dential care. Guide our people as they
choose their leaders, increase our fel-
lowship with one another, and make us
one in spirit and one in purpose as we
face the crucial days that lie ahead.
Through all of life make us mindful of
Thy presence and eager to do Thy will.

In the Master’s name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 18127) entitled “An act making
appropriations for public works for
water, pollution control, and power de-
velopment, including the Corps of En-
gineers—Civil, the Panama Canal, the
Federal Water Quality Administration,
the Bureau of Reclamation, power agen-
cies of the Department of the Interior,
the Tennessee Valley Authority, the
Atomic Energy Commission, and related
independent agencies and commissions
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971,
and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 4 to the foregoing bill.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S. 3637)
entitled “An act to amend section 315
of the Communications Act of 1934 with
respect to equal-time requirements for
candidates for public office, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendment in

which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R.17255. An act to amend the Clean
Air Act to provide for a more effective pro-
gram to improve the quality of the Nation’s
air.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and joint res-
olutions of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S. 2984. An act to permit certain Federal
employment to be counted toward retire-
ment;

S.3220. An act to protect a person’s right
of privacy by providing for the designation of
sexually oriented advertisements and for the
return of any such unrequested advertise-
ments at the expense of the sender;

S.8765. An act to amend the Flammable
Fabrics Act to increase the protection af-
forded consumers against injurious flam-
mable fabrics;

S.3958. An act to adjust the pay of the
police forces at Washington and Dulles Air-
ports;

S.J. Res. 74. Joint resolution to provide for
the designation of the first full calendar
week in May of each year as “National Em-
ploy the Older Worker Week”’;

S.J. Res. 110. Joint Resolution to amend
the joint resolution entitled “Joint resolu-
tion to establish the first week in October
of each year as National Employ the Physi-
cally Handicapped Week”, approved August
11, 1945 (59 Stat. 530), so as to broaden the
applicability of such resolution to all handi-
capped workers;
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