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Senator Charles Me C. Mathias 

The Optional Congress 
The President's New Economic Policies re

present a bold and necessary response to a serious 
crisis and they have my support. At the same time, 
the emergency powers he was able to invoke dram
atize anew the scope of constitutional authority 
which Congress has over the years relinquished 
to the office of the President. 

This process has a long history, that unfor
tunately continues to transpire in the headlines of 
today. But perhaps the crucial moment in estab
lishing these emergency powers came in the midst 
of the Depression almost 40 years ago. 

On May 9, 1933, in a moment of genuine 
crisis, President Franklin D. Roosevelt convened 
the Congress and demanded, in effect, that it re
vamp the Constitution before midnight. The pur
pose of his proposed reforms was, in effect, to make 
Congress, and consequently the Constitution, op
tional at the discretion of the President, as the 
national interest required. 

The demand came as part of the Emergency 
Banking Act, an omnibus bill reorganizing the Na
tion's then collapsing banking system and retro
actively legitimizing the President's Bank Holiday 
proclamation of 3 days before. 

It was referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency with instructions that it be 'reported 
in an hour. The bill was never printed and it was 
not available for Senators to read prior to action 
on the floor of the Senate. The then Senator from 
Louisiana, Mr. Huey Long, complained that he did 
not know what was in it until it was read by the 
clerk. Most Senators indicated that they had grave 
reservations about what they understood to be the 
bill's provisions and Senator Long protested the 
extraordinary powers it granted to the President. 
But in the extremity of the crisis at hand, Con
gress felt it had to act immediately as the President 
demanded. The bill was passed by both Houses 
before midnight and the American constitutional 
Republic has been in its Damoclean shadow ever 
since. 

The key provision, not much remarked by the 
Congress at the time, came in an amendment to 
section 5b of the Trading With the Enemy Act of 
1917. As enacted in 1917, section 5 b shifted from 
Congress to the President the power to regulate 
trade and financial transactions between Ameri
cans and foreigners in wartime. The 1933 amend
ment to 5 b authorized the President - by the 

simple expedient of declaring a national emergen
cy - to assume in peacetime the extensive war
time emergency powers associated with the Office 
of President as Commander-in-Chief. 

In this little noticed enactment, Congress 
established a principle with reverberations going 
far beyond the legislation at hand. For the courts 
have interpreted the amendment as creating a vir
tually unlimited Executive prerogative that now 
applies to some 200 laws granting special pow
ers to the President during national emergencies. 
But neither Congress nor the courts have set cri
teria for invocation of these multifarious powers. 

In accord with President Roosevelt's approach, 
the President alone decides when a national emer
gency exists and when it ends, when he should 
share power with Congress as the Constitution pre
scribes, and when Congress can be made optional 
by proclamation. 

GUEST EDITORIAL 
This assignment of emergency powers has 

worked very smoothly over the years. Since that 
dire extremity of 1933, there have been six Presi
dents - four Democrats and two Republicans. But 
they have been as one on the question of when 
the country is in a state of national emergency 
and when the Congress, on a wide range of issues, 
is optional. Their answer, quite simply put - in 
a word - is always. In the last 37 years, the 
country has passed through many vicissitudes of 
war and peace, but Presidential powers have been 
continuously "at war." The result, described by 
Jeffrey G. Miller and John R. Garson in an ex
cellent article in the February 1970 issue of the 
Boston College Industrial and Commercial Law 
Review, is that "some 60 percent of the nation's 
population have lived their entire lives under a 
continuous unbroken chain of national emergencies." 

A lower court did judicially acknowledge -
in 1962 - that the depression had ended. But no 
authority has yet recognized the end of the Korean 
emergency, proclaimed by President Truman on 
December 16, 1950, and still in effect today. Since 
the President declared with reference to Korea that 
"world conquest by Communist imperialism is the 
goal of the forces of aggression," the State De
partment has interpreted the emergency to mean 
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the duration of the cold war, whatever definition 
they may apply. 

This interpretation, however, has not limited 
the emergency powers to military matters affecting 
the protracted conflict with the Communists. Be
fore the recent Nixon monetary actions, the Korean 
authority, in fact, was most recently invoked in 
1968 in relation to our economic competition with 
our European allies. 

President Johnson felt he would have difficulty 
securing from Congress the broad powers he need~ 
ed to deal with the deficit which had been emerg
ing for several years in the nation's balance of pay~ 
ments. Yet the Constitution clearly reserves to the 
legislative branch all powers for regulating foreign 
commerce. So the President invoked the emergency 
powers granted in 1950 in relation to the Korean 
war and signed Executive Order 11387: Govern
ing Certain Transfers Abroad. The Department of 
Commerce immediately issued the foreign direct in
vestment regulations - FDIR. The Executive order 
and the FDIR restrict the amounts of capital that 
American investors may transfer to or accumulate 
in foreign affiliates, and compel repatriation of 
short-term liquid balances such as foreign bank de
posits. 

Executive Encroachment 
Without citation of the Korean war powers, 

these measures clearly represent an unconstitutional 
encroachment on legislative authority. The courts 
have upheld them, however, and they remain the 
law of the land. It is currently the law of the land, 
therefore, that the state of national emergency pro
claimed by President Truman in 1950 in relation 
to the Korean conflict can be invoked in relation 
to a balance-of-payments deficit 18 years later. Sim
ilarly, regulations against gold hoarding, activated 
by the depression emergency, are continued under 
the 1950 proclamation. 

Other measures thus invoked under 5b in
clude, respectively, the foreign, Egyptian, and Cuban 
Assets Control Regulations. The Cuban trade em
bargo was also based in part on the 1950 emergen
cy, as was the recent suspension of the Davis-Bacon 
Act, requiring the government to pay prevailing 
wages on construction contracts. 

Among the nearly 200 other emergency laws 
are several that seem immediately pertinent today 
as we consider the future of the draft and the 
Executive's latitude to act alone in Southeast Asia. 
The President's emergency powers seem to permit 
him both to detain enlisted troops beyond the 
terms of their contracts and to detail military men 
to the governments of other countries. Also pertinent 
are his powers to sell stocks of strategic materials, 
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revoke leases on real and personal property, suspend 
rules and regulations applicable to broadcasting 
stations, exercise control over consumer credit, and, 
as we know, assume sweeping authority in the world 
monetary realm. 

Continuous Emergency 
These powers infringe on so many crucial 

constitutional rights and principles that collective
ly they may be seen as placing our system of dem
ocratic government in jeopardy. Certainly the de~ 
rivation of rights and property is authorized with
out due process. But perhaps most important, these 
measures threaten the constitutional balance of pow
ers between the executive and legislative branches. 
Because a state of official emergency has obtained 
continuously since 1933 - and has been upheld 
by the courts to validate actions unrelated to the 
original crisis - the national emergency powers 
have accumulated and become institutionalized in 
the executive. The Presidency, already enhanced by 
modern trends, has been further aggrandized by 
the paradox of the continuous emergency. 

Unless we accept the principle of an optional 
Constitution and an optional Congress, we must 
reject the concept of national emergencies declared 
by the President at his discretion in peacetime with
out termination dates. Since this concept has been 
upheld in essence by the courts, it is up to the 
Congress to recover by legislation the constitutional 
role that it has allowed the executive to usurp. We 
must reassert the principle that emergency powers 
are available only for brief periods when Congress 
is unable to act and for purposes directly related to 
the emergency at hand. 

Rooted in 
This is easier said than done. We discover 

that the continous and cumulative and institutional
ized emergency is also almost irrevocable. So many 
executive agencies and procedures are rooted in 
emergency powers that it is extremely difficult to 
rescind them without major administrative disrup
tions. With this in mind, the distinguished major
ity leader, Mr. Mansfield, joined with me during 
the last session in Senate Joint Resolution 166, a 
resolution which, among other things, proposed the 
creation of a special committee to explore with 
the executive the consequences of terminating the 
Korean emergency. In the aftermath of the Cam
bodia incursion, however, our proposals were not 
acted upon. And so I have reintroduced the proposal 
as a Senate concurrent resolution. It calls for the 
establishment of a commission to study and make 
recommendations terminating the state of national 
emergency. 

It is to be expected that the commission's 



recommendations would at least have the effect of 
restoring to Congress its full constitutional author
ity to regulate commerce, and would clearly de
fine a national emergency. Together with S-731, 
an act to regulate undeclared war, which was in
troduced in February by the distinguished Senator 
from New York, Mr. Javits, this would serve to 

assure that emergency powers would only be ap
plied for the duration of genuine emergencies. The 
Constitution did not envision a state of national 
emergency to be the normal state of affairs. 

Under the best of circumstances, the Congress 
will not find it easy to maintain its historical con
stitutional role in the modern age. Modern com
munications, national interdependence, and interna
tional involvement converge to enhance the Presi
dency; real emergencies continually arise requiring 
the kind of decisive response the Executive is best 
equipped to give. But if the Congress allows these 
National Executive advantages to be expanded by 
special emergency powers responding to unspecified 
emergencies without termination or limit, the bal
ance of powers between the branches of our Gov
ernment may be irreparably broken. 

I believe that we do face today a national 
emergency - even a paradoxically continuous one. 
It emerged during the depression and has been with 
us for several decades. It is a crisis that throws 
our whole system of constitutional government in
to jeopardy. This emergency - if I may use the 
term so loosely - is the atrophy of Congress. It 
is not an emergency which calls for the decisive 
exercise of executive powers. It calls for the, decisive 
recovery of legislative powers. Only Congress can 
redeem itself; but in serving itself, it can also save 
the Constitution. 

1971 RIPON ENDORSEMENTS 
Each year the Ripon Society endorses Repub

lican candidates whose ability, positions and poli
cies reflect their concern with, and their commit
ment to do something about, today's critical issues. 
While we have not studied every 1971 political 
contest, our endorsements do reflect a survey of 
the major elections in a year of very few big races. 
Some candidates felt compelled - for various 
reasons - to decline Ripon's public support. There
fore, the following list does not include all can
didates deemed worthy of endorsement. 

Paul Capra - Mayor of New Haven 
Kentucky: 

Tom Emberton - Governor 
Pennsylvania: 

John Heinz - U.S. Congress, 18th District 
Thacher Longstreth - Mayor of Philadelphia 

Political Notes 

FLORIDA: self-destructive potential 

All is not well for the strong conservatives who 
run the Florida GOP. The 1970 Democratic sweep, 
which has been dissected and explained over and over 
and blamed on Nixon, Agnew, Senator Ed Gurney, 1970 
Senatorial candidate William Cramer, J. Harrold Cars
well and former Governor Claude Kirk, depending on 
who is explaining, has been followed by a period of 
general peace. But distant rumblings are heard, as in 
the Florida Keys before a storm comes whipping in 
from the Caribbean. 

With no state-wide contests scheduled for 1972, 
major state electoral interest now focuses on Gurney's 
seat, up in 1974. The quiet, articulate emigre from 
Maine has beefed up his staff with new press and leg
islative artillery as he prepares for a strong Democratic 
opponent and a possible revenge challenge by Cramer, 
who was embittered by Gurney's backing of Carswell in 
the 1970 Senatorial primary. The state's first GOP con
gressman and a pioneer in the backlash politics that 
won Gurney his seat, Cramer feels he has earned an
other shot at the U.S. Senate. 

In defeating former Governor LeRoy Collins in 1968, 
Gurney ran well ahead of the President and of George 
Wallace in all areas and garnered more votes than 
any candidate in Florida political history. Since his elec
tion, he has been a responsive though rigidly conserva
tive representative; his introduction of S. 385, the Neigh
borhood School Act, long before the present busing con
troversy, has solidified his support in the state. ~re
over, his near-weekly trips to Florida and a killing 
speaking schedule, combined with top-notch PR work 
by his press staff, have resulted in Gurney remaining 
constantly in the public eye. 

Despite this, a primary may not be averted, un
less Nixon finds some federal post acceptable to the 
self-important Cramer - or selects Gurney as his vice 
presidential running mate. The argument goes that 
Gurney is an able, and highly conservative Senator from 
an important (and Southern) state, and has Maine 
origins and New England background that suggest 
a hands-across-the-country appeal. In selecting Gurney, 
the line proceeds, the President could pacify the Right 
without provoking the center as much as Ronald Reagan 
would, for though Gurney is as conservative as Reagan, 
he is less controversial. And although choice of Gur
ney, the author of the Neighborhood School Act and 
an opponent of much of the President's program, in
cluding Family Assistance, would outrage GOP pro
gressives, his presence might be expected to undercut 
George Wallace's candidacy. 

Congressman Bill Young of the st. Petersburg area 
(who succeeded Cramer), Lou Frey of the Winter Park
Orlando area (who succeeded Gurney) and J. Herbert 
Burke, who represents the sprawling, wealthy Fort 
Lauderdale-Hollywood corridor of burgeoning Broward 
County, all generally conservative, seem assured re
election, barring all but a now-improbable Democratic 
sweep in Florida in 1972. 

After the 1970 performance, however, one cannot 
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underestimate the self-destructive. potential of the 
rightists who run Florida's GOP. By 1974 even Gurney 
may be in trouble if he fails to respond to his variegated 
and changing constituency reflected in the large 1970 
victories by moderate Democrats, Senator Lawton Chiles 
and Governor Reubin Askew. Gurney's decision to join 
with Jacob Javits in calling for wage-price intervention 
before the President acted, and his vote to override 
the President's veto of the Emergency Employment Act 
suggest that he may - very slowly - be learning. 

THE CONGRESS: iron cross candidates 

On September 14, the House of Representatives, 
by an overwhelming vote, repealed Title II of the In
ternal Security Act of 1950. That measure had em
powered the Attorney General, in time of national 
emergency, to arrest anyone who "probably will" commit 
acts of espionage or sabotage. Civil libertarians held 
that the law was unnecessary and might have held 
the seeds of another mass incarceration such as that 
of Japanese-Americans in World War II. Robert C. 
Mardian, Assistant Attorney General in charge of the 
Internal Security Division, testified back in March that 
"the Department of Justice is unequivocally in favor 
of (repeal)." 

The Ripon Society nominates for the Iron Cross 
those 27 (mostly Southern) Democrats who opposed re
peal, as well as the following Republican representa
tives: Ashbrook (Ohio), Baker (Tenn.), Blackburn 
(Ga.), Crane (ilL), Devine (Ohio), Gross (Iowa), Hall 
(Mo.), Hunt (N.J.), Jonas, (N.C.), Landgrebe (Ind.), 
Mizell (N.C'), Price (Tex.), Robinson (Va.), Ruth 
(N.C.), Scherle (Iowa), Schmitz (CaL), Scott (Va.), 
Spence (S.C'), Steiger (Ariz.), Williams (Pa.), Wyman 
(N.H.) and Zion (Ind'). 

INDIANA: attack on unigov 

Democratic mayoral candidate John Neff, whose 
campaign had been sagging, has been attempting to 
inject the question of school integration into the race 
for Mayor of Indianapolis. Despite the fact that In
diana law separates civil and school government, Neff 
has been trying to link the school problem to the re
cently-instituted unified government (Unigov) system 
advocated by GOP Mayor Richard Lugar. 

The dispute arose in the wake of a ruling hand
ed down by Federal District Court Judge S. Hugh Dillin 
that the Indianapolis Board of School Commissioners 
has been operating a segregated system. In his opinion, 
Judge Dillin raised the question of whether his court 
had the power to order consolidation of the Indianapolis 
Public Schools with Indianapolis suburban districts. Neff 
filed a petition with Dillin requesting a "referendum 
on Unigov." 

Dillin denied Neff's request and suggested that 
this court "does not do business by plebiscite, has 
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no power to order referenda ... " and was busy enough 
dealing with the decision without " ... taking on the 
additional burden of dealing with sham issues put forth 
in the interest of political opportunism." 

Meanwhile, Neff has had Matt Reese, a profes
sional get-out-the-vote expert working for him at a 
reported fee of $61,000. Reese worked for John and 
Robert Kennedy in their presidential campaigns, and 
is credited with generating the turnout which helped 
Vance Hartke squeeze past Richard Roudebush in In
diana last year. Reese has allegedly advised Neff to 
forget the inner city in favor of pursuing a "suburban 
strategy" which, if true, seems to be borne out by 
Neff's recent comments. 

NEW YORK: rising above the tedium 

September 14th was Primary Day, and the State's 
voters stayed away from the polls in thousands. The 
combination of no statewide contest, a mere handful 
of local races, obscure judgeships and party posts, plus 
poor weather, led to a massively uninteresting election. 
Only three races rose above this tedium - all were in 
New York City and concerned Democrats. 

The Democrats' penchant for internal and inter
necine struggle has been quite strong on the national 
level, but in the City (where they like to be best in 
everything), local Democrats have honed it down to 
a murderously fine degree. State Assemblyman Frank 
Rossetti successfully turned back a challenge to his 
dual position as 'Manhattan Democratic County Chair
man, as he easily won reelection as a local district lead
er. Had he lost the district leadership, he would have 
been ineligible for election as Chairman of the nation
ally-important New York Democratic organization. Ros
setti has an old-style clubhouse politician image; his 
opponent in the district race was supported by many 
reformers, including former Mayor Robert F. Wagner, 
and two ambitious young officeholders: Herman Badillo, 
the nation's first Puerto Rican Congressman, and a 
wealthy City Councilman, Carter Burden. Assuming 
the district leaders select Rossetti again as County 
Chairman (as expected), it would be a definite set
back to reform Democrats in general. But specifically, 
the careers of Badillo and Burden are not expected to 
suffer greatly. 

Everything was not roses for Rossetti, however. His 
candidate for the most patronage-powerful judgeship in 
the State, the Manhattan Surrogate, lost. Millard 
Midonick defeated Frederick Backer and is almost cer
tain to defeat the Republican candidate in November, 
Morris Aarons, who is the interim Surrogate by appoint
ment of Governor Rockefeller. 

The third interesting race, in Queens, also consol
idated the position of another Democratic County Chair
man. Eugene F. Mastropieri won the Democratic nom
ination for Councilman at Large and is expected to 
win the General Election in November. Mastropieri is 
the handpicked candidate of Queens Councilman and 
County Chairman Matthew Troy. The election rep
resented the first test of Troy's strength in this signif
icant and heavily Democratic borough. 

- turn to page 20 



State Spotlight 

VIRGINIA: Can Shafran F·ollow in Holton's F·ootsteps? 
If George Shafran can be elected lieutenant gov

ernor of Virginia this fall, he will be ideally position
ed to advance to the governorship when Governor 
Linwood Holton steps down in 1973. Holton is con
stitutionally barred from succeeding himself. Such a 
a victory would solidify the broadly-based moderate 
character of Virginia Republicanism. 

Shafran's nomination for the vacancy created by 
the death of Democratic Lieutenant Governor R. 
Sargent Reynolds was in itself a crucial intra-party test 
for the Holton Republicans. 

On Saturday August 21, forces loyal to Holton 
defeated party conservatives, as Arlington Delegate 
Shafran won nomination on the second ballot of the 
state Republican Convention. Shafran's well-financed 
cainpaign came within 56 votes of victory on the first 
ballot and went over the top when the large Fairfax 
County delegation deserted its favorite son, Warren 
Barry, to split between Shafran and his chief rival, 
arch-conservative Delegate George Mason Green, also 
of Arlington County. In addition, the largely pro
Shafran delegation from Southwestern Virginia's 
"Fighting Ninth" District swung much more heavily 
to the frontrunner on the second ballot, as Shafran 
won many delegates initially favoring 32-year-old 
Warren County Supervisor John Marlow. 

While Governor Holton remained officially neu
tral, Holton allies such as House of Delegates ~Minor
ity Leader Caldwell Butler, Delegate Peter Giesen and 
Delegate John Dalton piloted the Shafran campaign. 
George Mason Green's hard core consisted of the 
party's right wing, strongest in the Richmond suburbs 
and, oddly enough, in Northern Virginia. Green had 
been a leader together with Congressman Joel Broy
hill of the 1970 drive to secure the Republican nom
ination for Senator Harry Byrd, Jr. Green claimed 
that he could, as a "common sense conservative," win 
the same kind of victory that Byrd had fashioned 10 

1970 as an independent. 

Patronage Pique 
The Green forces attempted to capitalize on the 

dissatisfaction of many party workers with Governor 
Holton's progressive racial policies and with his will
ingness to pass over the party faithful in filling top 
jobs. Shafran, who rose from poverty in the coal 
mines of Pennsylvania to millionaire status as a North
ern Virginia real estate man, became closely identifid 
with Governor Holton during his term in the House 
of Delegates. 

When this November's special election was call-

ed, Shafran, the principal promotor of Holton's gov
ernment reorganization proposals, emerged as the can
didate of the Holton moderates. He drew strong sup
port from Holton strongholds such as the Western 
Virginia Sixth District and the Southwestern Virginia 
Ninth District. Shafran's well advanced pre-conven
tion campaign also carried delegations from· Norfolk 
and Portsmouth. Pointing to an anti-busing bill that 
he had introduced and promising to be accommodating 
toward the party organization on patronage matters, 
Shafran managed to defuse much of the conservative 
resentment at his close associations with Holton. 

Shafran's victory was due in large part to a well
organized, richly-financed campaign that established 
his credibility as a likely winner against independent 
populist State Senator Henry Howell of Norfolk and 
Delegate George Kastel of Clifton Forge, the mod
erately conservative Democratic nominee. The Holton 
forces had to blunt the memories of the Ray Gar
land 1970 Senate campaign: the attractive, young 
state legislator from Roanoke, underfinanced and bad
ly organized, was swamped in a three-way race against 
Senator Harry Byrd, Jr. and populist Democrat George 
Rawlings. 

Three-way race 
Henry Howell starts with a substantial lead in 

name recognition but this fiery "battler against the 
big boys" has a limited voter base, largely blacks, labor 
and independent liberals. The busing controversy cuts 
heavily in Howell's Tidewater stronghold. Whites in 
Norfolk are incensed over court-ordered busing, and 
Howell, as a liberal with strong backing from blacks, 
is likely to be hurt among many working class whites 
- who have supported him in the past. 

George Kastel, a little-known Democratic legis
lator who won his party's nod in a deadlocked con
vention after former Governor Mills Godwin and 
other conservative Democrats swung behind him, will 
probably gain most from the busing issue. Kastel has 
already made it clear that he intends to run to the 
right of both Howell and Shafran. He should be 
able to count on support in Southside and Richmond, 
both Byrd organization redoubts. 

To win, Shafran must sweep the strongly Re
publican areas of Western Virginia, carry Southwest
ern Virginia and Northern Virginia and run respect
ably in Tidewater and the Richmond area. To do this 
he must persuade the legions of anti-Howell voters 
that he, not Kastel, is the chief rival to Howell. 
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State Spotlight 

O'H 10: Getting in Shape fo:r Nixon in '72. 
The Ohio Republican party, battered by defeat 

in 1970 yet crudal to President Nixon's reelection 
chances, approaches 1972 with conflict on every level 
and without a Republican governor or a statewide 
race to bring unity. 

State Chairman John Andrews is highly regard
ed by party pros across the country and strongly sup
ported by most Ohio county chairmen. But his media
tive efforts are undermined by the residue of the 
1970 Senatorial primary between former Governor 
James A. Rhodes and Robert Taft, Jr. and by faction
alism in the GOP state legislative majority. 

Senator Taft's bid for party leadership - a sur
prise favorite son announcement and a commendable 
proposal for a new high level party directorate -
suffered from his characteristic failure to consult be
forehand with other Republican leaders, including 
Andrews, Senator William Saxbe and big city chair-
men. 

Favorite Sons 
The favorite son initiative was apparently design

ed to provide a focus for Ohio Republicans, project 
Taft as a possible vice presidential nominee, and con
tain the ambitions of Rhodes. But the 62-year-old 
former governor was a masterful politician in office 
and retains great loyalty - more than Taft - within 
the party. He may well want to be favorite son him
self next year, as well as governor in 1974. 

Battling GOP factionalism in the state legislature 
is another potential gubernatorial candidate, House 
Speaker Charles Kurfess. One of the ablest younger 
Republicans, he has nonetheless failed to achieve a 
unified party strategy in dealing with the ambitious 
Democratic governor John J. Gilligan. 

Gilligan proposed a budget substantially higher 
than the last Rhodes budget, and a personal and cor
porate income tax to pay for it. (Ohio is now the 
only industrial state without an income tax.) 

When budget and revenue bills were separated, 
the Republican controlled legislature substantially cut 
the budget. But no agreement could be reached on 
taxes among the governor, the Republicans and the 
Democrats in the legislature. 

Part of Kurfess' problem lay in 17 or 18 con
servative Republicans who for many weeks refused 
to support any income tax. Along with 45 intransigent 
Democrats in the 99 member House, they blocked 
any legislation until mid-July. Finally, over two weeks 
into the fiscal year, a compromise was reached in the 
House, providing among other things for a one to four 
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percent personal income tax. 
As :of press time, however, the Senate still had 

not passed a revenue bill, and the state is operating 
on its fourth interim budget. The latest delay occurred 
when Gilligan, in an attempt to mollify organized 
labor's opposition to the income levy, tried to im
pose three new business taxes on the Republican con
trolled Senate just as it was finally working out an 
agreement. 

Kurfess, who wanted to run for Governor in 
1970 but failed to find financial backing, emerged 
from the House battle with reduced stature. He is 
blamed by some Republicans for public association of 
the tax with the GOP and by some for his general 
failure to overcome legislative divisiveness. But ob
servers expect him to bounce back and give the party 
leadership in some capacity in 1974, when most of 
the old guard of the '60s will have faded from the 
scene and the party slate will need several new faces. 

At the top of the ticket, however, may well be 
the familiar face of James Rhodes. If it develops that 
he is the strongest opponent for Gilligan, Ohio's prag
matic Republicans, after testing the others, are likely 
to turn to their former governor. Although Senator 
William Saxbe has understandably remained aloof 
f rom current party squabbles, he will be on the slate 
in 1974 and is expected to playa significant role in 
deciding these questions then. 

Gilligan's Popularity 
After only nine months in office, it is difficult 

to measure Gilligan's popularity. The tax proposals 
were, of course, unpalatable, but he is sharing the 
blame with the Republican legislature. His arrogance 
is still present - turning off Democrats as well as 
Republicans. 

Nonetheless, he is working to strengthen the 
Democratic party, as well as his personal standing 
within it. He wants the delegation to the 1972 con
vention to be under his control, both for bargaining 
in the Presidential balloting, and for his own personal 
interest in being on the ticket as someone's running 
mate. 

Gilligan hardly had an overwhelming mandate 
to govern - a 330,000 vote plurality against a 
scandal-ridden GOP ticket. How well he manages the 
state will have much to do with his viability as a 
vice presidential candidate, or his reelection in 1974. 

Meanwhile under Andrews' administrative lead
ership the state GOP continues its struggle to get in 
shape for Nixon in '72. 



A RIPON POLICY ANALYSIS 

The Achievement of George Romney 
George W. Romney, Secretary of the Depart

ment of Housing and Urban Development, came in
to the suspicious environs of the Nixon Cabinet with 
two big strikes against him. As a successful two-term 
governor of Michigan, and as an unsuccessful Presi
dential candidate, he was one of the very few Nixon 
appointees with a national reputation and possibly 
independent political future. He was also the on I} 
high-ranking Administration official with an electoral 
base that could be called liberal. 

Romney has survived his handicaps. He has even 
survived what no other Nixon official has: a widel} 
publicized "shape-up-or-ship-out" warning from John 
Mitchell. 

Romney is now an established member of the 
Nixon team, and he is thriving, even though he stands 
out sharply - progressive among conservatives, a na
tional personality among political neophytes. Romney's 
loyalty is no longer suspect. If re-elected, Nixon could 
doubtless ask Romney to re-enlist for another four
year hitch. And Romney, long cut off from his Michi
gan base, would happily agree. 

URBAN SPOKESMAN 
Now that Romney is politically entrenched, and 

now that rumors of his firing have ceased, the time 
is ripe for an assessment. How has Romney met the 
challenge of being the Republican Party's number 
one urban spokesman - within the Administration, 
with Congress, with the city and housing lobbies, and 
with the BUD bureaucracy itself? Where does the 
Republican Party stand politically after three years of 
Romney's stewardship over the federal-city relation
ship? 

On the whole Romney has done impressively -
but not according to the traditional yardsticks of Cab
inet accomplishment and influence. 

Nixon has substantially downgraded the functions 
of the Cabinet and has neglected the federal bureauc
racy. Only at HEW and the Pentagon - where the 
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Administration has made the kind of legislative 
initiatives that require bureaucratic cooperation -
have the Secretaries continued to play the political 
and managerial roles expected of the Cabinet. 

Secretaries Elliot Richardson and Melvin Laird 
go regularly to the Hill to negotiate with the commit
tee barons and the mavericks. Their comings and go
ings are chronicled repeatedly in the daily press and 
on the evening television news. On a less visible but 
still more regular basis, they bargain with the affect
ed lobbies. They are judged by how well they suc
ceed as brokers. Robert Finch, for example, was in
effective and he was moved upstairs. Richardson and 
Laird are first rate brokers. 

ALIVE AND THRIVING 
Romney's style as a strong-willed citizen-reform

er has not lent itself to effective brokerage either on 
the Hill or with the lobbies. His frequent resort to 
angry impatience has not endeared him to his con
gressional or mayoral constituencies in Washington 
where - unlike Lansing - everyone considers him
self a chief and not an Indian. Still he has thrived 
as Secretary of HUD, first because the Nixon admin
istration, lacking major programmatic initiatives in 
housing and urban affairs, has not required Romney 
to assume the traditional brokerage role. More im-. 
portantly he has established a remarkable record by 
using his strengths as a salesman and administrative 
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reformer to redirect an unwieldy bureaucracy into new 
policy initiatives affecting the cities. 

Romney has skillfully used his sales ability to 
meet the number one challenge facing any HUD Sec
retary. The nation's cities are dying, economically, so
cially and politically. They are rapidly becoming black, 
dramatically joining for the first time since the slavery 
controversy the factious issues of inequality and race. 

The shock waves of urban collapse and urban 
blackness have only begun to be felt. Eventually they 
may well cause the kind of political trauma which 
the demise of the farms triggered in the late 19th 
century. 

Out of that trauma came wave after wave of 
political and social unrest, reflected first in Populism, 
then in Progressivism. Eventually new political con
figurations emerged within the two major parties. The 
collapse of the cities if it comes will have similar 
repercussions - if not greater because of the racial 
connections. 

Quietly in the last decade the trend in nation's 
fifty biggest cities has gone from white to black. The 
rate of change is staggering. 

Already Gary, Cleveland and Newark have black 
mayors. The necessary threshold for black takeover 
has been reached in Atlanta, Baltimore, Detroit, Oak
land, St. Louis and Trenton. By the mid-1970's, if 
the black urban population continues to increase as 
the white declines, the necessary threshold will have 
been reached in Chicago, Cincinnati, Columbus, Mem
phis, New Orleans, Philadelphia and a number of 
other cities. Out of all this the country could see a 
sweeping Negro political takeover rivaling the earlier 
rise to power by the Irish in the cities: In the last 

Rank City Percent Negro 
1960 1970 

···14.0 -21.2 
22.9 32.7 
28.9 43.7 

1 New York City 
2 Chicago 
3 Detroit 

26.4 33.6 
53.9 71.1 
13.5 17.9 
34.7 46.4 

4 Philadelphia 
5 Washington 
6 Los Angeles 
7 Baltimore 
8 Cleveland 28.6 38.3 
9 New Orleans 37.2 45.0 

10 Atlanta 38.3 51.3 
11 St. Louis 28.6 40.9 
12 Memphis 37.0 38.9 
13 Dallas 19.0 24.9 
14 Newark 34.1 54.2 

20.6 18.0 
39.6 42.0 
21.6 27.6 

15 Indianapolis 
16 Birmingham 
17 Cincinnati 
18 Oakland 22.8 34.5 
19 Jacksonville 41.1 22.3 

17.5 22.1 
8.4 14.7 

20 Kansas City, Mo. 
21 Milwaukee 
22 Pittsburgh 16.7 20.2 
23 Richmond 41.8 42.0 
24 Boston 9.1 16.3 
25 Columbus 16.4 18.5 

Source: Census Bureau 
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ten years the black population of the 25 largest cities 
has shot up sharply. Only in Indianapolis and Jack
sonville - where city-county consolidations brought 
in large blocks of suburban whites - did the percent 
of black population decrease. 

Only Romney has faced the challenge of the 
polarization between the black inner cities and the 
white suburbs squarely. His Democratic predecessors 
at HUD and his colleagues in the Nixon Administra
tion have all backed off from it. 

Courageously Romney has fought to knit all his 
department's programs to the goal of moving center 
city ghetto blacks into the surrounding suburbs where 
the job growth is. Within the higher reaches of the 
Administration, Romney has practically worked alone 
in promoting his "open communities" policy. And -
remarkably - he has succeeded, to the great dismay 
of conservatives like Kevin Phillips who for two years 
has been lamenting Romney's quiet progress. 

CIVIL RIGHTS-HOUSING POSTURE 
The Nixon position on this issue was announced 

in the President's June 11 statement on equal hous
ing opportunity. At the time, press reports stressed 
the statement's negative aspects, particularly the Pres
ident's pledge not to force economic integration upon 
any suburb by cutting off federal funds. However, 
with the passage of time a revised opinion of the 
Nixon civil rights-housing posture has emerged, and 
now the press is beginning to stress the pro-civil rights 
aspects of the President's stance. For example, on 
August 4 the Wall Street Journal, which originally 
had been critical of the housing message, devoted a 
whole editorial page to Nixon's "Steady Pressure on 
Civil Rights." The article's emphasis was on creation 
of low-cost housing in the suburbs. 

The original Nixon statement had three major 
parts supporting low income housing in the suburbs. 
Several pages of the statement were devoted to the 
philosophical, social and economic justifications for 
open suburbs, articulated by no previous President; 
several pages were devoted to how vigorously the Ad
ministration intended to prosecute racial discrimina
tion in housing, even when it included economic sub-



terfuges such as exclusionary zoning; and several pages 
were devoted to how the Administration planned to 
help those suburban communities which voluntarily 
accepted low-cost housing. 

On June 13 the Nixon action program was 
spelled out at a joint Mitchell-Romney press ·.confer
ence when Mitchell made the dramatic announcement 
that the Justice Department would file suit charging 
racial discrimination against the Missouri suburb of 
Black Jack for its zoning ordinance prohibiting multi
family housing. The Black Jack case had become the 

intra-Administration battleground around which the 
Romney and anti-Romney sides had grouped. The 
Nixon decision to prosecute - and he had been re
peatedly pressed in televised press conferences about 
the case - symbolized Romney's victory. 

At the same joint press conference, Romney an
nounced that HUD would "condition" virtually all 
its programs in order to provide economic leverage 
for his "open communities" effort. With Mitchell 
standing next to him in support, Romney said the 
controversial administrative move was the Nixon way 
of implementing his promise to "help" suburban com
munities which wanted to economically integrate. 

The Nixon-Mitchell acceptance of "condition
ing," the very issue over which Mitchell had originally 
threatened Romney in late 1970, means giving HUD's 
extremely able Under Secretary Richard C. Van 
Dusen a relatively free hand in program management. 
As Romney now says proudly of his programs: "We 
won't cut off funds; but we won't grant funds in the 
first place unless communities cooperate." Romney 
and Van Dusen repeatedly point out that .theY, have 
more than 10 claimants for every HUD dollar. The 
message is clear: there will always be some communi
ty that will cooperate, and it will get the money. 

There are three major HUD programs which af
fect suburban development: grants for water and sew
er facilities, and two housing construction subsidy pro
grams - one for lower middle class homeownership 
and one for lower middle class rental assistance. All 
three are now subject to open community regulations. 

THE POLITICS OF SEWERS 
Water and sewers provide the key. Romney 

claims that approximately one out of every ten suburban 
communities is seeking or getting HUD dollars to 
construct new water and sewer facilities. Where sub
urbs are undergoing boom development, local politi
cians badly want federal subsidies for water and sew
ers in order to keep pace with residential develop
ment needs. The popular HUD program pays 50 
percent of costs, and Congress, responding to the pro
gram's grass roots popularity, has boosted appropria
tions from $130 million in fiscal 1970 to $700 mil
lion in fiscal 1972. 

Under HUD's new program criteria, a key re
quirement is the extent of suburban acceptance of 
low-income housing. Demand for funding is so in
tense that, under the rewritten regulations, most com
munities will not qualify unless they cooperate. Already 
Romney has been put under considerable pressure 
from suburban-oriented Republican Congressmen over 
the new regulations. The New Jersey Republican del
egation, virtually all suburban in makeup, has been 
the most vocal in lamenting how the new criteria will 
effectively exclude their lily-white communities. Rom
ney has stood by his guns, however. 

INSTITUTIONALIZING OPENNESS 
At the same time HUD, with the support of 

the Justice Department, is carrying out an aggressive 
campaign against cases of racial discrimination in the 
suburbs. And on the urban front, HUD's urban re
newal and public housing policies tend to disperse 
rather than impact the center city ghettos. 

To be sure, the Nixon White House has not gone 
along entirely with the original HUD program. The 
degree of conditioning or leverage has been softened 
from what HUD initially proposed in 1970. 

Nevertheless Romney has gotten Nixon to do 
what the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations shied 
away from: institutionalize access of ghetto residents to 
the suburbs as an objective of the federal government. 
Once started down that road, it will be difficult for 
any Administration to retreat. 

Selling this effort has consumed more than half 
of Romney's time. For that effort he should get the 
highest marks. In later years, political historians will 
credit Romney with starting the federal government 
on a new and courageous course in dealing with the 
nation's most serious problem - the urban ghetto. 

Unfortunately, Romney's other two sales pro
grams have to be rated more critically. Within the 
Nixon Administration Romney has emerged as the 
super salesman for faster production of housing and 
for revenue sharing, particularly for special revenue 
sharing. 

Breakthrough 
Romney's passion for faster and cheaper hous

ing production reflects his uncritical faith in the pro-
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duction ethic. His whole approach to housing is very 
much a carryover from his ballyhooed days at Ameri
can Motors. Even Romney's discussion of housing is 
laced with analogies to automobile production. 

As a production man Romney has been a smash
Il1g success. So much so that he has become the darling 
of the housing lobbies, and in particUlar the political
ly potent National Association of Home Builders. 

Romney has successfully lobbied within the Ad
ministration to get priority attention for housing pro
duction needs. In 1970, a bad year for mortgage 
money and hence for housing construction, the Ad
ministration, at Romney's persistent urgings, commit
ted a record $13 billion to support the mortgage mar
ket. 

More significant, Romney has really stepped up 
the production of federally-assisted housing. During 
the Kennedy and Johnson years, production of sub
sidized housing averaged 50,000 units, a mere frac
tion of each year's total housing starts. Under the 
Nixon-Romney regime, subsidized housing starts have 
skyrocketed to 400,000 units in fiscal 1970, 550,000 
units in fiscal 1971, and a projected 700,000 units for 
fiscal 1972. 

Thus Romney's often repeated boast that "~his 

Administration has done more for housing than ~ll1y 

other Administration" is incontestable. 

CRACKING THE WHIP 
Even at HUD, where the Federal Housing Ad

ministration had traditionally gone its lazy and con
servative ways, Romney has cracked the managerial 
whip repeatedly in order to promote faster produc
tion. The department has been reorganized twice al
ready, and each time FHA has lost more of its his
toric autonomy. None of Romney's predecessors at 
HUD were ever willing to hammer the entrenched 
and sprawling FHA bureaucracy into line with the 
department's broader policy objectives. 

Romney has clearly relished knocking the bu
reaucratic heads together. Often he boasts that HUD 
is now a department, with each division functionally 
deployed and responsive to centralized authority. Be
fore his arrival on the scene, as Romney often notes, 
"HUD was more of a conglomerate than a depart
ment." Romney's yardstick for managerial success 
at HUD is to facilitate production. That has been the 
street map by which he has redrawn the department's 
bureaucratic segments. 

Thus the research and technology division has 
been upgraded and become the bureaucratic vehicle 
for Operation Breakthrough, Romney's prized demon
stration program to stimulate industrialized production 
of housing. Under the program, ten strategically scat
tered sites will serve as automobile showrooms for 
factory-built housing produced by big manufacturing 
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corporations. So-called "Breakthrough housing" will 
be given the equivalent of HUD's "good housekeep
ing seal of approval," which Romney hopes commu
nities will honor in lieu of their local building codes 
.tnd zoning ordinances. 

To date, however, Breakthrough has made people 
l ware of new systems, but has not got much new 
housing built. 

As a producer of new housing, Romney, in general, 
has done wonders. He has lured big business into the 
housing field, jacked up subsidized housing more than 
tenfold, and revamped the department, especially 
FHA. When he is finally gone from the scene, the 
Home Builders lobby will doubtless judge all his 
.;uccessors by how well they measure up to Romney. 
Zero for the Urban Poor 

The problem with all this is that it doesn't do 
much for the real housing crisis. The real crisis is 
in urban housing, and especially housing for the 
llrban poor. Yet the HUD programs which subsidize 
new housing reach only the lower middle class, those 
in the six to ten thousand dollar range. And they 
cannot be used in the big cities where land costs are 
higher than the programs allow. Thus the subsidy 
programs on which Romney is lavishing so much 
money ($1.4 billion now, $7.5 billion by 1978) to 
some extent repeat the old mistakes made by FHA in 
the 1940's and 1950's: suburban sprawl, exclusion 
of cities and the poor, and control by the private build
ing and real estate interests. 

BROOKE'S SOCIAL STRATEGY 
Moreover, the rising tide of environmentalism 

is forcing those who have uncritically called for more 
housing to question that objective. Rather than devel
op new suburbs, and build more highways, they want 
.l new federal housing strategy that is essentially anti-



production and anti-growth, at least in the eyes of 
the housing lobby. Politicians like Senator Edward 
Brooke (R-Mass.), who are new to the housing field, 
approach housing as a social policy. Old timers like 
Romney and Senator John Tower (R-Tex.), ranking 
minority member on the Senate Banking Committee 
and a staunch ally of the housing lobby, tend to see 
housing as economic. They measure success by how 
much is produced, how well homebuilders are doing 
and how homebuilding is contributing to overall eco
nomic prosperity. 

Although Romney is responsive to both ap
proaches, Brooke more than the Secretary judges 
housing policies from an urban consumer vantage 
point. His concerns are with the urban poor, the grow
ing problem of abandonment and other essentially 
social concerns in the ghetto. Rather than chiefly sub
sidizing new housing production, Brooke is pressing 
for a federal strategy that links housing allowances 
for the poor with subsidies for rehabilitating existing 
urban housing. The Brooke strategy at least attempts 
to meet the social aspect of the housing crisis in the 
city itself; Romney's approach does not. 

REVENUE SHARING 
Romney's other major preoccupation has been as 

a top administrative salesman for President Nixon's 
general and special revenue sharing programs. 

The concept of general revenue sharing, one of 
Ripon's first policy proposals, is widely accepted now 
as a way for every community to attain needed no
strings funding to meet general operating expenses. 
Unfortunately the Nixon formula, based as it is on 
tax effort rather than need, favors affluent suburban 
counties over big cities. Thus, for example, Beverly 
Hills, California, because it raises a high number of 
tax dollars per capita from its wealthy constituency 
receives four times as much in return per capita as 
a struggling city like Cleveland. 

Special revenue sharing, whereby most of the 
Democratic initiated programs in urban development, 
rural development, education, transportation, law en
forcement and manpower training would be lumped 
into six "no strings" pots, helps overcome bureaucratic 
red tape in Washington built up over the years by 
Democratic-sponsored categorical grant-in-aid pro
grams. Still, the Nixon program, by going full circle 
to drop all requirements for the communities affected 
proposes to give up the opportunity to build through 
cooperation criteria for local priorities and perform
ance. 

This need not have been the Administration pol
icy. In fact a different legislative package was draft
ed in HUD and cleared through the Secretary's Of
fice. This program of block grants, built squarely on 
Republican initiatives in the Congress over the last 

decade, would have authorized HUD to negotiate ;t 

single urban development package (as opposed to 
disjointed grantsmanship for urban renewal, public 
housing, code enforcement, and other housing subsi
dies). Priorities would be drawn up locally and sent 
to Washington for approval. Such a program would 
not only cut red tape but provide incentives for plan
ning and coordination between local agencies. 

The block grant package, which might have sup
plemented general revenue sharing, passed every stage 
of approval until it reached the President at the Winter 
White House in San Clemente January 18. Some time 
in the next five days the program was scuttled in favor 
of special revenue sharing, which was hastily drawn 
up and announced January 23 as part of Nixon'-; 
"peaceful American Revolution." 

TAKE THE MONEY AND RUN 
The Administration's special revenue sharillg 

package now before the Congress, rather than reform
ing the old programs, scr.lps them and in effect tells 
states and cities, "here is some money, now go away 
and don't bother us." Worst of all from an urban 
point of view, the special revenue sharing drive mil
itates against the open communities policy which Rom
ney has so laboriously established. Since money flows 
automatically to individual political jurisdictions in 
metropolitan areas, some for the cities and some for 
the suburbs, special revenue sharing subsidizes the 
fragmented and balkanized metropolitan political 
structure which Romney has frequently blamed for 
getting us into the urban crisis. 

Nevertheless, Romney is zealously promoting the 
entire revenue sharing thrust, even though it could 
undo in the name of reform what should stand as 
his signal achievement - the Administration's official 
adoption of an open communities policy. 

Such a position is not surprising, given Romney's 
role as a team player. Still, when he saw the need for 
a policy of moving ghetto residents to where the jobs 
are, he pursued his goal, even in the face of initial 
Administration hostility, until ultimately he gathered 
White House support. 

Romney can now redirect his housing and revenue 
sharing efforts back in line with his inajor policy 
initiative on suburban access and make the same effort 
to bring the White House along. The President's de
cision to suspend the drive for revenue sharing during 
the 90-day wage and price freeze gives Romney time 
to maneuver. The extent to which he is able to use 
this time to forge his three major policies into a 
coherent program is likely to determine the ultimate 
success or failure of this Administration in overcoming 
the very real and very dangerous polarization between 
the poor black cities and the rich white suburbs .• 
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Beyond the Liberal I Conservative Dichotomy 

Ripon Ratings: The 91st Congress 
Last year the Ripon Society issued quantitative 

ratings of the voting records of tJ .S. Senators in the 
First Session of the 91st Congress (1969). Recogniz
ing the many deficiences inherent in any quantitative 
rating system, we nevertheless concluded that the 
Congressional rating field could not be left to the 
American Conservative Union, the Americans for Dem
ocratic Action, or the AFL-CIO COPE. 

A Senator or Representative's value is not merely 
a function of how often he votes in accordance with 
the position of the rating organization. His work 
and votes in committee, his initiative in drafting and 
molding legislation, and his leadership role on key 
issues are all factors which do not enter into a 
numerical rating. Thus some persons for whom the 
Ripon Society holds considerable admiration often 
rank relatively low in our ratings, while others whose 
service evokes less respect may rate much higher. 

Numerical ratings are particularly questionable 
in the House; there committees are especially powerful 
and frequently send legislation to the floor under a 
closed rule barring amendments. The failure of the 
House until this year to record teller votes of indi
vidual Representatives restricts further the range of 
issues on which Members of Congress can be evalu
ated. While we were able to choose 26 Ripon test 
votes for the Senate during its Second Session in 1970, 
it was a difficult matter to find 17 House votes for 
the entire two years of the 91st .,Congress. Even then, 
there were no direct recorded votes in the House on 
the Vietnam war. In view of the paucity of key votes 
in the House, it would be of little value to compare 
the Ripon rating of a Senator with that of Repre
sentatives from the same state. Due to the frequently 
lopsided nature of the test votes in the House, House 
ratings are likely to run somewhat higher than those 
in the Senate. This does not demonstrate that the 
House is more in tune with Ripon principles than the 
Senate. In fact, the contrary is likely the case. 

CONSTELLATION In choosing the test votes 
OF ISSUES for both the Senate and 

the House, Ripon used the following criteria central 
to the traditions of the Republican Party: 
• Privatization as opposed to bureaucratization. 
• Devolution of power from the Executive to Con
gress, to local institutions (both public and private) 
and to individual citiZens. 
• Openness and candor among our institutions, both 
those of a governmental and a quasi-governmental 
nature. 
• Relying on, and expanding the benefits of, the 
free market system in national and international deal-
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ings, and, conversely, refusing to subsidize inefficient 
enterprise. 
• Fiscal responsibility and a concomitant national 
economic policy that seeks to correct basic imbalances 
rather than treating symptoms through direct controls. 
o A foreign policy which is internationalist without 
being interventionist. 
• Creation of an environment that encourages the 
substantive legal and economic equality of races and 
ethnic groups. 

In 1970 as in 1969 progressive Republicans 
dominate the top rungs of the Ripon Senate ratings. 
Seven of the eight highest Senators are Republicans: 
GQodell (96%) , Case (92 % ) , Hatfield (91 % ) • 
Brooke and Packwood (both 88%), Mathias (87%), 
and J a vits (83 % ). The only Democrat to rate in this 
group is Ribicoff (91%) who frequently broke with 
his Democratic colleagues to vote against subsidies and 
in favor of maintaining a free market. 

The lowest scores in the Senate were again 
garnered by Southern Democrats, who consistently 
voted against free markets, for producer subsidies, 
against civil rights and usually also civil liberties. The 
increased frequency of civil rights and civil liberties 
votes in the 1970 tabulations tended to lower the 
scores of Southern Senators of both parties. 

STRESS ON Four votes concerning agri-
FARM SUBSIDIES cultural subsidies were in

cluded in the Senate ratings. Since the economic 
status of farmers has continued to decline while 
the Department of Agriculture bureaucracy has pro
liferated and the costs of subsidy programs have 
swollen, Ripon has argued for a much freer market 
in agriculture. The heavy stress given to anti-agri
cultural subsidy votes symbolizes our determination 
that a more rational system be chosen to protect the 
economic interests of the farmer, the consumer and 
the taxpayer. 

The highest ranking of the 1970 Senators who 
are now considered Presidential possibilities is Harris 
with 82% while the lowest is Jackson with 54%. The 
others range as follows: Kennedy (78%), McGovern 
(75%), Muskie (71%), McCarthy (65%) and 
Bayh (62%). 

Of those Representatives who served a full two
year term only four, all Republicans, score 100%. 
They are Coughlin of Pennsylvania, Gude of Maryland, 
McCloskey of California and Riegle of Michigan. 
Fourteen Congressmen, eleven Republicans and three 
Democrats, score in the nineties. Six Congressmen, 
five Democrats and one Republican, rated less than 
10%. The lowest ranking Democrats are Flynt and 



O'Neal of Georgia, both at 7%, Whitten of Missis
sippi and Long of Louisiana both at 6%, and the 
anchorman, McMillan of South Carolina with zero. 
Watson of South Carolina with 7% was the lowest 
ranking House Republican. 

Six new Republican Senators served as Rep
resentatives in the 91st Congress. Two freshmen 
Senators, Weicker of Connecticut (92%) and the 
newly appointed Stafford of Vermont (940/0) score 
very high in the House ratings. The other freshmen, 
Taft of Ohio (76%), Roth of Delaware (71 %), Beall 
of Maryland (64%) and Brock of Tennessee (44%) 
all range from average to above average in the Ripon 
ratings when they are compared with the Republican 
colleagues from their respective regions. 

Now that the House rules are changed to allow 
recording of teller votes, we expect to publish in early 
1972 ratings on the First Session of the 92nd Congress 
for both the House and the Senate. It will be inter
esting to see what influence on voting the greater 
public accountability of Congressmen will produce. 

KEY 
v ............... . Record vote for Ripon position 
X 
o 

(V) 

(X) 

Record vote against Ripon position 
Absent, general pair, present, or did not 
announce or answer Congressional Quar
terly poll 
Paired for, announced for or CQ poll 
for Ripon position 
Paired against, announced against or 
CQ poll against Ripon position 

Key to Roll Call Vote Numbers 
U.S. SENATE 

66. Mathias amendment adding "except as required 
by the Constitution" to provision of Labor-HEW Ap
propria tions bill barring use of funds to require certain 
desegregation steps as a prerequisite for receiving 
federal aid. (Vote yea) 

67. Scott amendment deleting provision of Labor
HEW Appropriations bill banning use of federal funds 
to force a student to go to a school other than one 
chosen by his parents. (Vote yea) 

69. Javits substitute amendment to the Labor-HEW 
Appropria tions bill requiring court convictions in con
nection with campus disorders before students lose 
federal aid. (Vote yea) 

96. Scott amendment in the nature of a substitute 
for HR4249, extending the 1965 Voting Rights Act for 
five years. (Vote yea) 

112. Confirmation of nomination of G. Harrold 
Carswell as an Associate Justice of the U.S. Supreme 
Court. (Vote nay) 

155. Scott amendment to fiscal 1971 Office of Edu
ca tion appropriations bill deleting the section barring 
use of funds to prepare plans that would go beyond 
freedom of choice. (Vote yea) 

160. Javitsamendment providing $150 million in 
school desegregation aid. (Vote yea) 

180. CooperChurch amendment barring funds for 
U.S. military operations in Cambodia after July 1, 1970. 
(Vote yea) 

206. Smith (R-lil.) amendment limiting to $20,000 
agricultural subsidy payments to any producer in a single 
year. (Vote yea) 

211. Moss amendment barring use of funds in the 
Agricultural Appropriations bill for carrying out price 
support programs for tobacco. (Vote yea) 

238. Hart-Cooper amendment deleting $322.2 million 
from the Military Procurement Authorization Bill for 
deployment of the Safeguard ABM system at Whiteman 
Air Force Base, Missouri, and Warren Air Force Base, 
Wyoming. (Vote yea) 

247. Proxmire amendment striking all funds for 
the Subversive Activities Control Board. (Vote yea) 

248. Committee amendment reducing funds for the 
United States contribution to the International Labor 
Organization. (Vote nay) 

251. Goldwater-Hatfield amendment increasing mili
tary salaries and recommending the creation of a volun
teer army. (Vote yea) This is a civil liberties issue 
as much as one of military policy. 

258. McGovern-Hatfleld amen:1ment limiting to 
280,000 the maximum number of U.S. troops in Vietnam 
after April 30, 1971, and pr0Viding for complete with
drawal of troops by December 31, 1971, but authorizing 
the President to delay the withdrawal for a period of 
up to 60 days if he found the withdrawal would subject 
U.S. troops to clear and present danger. (Vote yea) 

271. Montoya amendment providing that price 
support payments to feed grain farmers be $1.35 per 
bushel for corn and 77 percent of the parity price, which-
ever was greater. (Vote nay) 

275. Passage of the Agricultural Act of 1970. 
(Vote nay) 

281. Mansfield motion to invoke cloture on the 
Bayh constitutional amendment that would abolish the 
electoral college and SUbstitute direct, popular election 
of Presidents. (Vote yea) , 

288. Williams (R-Del.) amendment striking pro
visions granting tax deferment for U.S. flag vessels. 
(Vote yea) 

326. Mathias amendment to Packwood amendment 
to Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970; eliminating 
seniority system by providing for election of Senate 
committee chairmen by majority vote of members of 
the majority party. (Vote yea) 

337. Ervin amendment deleting "no,knock" authori
zation from Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and 
Control Act of 1970. (Vote yea) 

375. Proxmire amendment deleting $289.9 million 
in development funds for the supersonic transport. 
(Vote yea) 

382. Yarborough amendment to the Omnibus 
Rivers and Harbors Authorization, providing $40 million 
for a flood control project in the Sabine River Basin. 
(Vote nay) Pork barrel. 

389. Scott motion to table Fulbright motion to 
recommit the bill authorizing U.S. SUbscriptions of $3.7 
billion to four international financial institutions. (Vote 
yea) 

396. Long motion to table Williams (R-Del.) amend
ment adding to Committee amendment two new titles 
dealing with textile and footwear quotas and trade agree
ments. (Vote yea) 

398. Long motion to table Ribicoff amendment to 
establish a federal minimum grant of $1600 annually 
for a family of four with lesser grants for working 
poor families. (Vote nay) This is the closest to an up 
or down vote on Family Assistance in the Senate in 
1970, although not all who opposed Long's motion favored 
Family Assistance. 

Key to Roll Call Vote Numbers 
U.S. HOUSE 

91st Congress First Session, 1969 
74. Resolution authorizing 15 members of the 

House Post Office and Civil Service Committee to travel 
abroad to investigate postal questions, civil service poli
cies and census procedures. (Vote nay) This was 
such a flagrant junket that 132 members of Congress 
opposed the authorizing resolution. While the total of 
wasted I?ublic ~nds on such junkets is relatively modest, 
these trIps do lIttle to set a tone of fiscal restraint for 
the rest of the federal government. 

75. Passage of the bill to amend the Constitution 
by abolishing the electoral college and electing the 

- turn to page 20 
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U. S. SENATE - 1970 VOTE BY VOTE TABULATION OF RATINGS 

1970 1969 
co fi; '" '" N '" liI :il !!l co ... 

~ ;;:; fI! t::: '" [ij co <D f:i '" ~ 
m I IS '" '" '" ::: '" N '" ... ... co N ... co - - - N N N N N N N N '" '" '" '" State Senator % % 

Ala. Allen 16 14 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X V 0 V V V X X X 4/25 
Sparkman 4 24 X X X (X) X X X X (X)(X) X X X X X X X X X (X)(X) X X (V) X X 1/26 

Alaska Gravel 80 64 (V) 0 o (V) V V V V 0 0 V (V) (V) (V) V V X V (X) 0 0 X X V V V 16/20 
Stevens 57 55 0 0 o (V) X V V V 0 0 X (X) (V) (V) X V X X X V V X X V V V 12/21 

Ariz. Fannin 32 24 (X)(X)(X) X X 0 V X X 0 X X X V X V X X (V) 0 0 X V V X V 7/22 
Goldwater 25 20 0 0 0 X X 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0 V X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 0 V X (V) 3/12 

Ark. Fulbright 64 60 (X) (X) V (X) V X V V X V V V V (X) V (V) X X 0 V (V) V X V V V 16/25 
McClellan 12 7 X X X (X) X X X X X X X X X X X V X X 0 X X X X V X V 3/25 

Calif. Cranston 81 75 V V V (V) V V V V X V V V V V V X X V X V V V X V V V 21/26 
Murphy 32 37 X X V X X (X) (V) X (X) (V) X (X) (X) (V) X (V) (X) 0 (X) (X) (X) (X) V (V) (X) (V) 8/25 

Col. AlIott 35 31 (X)(X) X X X V V X V X X X X X X V X V V X X X V V X V 9/26 
Dominick 50 28 V X V V X V V X V X X V X X X V X X V X X (V) (V) (V) (X) (V) 13/26 

Conn. Dodd 38 39 (V) (V) (X) (V) V (V) (V) (X) (V) (X) X (X) (X) X X o (X) V X 0 X X X 0 0 0 8/21 
Ribicoff 91 71 V V V V V V V V (V) 0 V V V V V (V) V V 0 X V V X 0 V V 21/23 

Del. Boggs 54 64 V V X V X V V X V X X V X V X V V V V X X X X V X V 14/26 
Willlams 42 59 X X X X X X V X V V X V X V X V V X V X X V V X X V 11/26 

Fla. Holland 8 24 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X V X X X X X V X X X X 2/26 
Gurney 16 19 X X X (X) X X X X X X X X X V X V X X X X X X V 0 X V 4/23 

Ga. Russell 6 22 X X X (X) X (X) 0 (X) 0 0 X X 0 X X (V)(X) X 0 X 0 X 0 0 0 0 1/16 
Talmadge 8 4 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X V X X X X (X) X X X X V 2/26 

Haw. Inouye 69 58 V V V (V) V V V V X X V (V) (X) (V) V X X V X V V X X V V V 18/26 
Fong 54 42 V V X V V V V X X X X X V V X V X X (X) 0 (V) V X 0 V V 13/24 

Ida. Church 73 63 (V) (V) (V) (V) V V V V V X V V V V V X X V X (X) V (V) X V X V 19/26 
Jordan 50 44 X X V (V) X V V X V X X V X V X (V)(X) X (V) X X V V V X V 13/26 

Ill. Percy 73 86 (V)(V)(V) V V V V V (V)(V) V X X V X V V V (X) X X V (V)(V) X V 19/26 
Smith 50 37 (X) (V) (V) (X) X V (V) V V V X X X V X X V (V) 0 (X) (X) 10/20 
Stevenson 80 V X (V) V V 4/5 

Ind. Bayh 62 67 (V)(V) 0 V V 0 0 V V X V X V X V X X V X X V V 0 0 X V 13/21 
Hartke 57 71 V V X V V 0 0 V 0 0 V X X V V (X)(X) V X o (V) V X X X V 12/21 

Iowa Hughes 77 71 (V)(V)(V) V V V V V V X V V V (V) V X X V X V V V X (X) V V 20/26 
MDler 42 48 X V X V X V V X X X X X X X X V X X V X X V V V V V 11/26 

Kans. Dole 50 50 V V V X X V V V X X X (X)(X) V X V X X V V X X V (V) X V 13/26 
Pearson 54 68 V V V V X V V V X X X (X)(X) V X V X V V X (X) X V (V) X V 14/26 

Ky. Cook 63 52 (V)(V) 0 V V V V X o (X) X X X V X X X V V V V V V V X V 15/24 
Cooper 62 95 V V V V X V V V X X V X V X X X X X V X V V V V V V 16/26 

La. Ellender 8 31 X X X X X X X X X X V X X X X V X X X X X X X X X X 2/26 
Long 13 32 (X)(X)(X) X X 0 X (X) X X X X X X (X)(V) X X X 0 X X X V V X 3/24 

Me. Muskie 71 67 V V V V V (V) V V V X V V X X V X X V 0 o (V) V X V X V 17/24 
Smith 54 41 X V X V V V V X (V) (V) V (X) (X) X X V X V X X X V V V X V 14/26 

Md. Tydings 75 76 (V) V V V V V V V (V) X V (V)X X V X 0 V 0 0 0 V X V 0 0 15/20 
Mathias 87 89 V V V V V V V V V X V V V 0 V o (V) V X V V X 0 V (V) V 20/23 

Mass. Kennedy 78 80 V V V V V V V V V X V 0 0 X V (X)(X) V o (V)(V) V X V V V 18/23 
Brooke 88 90 V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V X V X V V V V V X V 23/26 

Mich. Hart 81 82 V V V V V (V) V V V (V) V V X V V X X V X V V V X V V V 21/26 
Griffin 6~ 61 V V V V X V V X V (V) X X V X X V X V X V X V V V V V 17/2fl 



• ..... 

Minn. McCarthy 65 68 V V (V) (V) V (V) (V) V (V) (X) V (X) V X V X (X) V (X) (X) (V) V (X) (V) X (V) 17/26 
Mondale 80 79 V V V V V V V V V 0 V V V X V X X V X V V V X V V V 20/25 

Miss. Eastland 4 9 X X X (X) X X X X X X X X X X X V X X 0 X X X X 0 X X 1/24 
Stennis 8 15 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X V X X 0 X 0 X X V X X 2/24 

Mo. Eagleton 63 69 V V V V V V V V X X V V 0 X V X X V 0 V X V X X X V 15/24 
Symington 61 68 V (V) 0 V V V V V (X)(X) V 0 0 V V X X V V (X) (X) V X X X V 14/23 

Mont. Mansfield 65 64 (V) V V (V) V (V) V V V (X) V X X (V) V X X V X (X) X V X V V V 17/26 
Metcalf 61 60 V V V V V V (V) V X V V (X) (V) (X) V X X V X X V (V) X (X) X V 16/26 

Nebr. Curtis 19 31 X X X X X X X X (X)(X) X X X X X (V)(X) X V X X X V V X (V) 5/26 
Hruska 23 28 X X X (X) X X V X X X X X X X X V X X V X X X V V X V 6/26 

Nev. Bible 15 16 X X X V X X X V V X X X X X X V X X X X X X X X X X 4/26 
Cannon 26 35 X X X V V X X V V (V) X 0 o (X) (X) 0 o (X) 0 0 0 X X X X X 5/19 

N.H. McIntyre 46 54 V V X V V V V V V X X X X X V X X V X X X V X X X V 12/26 
Cotton 15 25 X X X (X) X X V X V X X 0 0 X X 0 o (X) 0 X X X V 0 X X 3/20 

N.J. Williams 74 76 V V V V V V (V) V V V V 0 0 V V (V)(X) V X X X V X 0 X (V) 17/23 
Case 92 86 V V V V V V V V V V V V V X V 0 V V V V V V V V X V 23/25 

N.M. Anderson 42 56 V V X V 0 V V V 0 0 X X X X 0 X X V X X 0 X X V 0 0 8/19 
Montoya 65 48 0 0 o (V) V V V V X X V 0 0 0 V X X (V) 0 0 o (V) X V X V 11/17 

N.Y. Goodell 96 96 V V V V V (V) V V V V V V V V V (V) (V) V (X) (V) (V) V o (V)(V) V 24/25 
Javits 83 85 V V V V V V V V (V) 0 V V V X V V X V X o (V) V X 0 V (V) 19/23 

N.C. Ervin 8 19 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X V V X X X X 2/26 
Jordan 12 15 X X X (X) X X X V (X) (X) X X X X X X X X X o (V) V X X X X 3/25 

N.D. Burdick 62 54 V V V V V V V V X X V X X V V X X V X V X V X X V (V) 16/26 
Young 15 29 X X X X X X V X X X X X X X X V X X V X (Xl X V X X X 4/26 

Ohio Young 81 63 V V (V) V V (V) V V (V) (V) V (V) (V) V V (X)(X) V (X) X (V) V X V V (V) 21/26 
Saxbe 55 67 0 0 0 V X V 0 V V X V 0 o (X) X X X V X V X X V V V V 11/20 

Okla. Harris 82 71 V V V V V V V V 0 0 V V V X V (X) X V X (V)(V) V 0 0 V V 18/22 
BelImon 43 42 V V V 0 X V V X X X X X X X X V X V X 0 0 X V V V X 10/23 

Ore. Hatfield 91 76 V V (V) V V V V V V V V V V V V 0 V V X V X (V) 0 o (V)(Vl 21/23 
PackwOod 88 72 (V) (V) (V) V V V V V V V X V V V (X) V (V) V V V X V V V V V 23/26 

Pa. Schwelker 77 86 V V V V V V V V V V V X X V V V (X) V X V X V V V X V 20/26 
Scott 58 76 V V V V X V V X V X X (X) (X) V X V X V (X) V X X V V V V 15/26 

R.I. Pastore 69 59 (V) (V) (V) (V) V V V V V V V (X)(X) V V (V) X V X (X) X V X V X (V) 18/26 
Pell 75 74 V V V V (V) V V V V V V V V X V 0 X V X 0 X V X V X V 18/24 

S.C. Hollings 8 17 X X X X X X X V X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X (V) X (X) 2/26 
Thurmond 12 21 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X V X X 0 X X X V (V) X V 4/25 

S.D. McGovern 75 64 V V V V V V V V V 0 V V 0 V V X X V X X V V X (X) V V 18/24 
Mundt 25 38 (X)(X) 0 X (X) (X) (V) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (V) (X) (X) (V) (X) (X) (X) (V) (V) 0 (V) 6/24 

Tenn. Gore 33 58 X X X V V X V V o (X) V 0 0 X X X X V X 0 0 V X X X X 7/21 
Baker 36 44 X X V X X X V X X (X) X (X) (X) V X o (X) V V V X X V V X V 9/25 

Tex. Yarborough 53 58 0 0 o (V) V 0 0 V X X V (X) V V V (X) X V 0 X 0 X X (X) V V 10/19 
Tower 15 29 X X X (Xl X (X) V X X X X X X X X (V) (X) X (X) X (X) X (X) (V) X (V) 4/26 

Utah Moss 64 60 (V) (V) (X) (V) V V V V (V) V V V X V (V) (X) (X) (V) (X) (X) (V) (X) X V X 0 16/25 
Bennett 27 41 X X X X (X) X V X X X X X X X X V X X V X (X) X V (V) V V 7/26 

Vt. Aiken 75 82 V V V V X V V V X X V (V)(V) X X V X V V 0 0 V V V V V 18/24 
Prouty 58 50 V 0 0 V V V V X V X X X X V X (V)(X) V V (X)(X) V V (V) X V 14/24 

Va. Byrd., Jr. 17 21 X X X X X X X X V X X X X X X V X X X X 0 V 0 0 X V 4/23 
Spong 33 36 X X X (X) V V V V V X X X 0 X X V X X X X X V 0 X X V 8/24 

Wash. Jackson 54 55 (V)(V)(X) V V V V V V V X (X) (X) X X (X) (X) (V) (Xl X V X X V V V 14/26 
Magnuson 48 55 V V X V V V V V o (V) V X X X V (X) (X) (V) (X) X X X X X X V 12/25 

W.Va. Byrd 19 11 X X X X X (X) V V V X X X X X X X X X X V X X X X X V 5/26 
Randolph 42 45 X V X V X V V V V X V X V X X (X)(X) V X V X X X X X V 11/26 

Wisc. Nelson 72 76 (V) (V) V V V V V (V) V X V V V V V X X V X X V V X V X (V) 19/26 
Proxmire 69 66 V V V V V V V V V X V V X V V X X V X X X V V V X V 18/26 

t-' Wyo. McGee 58 48 V V V V V V V X (Xl 0 X V X X X o (Xl 0 0 0 0 V X V 0 V 11/19 
..... Hansen 27 24 X X X X X X V X X X X X X X X V X X (V) X X V V (V) X V 7/26 



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

1969 Votes 1970 Votes 
IC te to! !! !! E ::J 13 " i! !!! !l I!! iI 1:1 13 e 
... ;..0:;1$ .............. :;1$ ... . 

Alabama 
3 Andrews 
7 Bevill 
5 Flowers 
8 .Jones 
4 Nichols 
6_ 
2 Dtdcenson 
1 Edwards 

A\aska 

25 0 x x x X (X) 
24 V X X X X (X) 
25 (V) X (X) X X X 
19 XXX XXX 
18 V X X (X) X (X) 
41 VVXXXV 
35 VVXXXV 
41 V V X (X) X V 

X V X V X V X X V 
X X X V X V X X V 
X 0 X V X V (X) x V 
X X V V X X 0 X X 
X X X V X V X X X 
X V V V(X)V X X X 
X (V) X V X V X X X 
X(V)X V X V X X X 

(X) X 
X X 
X X 
V X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
V X 

4/16 
4/17 
4/16 
3/16 
3/17 
7/17 
6/17 
7/17 

AL Pol!ook 54 V (X) 0 X X (V) 0 V X 0 (V)(X) V V 0 V (X) 7/13 
ArIzo ... 
2 Udall 82 
1 Rhodes 75 
3 Steiger 50 
Ar_ 
1 Alexander 40 
2 M!1Is 31 
4 Pryor 47 
3 Hammerschmidt 41 
California 
5 Burton 59 
7 CoheIan 81 
9 Edwards 69 

34 Hanna 65 
2 Johns<m 53 
4 Leggett 56 

15 McFall 56 
8 Miller 56 
3 Mass 82 

16 Slsk 44 
38 Tunney 90 
37' V.an Deerlin 71 
14 Waldie 71 
1 0Iausen 44 

10 G_ 60 
11 MoCIoskey 100 6_ 69 
18 MathIas 59 
33 Pettis 65 
12 Talootl 65 
13T_ 73 
35 Uti 33 
35_ 33 
36 WIlson 59 
Los _I .. CoDDty 

X V V X V V 
VVOXXV 
V V X X X X 

V V (V) V V X V V V (V) V 14/17 
VVVVVXVVV VX12/16 
XVXVOVVVV XX 8/16 

VVXXXX XXOXXOVXV 
XVOXXO VXOVXXOXX 
VVXXXX VXXVXOVXV 
V V X X X (V) X V (X) V X V X X X 

XVXXVV 
X V V V V V 
V V V (X) V 0 
X V X X V V 
XVXXVX 
X V 0 (X) V V 
X V X X V X 
(X) V X (X) V 0 
XVVVV(V) 
X (V) X X V 0 
o V 0 (X) V V 

(X) V X V V V 
X V V X V V 
X V X 0 X V 
X V X X X V 
V V V V V V 

(X) V X V 0 V 
(V) V (X) X X V 
X V X V X V 
V V (X) X X V 
X (V) X (V) X V 

(V)(X) X X (X) V 

V X V 
V (X) V 
V X V 

(V) X (V) 
V X V 
V X X 
V X V 
V (X)(V) 
V X V 
V X X 

(V) 0 0 
V X V 
V X X 
V V X 
V (V) 0 
V V V 
V V V 
X V V 
V V X 
V V X 

(V) V V 
(DIed) 

XVXVVV 
V V X V (V) V 
XVXVVV 
X (V) X V V (V) 
X V X V V X 
VVXVXV 
VVOVVX 
V V X (V) V X 
V V X V V (V) 
X(V)XVVX 
V 0 0 V V V 
V V X V V X 
VVVVV(V) 
V X X V V X 
VVXVVX 

(V) V V V V V 
V V X V V X 
V V X V V X 
V X (V)(V) V (V) 
V (V) V V V (V) 
VVV(V)VX 

V V 
V X 
V 0 
V X 

6/15 
4/l3 
7/15 
7/17 

X V 10/17 
o V 13/16 
X V 11/16 

(V) V 11/17 
V V 9/17 

(X) (V) 9/16 
V X 9/16 

(V) X 9/16 
V V 14/17 
V (X) 7/16 
o V 9/10 

(V) V 12/17 
(X) V 12/17 
X X 7/16 
o (V) 9/15 

(V) V 17/17 
V X 11/16 
V X 10/17 
V X 11/17 
X X 11/17 
V X 11/15 

2/6 
2/6 

10/17 

17 Anderson 59 X V V V V V V X V X X X V V X X V 10/17 
13/17 
13/17 
11/17 
10/17 
13/17 
12/15 
12/17 
10/12 
4/12 
9/17 
2/5 
1/6 

29 Brown 76 V V (V) V V X V (~(X) V V X V V V (X)(V) 
22Connan 76 X V V(V)V V V X V V V(X)V(V)X V V 
21 Hawkins 65 (X) V V V V V V X V (V) V X V X X (X) V 
19 Hol!fteld 59 (X) V (X)(V) V X V X V X V X V V X (V) V 
26 Ross 76 X V V (V) V (V) V V V X V X V V V (X) V 
30 Roybal 80 X (V) V V V V V X (V) 0 V 0 V V V (X) V 
31 W1lson 71 X V X (V) V V V X (V) (V) V X V V X (V)(V) 
26 Belt 83 V V 0 X V V V V 0 V V V 0 (V) X 0 0 
23 CIa ..... 33 X O(X)V X X X V(X)V 0 0 O(V)X OX 
32 Hosmer 53 X X X V (X) V V V V V X X (V)(V) X V X 

H
~l = ~ .:~) ... ~ ... ~.~).:~~.~.~.) ... ? ..... (.~~......... X x .... x .... y· .. x ...... X 

(Resigned to become LIeutenant Governor of Callfornla ......... . 
Goldwater 27 0 V X X X 0 X V (X) V 0 X 0 '0 X 0 X 
.Sm!tb '38 X V X V X 0 X V X V X X V V X X X 

25 WIggiDs 53 X V X X X X V V V (V) Y X V V (X) V X 
Colomdo 

3/11 
6/16 
9/17 

4 Aspinall 
3 Evans 
1 Rogers 
2 Brotzman 

eo..eetIcufi 

41 X V (X) X X (X) X X (V) V V X (V)(X)(X) V (V) 7/17 
88 V V V. X V V V (V)(V) V V X V V V V V 15/17 
67 X V X X V V V V V V (V) 0 V X X V 0 10/15 
82 Y V X V X V V V V V V V V V V V X 14/17 

k£a=o 
5 M~agan 
2 St. Onge 
2 Steele 

79 X V (V) V V. V V (X)(V) 0 0 O· V V (X) (V) V 11/14 
56 (X) V X V V X V X V X V X 0 V X V V 9/16 
69 XVXVVV VXVVOXVXV VVl1l18 

7Jr X V V (X) V V V (Died) ................... y .... X ... y................ g~ 

:~=r 
Delaware 
AL Both 
Florida 

62 ·X .... y .... X .. · .. V .... X .. ·y .. y .. ·Cy)C'ii V 0 '0 V 0 (X) y .... O 8/13 
92 V V V V X V V V (V) V 0 0 V 0 0 V V 12/13 

3 Bennett 
4 Cba-'1 

12 FasceU 

~~~ns 
7 Haley 

11 Pepper 
9 Rogers 
1 Sikes 

10 Burke 
8 Cramer 
5 Frey 

Georgia 

71 

47 
18 
75 
12 

81 
24 
56 
29 
20 
53 
35 
53 

V V X V V V X V V V V V V X V X X 12/17 

X V X V V X 
V X X X X X 
X V V (V)(V) 0 
X X (X) X X X 
OV(X)VVV 
V X X X X X 

(X) V X(V)V X 
V V X X X X 
(X)XXXXO 
v V x V'X v 

(X) V X V X X 
(V) V X V X X 

X X X V X V X V V 
X X X V(X)V X X X 
V X V V (V) X V V X 
X X (X) (X) X X X X V 
~)X V V V X V V V 
X V X V X V X X X 
V X V V (V) X 0 X X 
X X X V X X X V V 
X X X V X V X X X 
X V X V X V X V V 
X V X ~)X V X X X 
X V ~l V X V V V X 

V X 
X X 
V V 
V X 
V V 
X X 

(V)(V) 
X X 
V X 
X X 
V (X) 
V X 

8/17 
3/17 

12/16 
2/17 

13/16 
4/17 
9/16 
5/17 
3/15 
9/17 
6/17 
9/17 

3 BrInkley 
7 Davis 
6 Flynt 
1 Has .. 
9 Landnun 
2 O'Neal 

10 Stephens 
8 Stuckey 
4 BIaek-.. 
5 ThompsoD 

Hawal! 

24 VXXXXX X 
24 (X) V X X X X X 
7 OXXXXX X 

12 VXXXXX X 
31 OVXXXO X 
70XXXX(X)X 

31 (X) V (X)(X) X 0 X 
13XXXXXXX 
29 (V) V X X X X X 
24XVXXXXX 

V X 
X (Xl 
X X 
X X 
V X 
X~X) 
V X 
V X 
V X 
V X 

V X V X 
V X X X 
V (X) 0 X 
V(X)X X 
V 0 X 0 
V X X 0 
V (X) X X 
o X X X 
V V (X) X 
V (X) V X 

X X X X 
X V V X 
X X 0 X 
X X X X 
X X V X 
X X 0 X 
X (V) V X 
X X V X 
X X X X 
X X X X 

4/17 
4/17 
1/14 
2/17 
4/13 
1/14 
5/16 
2/16 
5/17 
4/17 

AI Matsun_ 76 
AI MInk 65 
Idaho 
2 Hansen 69 
1 MeClure 29 

IUlDois 
21 Gray 40 
24 Price 59 
23 Shipley 31 
16_ 75 
17_ 59 
14_ 71 
20 FIDdley 87 
12 Me010ry 71 
18 MIeheI 53 
19 BalIsback 88 
15 Reid 71 
22 Spl'lDger 59 
Cb! ....... /COOk CoDDty 
7 Annunz10 59 
1 Dawson 67 

18 

XVVXVV 
X V V X V V 

o V X X X V 
X X 0 X X V 

OVX(X)VX 
X V X V V V 
o V X V V X 
XVX(V)VV 
X V X X X V 
XV(X)VXV 
X V X V V 0 
XVXXV(V) 
V V X X X V 
VVXVVV 
V V X X X V 
X V X X X V 

X V (X) V V V 
X(V)OOOO 

V X V V V X V V V 
V X (V) X V X V V V 

V V 13/17 
X V 11/17 

V V V V V V V V (X) V X 11/16 
XVXVXVOOX XX 4/14 

V X V X V X 0 X (X) V X 6/15 
V X (V) X V X V X X (V) V 10/17 
X X X X X X V X X X (V) 5/16 
V V V V (V) X 0 V X V (V) .12/16 
V V V V V X V V X V X 10/17 

(V) V V (V) V V V V X V X 12/17 
VVVVVVVVV V013/15 
V V V V V V (V) V X V X 12/17 
XVXVOOVVX Vl!: 8!15 
VVVOVV(V)VV VX 14/16 
V V V V V V V V X V X 12/17 
V V V V (Xl V (VHVI X V X 10/17 

V X V X V X (V) X X V V 10/17 
o 0 0 0 0 0 (DIed) 0 (V) 13 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

1969 Votes 1970 Votes 
IC l<! to! !! !! E ::J 13 Z II !i !l !!! iI 1:1 13 E 
II: .. >0 III II: III ". ,. >0 II: ". .. ". II: II: ". II: 

5 Kluczynski 53 
2 Mikva 71 

11~'= ~ 
6 Ronan 100 

X V X V V X V (X) V 0 V 0 V (X) X V X 
X V V V V V (V) X V X V X V V V X V 
XVXVVV VXVXVXOXX VX 
X V 0 V V V V (X) V X V V V X V V V 

8/15 
12/17 
8/16 

12/16 

8 Rostenkowski 56 
9 Yates 71 

~ ~ ~i~) V'O'v'cX)'iy) ·X .. y .... X .... y·X .. ·y .... ·V .... y 1/1 
9/16 

10/14 
8/16 
5/17 

10 CoWer 50 
4 Derw!nskl 29 

13 Rumsfold 
13 Cl'8Jle 

OVVVVV VXVXOXVVV VV 
(V) V X V X 0 V (V) X V X (X) V V (X) (X) X 
XXXXXX XVXVX(V)VVX XX 
(Resigned to become Director of OEOl 

6 CollIns 
liIdIaDa 

36 X X X (V)(X) V 0 V 0 V X X X 4/11 
2/3 

3 Brademas 
9 Hamllton 

U Jacobs 
1 Madden 
4 AdaIr 
6_y 

10 DeDDls 
2 Laadgrebe 
7 Myers 
5 Roudebush 
8 ZIG. 

Iowa 
2 CuI .... 
5 Smith 
3 Gross 
4 Kyl 
6 Mayue 
7 Scherlo 
1 SehweJlgel 

Kansas 
2 lIIIze 
1 SebeIIDs 
4 ShrIwr 
5S_ 3_ 

Kentucky 
2 Nateher 
7Perk!ns 
1 Stubblefield 
8 Watts 
5 Oarter 

~= LoDIs!aDa 

67 ....................................................... VXV 

82XVVVVV 

~ ~~~~~~ 
76 XVVVVV 
31XVXXXO 
20 XVXXXX 
63 VXXVXV 
31 VXXXXV 
41 VVXXXX 
25 VVXXXX 
47VYXXXV 

88 VVVVVV 

: ~~?t~~?t 
56 VVXXOV 
71 VXXVXV 
13 VXXXXX 
88 VVXVVV 

53 XXXXXV 
47 V X (X)(X) X V 
69 VVXOXV 
36 XVXXXO 
53 V V (X) X X V 

18 XVXXXX 
41 X V X X V X 
24 (X) V X X X X 
29 XVXXXX 
35 XVXXXV 
56 (V) V (X) V V V 
27 OVOXXX 

V (X) V 
V V V 
V (X) V 

(V) X V 
X V X 
X V (X) 
X V V 
X V X 
X V X 
X V (X) 
X V X 

V V X V V V 
VVXVVV 
VXXVVV 
V X X V V V 
V X V V X X 
o X X V X X 
V X V V (X) V 
X (X) X (X) V X 
X X (V) V (V)(V) 
o 0 0 0 X 0 
V X V V X V 

V (X) V X V V V V V 
V X V X V V V V 0 
XXXXXVXVV 
X X (X) V V V V V V 
V V V V X V (V)(V) V 
X X X X 0 0 X V X 
V V V (V) V V V V V 

X V V V V V V V X 
X V X V (XIV V V X 
X V V V V V V V X 
V V X X X V 0 0 X 
X~)X V V V V X X 

V X X X X X V X X 
V X V X V X V X X 
X X X V X X V X X 
X V X V X X V X X 
V (V) X X X X V X X 
V V X (V)(X)(X)V 0 X 
X V X V X X V X X 

2 Boggs 
3 Cattery 
7 Edwards 
1 Hebert 
8 Long 
5 Passman 
6 Rarfck 
4 Waggoner 

47 XV(X)XXV VXVVVXVXX 
20 OXXXXO XXXVXVXXV 
29 X V X X X (X) X V X V (V)(V) X X (X) 
17 0 X X X X (X) X 0 V 0 (X) 0 0 X X 
6 XXXXXX(X)OXV(X)XXXX 

38 XXXXXX VVVVXVXXX 
18 VXXXXX VXXXXVXXX 
24 X X X X X X V V X V X X X X (X) -2 Hathaway 

1 Kyros 
Marybuul 

65 XVVXVV VXVXVXVXV 
65 X V X X V X V (V) V V V X V X V 

4 Fall .. 
7 FrIedel 
3 Garmstz 
2 Long 
6~ 
8 Qude 
5 lIogaD 
1 Morton 

50 XVOVVO 
50 XVXVVV 
50 xvxvvv 
53 XVXVVX 
64 XVXVVV 

100 VVVVVV 
75(X)VXVXV 
67 OVXXXV 

V (X) V V (X) 0 0 (X) X 
V X V V(X)X V X X 
V X V V X X V X X 
X X X V X X V V V 
V V (~ V 0 0 V X X 
VVVVVVVVV 
V V V V V V V V V 
V(V)V V V X V V X 

Massat'husetts 
2 Boland 

11 Burke 
4 Donohue 
7 Macdonald 
9 McCormack 
8 O'Neill 

73 (V) V V V V V V X V V (V) X V X X 
50 XVXVVX VXVXVXVXV 
56 X V X V V X V X V V (V) X V X V 
57 XVVVVX VXXVVXOOV 

3 Phllbin 
6_ 

As House Speaker. did not vote on any of test votes 
69 X V V V V V V X V V (V) X V X V 
50 X V X V V X V X V V (V) X V X X 

(Died) 
1 Coute 

10 Heckler 
12 Keith 

5 Morse 
6Harrlngtoo M!e_ 

94 
94 
71 
88 
87 

X V V V 
V V V V 
X V X V 
X V V V 

V V 
V V 
V V 
V (V) 
V V 

12 O'Hara 71 X V 
18 Broomfield 76 X V 

3 BI'OWD 71 X V 
10 C..edftl"oorg 69 X V 
6 Chamberlatn 59 X V 
2Eseb 94 OV 
5 Ford 59 X V 

:~n ~ ~ ~ 
19 McDonald 73 V V 
7 Riegle 100 V V 

11 Ruppe 80 X V 

V V 

X (V) V X 
X V X V 
X X X V 
X X X V 
X (V) X V 
X V V V 
X X X V 
o 0 V 0 
X V V V 
X V V X 
V V V V 
X V 0 V 
X (V)(V) V 9VanderJagt:88 V V 

Detroit Wayne Count,' 
1 Conyers 67 X V V V X (V) 

13 Diggs 53 (X) X V (V) X V 
16D!ngell 50 XVXVXX 
15 Ford 63 (X) V V (V) X X 
17 Grt!Ilths 63 0 (V) 0 V X 0 
14 Nedzi 60 X V X V X X 
Mbmesota 

V V V 
o V V 
V V V 
V (V) V 
V V V 

V V V V V V 
V V V V X V 

(V) V X V X X 
V V V V X V 
V V V V X V 

V X V V 
V V V V 
V V V V 
V V V V 
V V X V 
V (V)(V) V 
V V V V 
V V 0 V 
X V X V 
V V X V 
V V V V 
V V V V 
V V (V) V 

V X V V V 
V V V V V 
V V (V) V V 
V (V) V V X 
V V V X X 
V V V V V 
V V V X X 
V V V V 0 
X V V X V 
V X 0 V V 
V V V V V 
V X 0 V V 
V V V V V 

V (X) V 
o X V 
V X V 
V (V) V 
000 
V 0 V 

V 0 X 
V (V) X 
X 0 0 
X V X 
o V X 

(V) V X 

V V V 
V V V 
V (V) V 
V V V 
V (X) V 
V V V 

V V 
V V 
X V 
V V 
X X 
o X 
V X 
X X 
X X 
(X) X 
X X 

14/17 
14/17 
12/17 
13/17 
5/16 
3/15 

10/17 

o/tt~ 
3/12 
8/17 

V V 15/17 
V V 10/16 
X X 5/17 
X X 9/16 
V X 12/17 
X X 2/15 
X V 15/17 

V X 9/17 
V X 8/17 
V X 11/16 
V X 5/14 
V X 9/17 

X X 3/17 
V X 7/17 
V X 4/17 
V X 5/17 

(V) X 6/17 
X X 9/16 
X X 4/l5 

V X 8/17 
X (X) 3/15 
X (X) 5/17 
V X 2/12 
X (X) 1/16 
X X 6/16 
X (X) 3/17 
V X 4/17 

V V 11/17 
V V 11/17 

V X 6/12 
V V 8/16 
V V 8/16 
V V 8/15 
V X 9/14 
V V 16/16 
V X 12/16 
V (Xl 10/15 

V V 11/15 
V V 8/16 
V V 9/16 
V V 8/14 

V V 11/16 
V V 8/16 

V V 
V V 
V V 
V V 
X V 

V V 
V (X) 
V X 
V X 
V X 
V V 
V X 
V X 
X X 
V 0 
V V 
V V 

(V) X 

X V 
X V 
V V 

(X) V 
V V 
V (V) 

16/17 
15/16 
12/17 
15/17 
13/15 

12/17 
13/17 
12/17 
11/17 
10/17 
15/16 
10/17 
10/12 
9/17 

11/15 
17/17 
12/15 
15/17 

11/16 
8/l5 
7/14 

10rJ 

9/15 

8 BlatDlk 
5 Fraser 
4 Korth 
7 LaDge. 

69 
82 
60 
53 
76 
76 
76 
73 

X V V (V) V 
V V V V V 
X V X 0 V 
X V X X X 
X V X V V 
V V X V X 
X V X V X 
V V X V X 

V V (X) V V (V) (X) 0 V V V V 
V V (X) V V V X V V V X V 
X V X V X X V 0 V (V) V V 
V VVXVXVOOV VX 

11/15 
14/17 
9/15 
8/15 

13/17 
13/17 
13/17 
11/15 

3 MacGregor 
2 NeIseD ~ ~ (~) ~ (~)(~'c~) (~) ~ (~) ~ ~ 
1 QuIe 
6Zwaeh 

V V V (V) V V V V V V V X 
V VVOVOVVVV XX 

~thY 18 (X) X X X X X X V X 
OXOXXO XVX 
XXX(X)XX XXX 
V X X X X (X) X V X 
XX(X)XXXIXXX 

V V X (X)(X) X 
VVVOXX 
V V V X X X 
V (V) X (X) X X 
X V X X X X 

5 Colmer 31 
3 Grt!IIn 18 
4 Montgomery 24 
2 Whitten 6 -5 BoUing 

10 Burllson 
1 Clay 
6 Hull 
9 Hungate 
8 lchord 
4 Randall 

65 X (V) X X V (V) V 
53 VVVXXX V 
69 XXV(V)VV V 
38 (V) V (X)(XI X 0 X 
47 X V (X) V V X X 
31 X V X (V) X X X 
29 XVXXVX X 

X V V V X V 
XXVXVv 
X V V 0 X V 
X X (V) X (V) V 
X X V X 0 V 
X(X)VXOV 
X X V X X V 

V (V) 
X V 
V V 
X X 
X V 
X V 
X X 

X· X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X (X) 

3/17 

~ 
4/17 
1/17 

V X 11/17 
X V 9/17 
X V 11/16 
V X 6/16 
V V 7/15 
X X 5/16 
V X 5/17 



3 SulUvan 
2 Symington 
7 Han 

Montana 
1 Olsen 
2 IIIelcher 
2_ 

Nebraska 
2 Cmm1ngbam 
1 DeIIDe)' 3_ 

Nevada 
AI. BarIng 
New Hampshire 
2 Cleveland 
1 Wymau 

New Jersey 
14.DaDleIa 
13 Gallagher 
9 Helatoskl 
3 Howard 
8 Joe1son 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

1969 Votes 1970 Votes 
!! I! II !l !! !> !3 Il Z II !! E !!! l! Ii Il a 
II: ,.. ,.. III II: II: ,.. a ,.. II: ,.. ...... a a "" z 

" ---.----=----------~ 
64 0 (V)(V) 0 V 0 
53 (X) V X (X) V X 
19 VXXVXO 

X X V X V X V X V 
V X (V) V V X V X V 
X X X (X) X V X X X 

v V 
X V 
X X 

9/14 
9/17 
3116 

41 X V X X V X V X X V X X V X V X V 7/17 
36 X (X) X X V X V V V V X 0 V X V V V 9/16 

(Resigned to become federal judge) 

71 (V) V X V X V 
50 V V X (X) X " 
38 OVXXXO 

V (V) V V V V V X X 
X V X V V 0 V V X 
X V X V X V V X X 

V X 12/17 
V (X) 8/16 
X X 5/15 

18 (V. X X V X X V (Xl<X. X X (X) X X (X) (X) X 3/17 

39 V X X V V V X V X V V V V X V X X 10/17 
33 (V) V X V X V X V X V V V V X X X X 9/17 

53 X V V V V X V X V (V) V X V X X V V 11/17 
80 0 V 0 V V V V X V X V X (V)(V) V V V 12115 
82 X V V V V V V X V V V V V V V (X) V 14/17 
76 (X) V V (V) V V V X V V V X V X X V V 13/17 

13 MInI,., 94 ~ ~ V 'V"'V"'" ··v V 'V' ·v·v· V V V·V· .. ·V .. V· 16ill 
15 Patten 71 X V X X V V V X V V V X V V V V V 12/17 

XVVVVV VXVVVXOVV VV13/16 14 RodIno 81 

6ii''Vv'vv ~ ~ ~ (~) ~ (~) ~ (~) ~ ~ ~ ~ 1Vffi 8 Roe 58 
4 Thompson 76 

X V X 0 (VI 0 Resigned to become GovernorofN. Jersey 3/6 
(V) V X V V 0 V V (V) V V V V X V (V) V 14/16 
(X) V X V V V V (V) V V V X V V V V X 13/17 
VVXVXV XVXVXOVXV XX 8/16 
X V X V V V V V X V V V (V) X X V X 11/17 
X V X (V) V V V V V V V 0 V V V V V 14/16 

6 CahW 50 
12 Dwyer 88 

5 FrellDghu)'8eD 76 
1 Hunt 50 
2 Saudman 65 
7 WIdnall 88 

VVV 313 6 Forsythe 100 
New Mexico 
2 Foreman 
1 LuJan 

New York 
41 DulskI 
34 Hanley 
5 Lowenstein 

39 McCarthy 
25 Ottinger 

1 PIke 
35 Stratton 
3 Wolff 
29_ 
:n Couable 
28 FIsh 

2 Gl"Dver 
36~ 
36 Horton 
30 K1Dg 
31 MeEwen 
Zl Mt"Knealy 
32 1'Inl1e 
26 ReId 
33 BobJsou 
40 SmIth 

4 Wydler 
New York City 
7 Addabbo 

24 Blaggi 
23 BIngham 
11 Brasco 
15 Carey 
10 Celler 
12 C1jIshalro 
9 Delaney 

~ ~f:~ein 
17 Keeh 
16 Murphy 
13 Podell 
18 Powell 
14 Rooney 
8 Rosenthal 

20 Ryan 
21 Scheuer 
6 Halpern 

North taroUnIt 
2 Fouhtaln 
4 Galiftanak1s 
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House votes from page 17 

President and Vice President by direct popular election 
(Vote yea) 

92. O'Konski motion to recommit the Defense 
Procurement Authorization bill to the Committee with 
instructions to delete $345.5 million for procurement 
and $400.9 million for research in . .the bill for the Safe
guard antiballistic missile system. (Vote yea) 

101. Whitten motion to table Conte motion to in
struct House conferees on the Department of Agriculture 
appropriations bill to insist on a $20,000 annual ceiling 
on individual farm subsidy payments. (Vote nay) 

150. Ford (R-Mich.) amendment substituting HR 
12695, the Administration Voting Rights bill, for the 
Committee bill. (Vote nay) 

177. Mahon motion to agree to Senate amendment 
reaffirming powers of Comptroller General delegated by 
Congress, thus in effect overturning the Philadelphia 
Plan for eliminating racial discrimination in federal 
construction projects. (Vote nay) 
91st Congress Second Session, 1970 

45. Passage of the Family Assistance bill replacing 
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children program 
with a plan providing guaranteed federal payments to 
poor families including the working poor. (Vote yea) 

68. Passage of the resolution disapproving Presi
dent's reorganization plan creating a Domestic Council 
and expanding the Bureau of the Budget to create an 
Office of Management and Budget. (Vote nay) 

83. Passage of the bill raising the temporary 
and permanent debt ceilings. (Vote yea) This legisla
tion is necessitated by obligations that Congress has al
ready made. Economy measures should be applied at 
the authorization and appropriation bill stage. Opposi
tion to increasing the debt limit appears to be a false 
gesture of economy, which would wreak financial havoc 
if it ever became a majority position. Also this hardly 

Political Notes from page 6 

GEORGIA: Suit's new populism 

With less than a year gone by since Democratic 
Governor Jimmy Carter took office, Georgia already 
has its first announced candidate to succeed him in 
1974. Carter's defeated opponent, former newscaster 
Hal Suit, announced his candidacy August 15 for the 
Republican nomination for governor, along with an 
interesting campaign program. 

Suit won a surprising and wide victory in the 1970 
Republican gubernatorial primary, then lost to Jimmy 
Carter in the general election by another surprisingly 
wide margin. One national newscaster commented that 
Suit's voting strength on election day correlated with 
the broadcasting area of WSB-TV, Suit's former em
ployer. 

The day after his recent announcement, Suit pub
lished a large ad in the Atlanta Sunday Journal and 
Constitution, stating his political position and an
nouncing "Club 1974." Anyone who pledges $10 per 
year until 1974 will receive "a regular newsletter that 
will cover a lot more than just politics; a membership 
card that will only buy good government; and an un
usual lapel pin." 

In his statement, Suit makes it clear he's turn
ing to the New South Populist politics that earned 
Jimmy Carter a cover spot on TIME magazine. Suggest
ing that he lost in 1970 because he told it like it is, 
Suit says his program is being enacted by Carter. He 
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seems the most appropriate or effective place for ani
war congressmen to bring their numbers to bear to stop 
the war. 

84. Passage of the Foreign Aid Appropriations 
bill for ,fiscal 1971. (Vote yea) While a handful of 
dovish congressmen voted against the bill apparently as 
an antiwar protest, the vote still appears to be a good 
indicator of pro- and anti-foreign aid sentiment. 

98. Gross motion to recommit the Postal Reorgani
zation bill with instructions that would gut the reorgani
zation proposals and substitute instead merely a postal 
pay raise. (Vote nay) 

117. Hays motion to table Riegle motion instructing 
House conferees to concur in Senate passed Cooper
Church ·amendment on Cambodia. (Vote nay) While 
congressional doves were mousetrapped on this vote 
this is still the closest to a House vote in the 91st 
Congress on the conduct of the war. 

167. Passage of the bill authorizing increased U.S. 
subscriptions to four international financial institutions. 
(Vote yea) 

1 !O. Schwengel amendme~t barring proxy votes in 
comrmttee. (Vote Yea) This ,amendment, if enacted, 
would have reduced the power of committee and sub
committee chairmen and would have penalized congress
men for non-attendance of committee sessions. 

1~. Pa:'isage of the bill under suspension of the 
rules mcreasmg to $3,400,000 the authorization for the 
Civil Rights Commission. (Vote yea) 

205. Passage of the Trade Act of 1970 establishing 
import quotas for textiles and footwear, providing for 
quotas on other commodities and liberalizing assistance 
to businesses and workers adversely affected by imports. 
(Vote nay) 

219. Boland motion to table Yates motion instruct
!ng House c0ll:f~rees to 'accept Senate amendment delet-. 
mg $289.9 mllllon for development of the supersonic 
transport. (Vote nay) 

even jumps on Carter's bandwagon: "He has had and 
~iII c~ntinue to have my support." That's a safe posi
hon since Carter cannot succeed himself. Attacking 
the high cost of campaigning, Suit asks, ''Will you in
vest $1~ a year - 3¢ a day - toward a better Georgia?" 

SUit has a rough row to hoe in gaining control 
of the Republican Party in Georgia. It has been con
troled since 1964 by ex-Talmadge men like Bo Cal
laway and Jimmy Bentley who switched parties to sup
port Goldwater in '64 and Nixon in '68. Suit's surprising 
victory over Bentley in the 1970 primary set him up 
as a major force in Georgia politics. The contrast with 
the country club Republicanism of popular Congressman 
I-ietcher Thompson will be glaring. If Suit can now 
use the New Populism to gain control of the party and 
get himself elected governor, he will have done a serv
ice to the Republican Party. 
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the minorities back into the Republican Party. An 
alliance of well-educated white-collar whites and dis
advantaged minorities can provide more progress in 
social justice than can the shaky coalition based on 
working-class solidarity, which crumbles whenever part 
of the class achieves solidarity against another part. 
The Republican alternative, a coalition of conscience, 
was the coalition that made the GOP the majority 
party for most of its history and the coalition that 
would provide the political leverage to further the 
emancipation the GOP began. 

MICHAEL HALLIWELL 



I:ALIr:-ORHIA 
CORNER 

Who Needs the Democrats? 

Leaders of California's 
two most vocal minority 
groups - the blacks and 
Mexican-Americans - have 
been seizing every oppor
tunity to serve notice on 
the Democrats. It has been 
the lack of credible polit
ical alternatives, not just 
a slowness of "political 

awakening" among their less educated followers, that 
has kept these groups in the Democrats' pocket this 
long. 

Consider their grievances in California legisla
tive politic~ alone. Ever since the backlash emerged in 
1964 in the 2-1 voter approval of a proposition to 
abolish all fair housing laws, the role of blacks and 
Mexican-Americans within the Democratic Party has 
been reduced. 

ANGLO FAVORITISM 
In 1964 John Moreno, the only Mexican-Amer

ican in the Legislature, had been defeated in the Dem
ocratic primary; in 1965 the Democrats reapportion
ed Moreno's old district to cut down the proportion 
of Spanish surname voters and protect the new Anglo 
incumbent, Jack Fenton. Democrats also reapportion
ed the State Senate in 1965, splitting the Mexican
American community in Los Angeles among several 
districts to give favored Anglo Assemblymen the in
side track for all seats. In San Francisco and Alameda 
counties special 2-member seats were created to avoid 
drawing any I-member districts with black voting 
majorities. In the 1967 congressional reapportionment 
Democrats protected three Anglo incumbents by cut
ting the proportion of blacks in the 7th and 31st 
districts and reducing the voting strength of Mexican
Americans in the 29th district. 

During this period Democrats Hugh Burns and 
Jess Unruh kept a tight grip on the Legislature. Few 
bills that might have forced a choice between working
class white and minority group interests ever reach
ed the floor of either House and little was done to 
alleviate deteriorating social conditions in the ghettos 
and barrios. Warning signals such as the Watts riots 
or 1965 and the massive defection of Mexican-Ameri
cans to Ronald Reagan in 1966 were ignored. In 1968 
declining minority group support cost the Democrats 
an Assembly seat in L.A. County and a strong minor
ity vote for Republican Tom Hom unseated another 
Anglo Democrat in San Diego. 

When Unruh decided to run for Governor in 

1970, he entered a black protege against the black 
chosen by a black community caucus in his district. 
This kept Unruh's 65th Assembly District seat in 
Anglo hands; the two blacks split 16,267 votes, both 
losing to the white candidate's 10,796. Further dis
appointments for minorities occured in 1971, when 
black Assemblyman John Miller lost his post as Dem
ocratic leader to Anglo Bob Moretti and Anglo As
semblyman David Roberti won the official Democratic 
endorsement over Mexican-American Assemblyman 
Alex Garcia for a vacancy in the State Senate. 

WORKING WITH THE GOP 
Faced with declining influence within the Dem

ocratic Party, minorities are torn between splitting off 
into a separate party and trying to use the Republi
can Party as a vehicle. Those who favor working with
in the two-party system are encouraged by frontlash 
sentiment within the GOP electorate. In 1964 the 
wealthiest county in California (Marin) led the 
state in opposition to the proposition abolishing fair 
housing laws, and in 1970 this county gave black 
Wilson Riles his largest percentage in his successful 
nonpartisan race against Max Rafferty for Superin
tendent of Public Instruction. In the heavily Republi
can 28th Congressional District, Alphonzo Bell was 
easily renominated in a 1970 campaign in which the 
major issue was Bell's support of black Thomas Brad
ley's 1969 candidacy against Sam Yorty for mayor 
of Los Angeles. 

Though no black has ever won a statewide nom
ination from the Democrats, California Republicans 
nominated black James Flournoy for Secretary of State 
in 1970. Returns from Republicans in Orange County 
were especially surprising: Flournoy and another black 
ran 1st and 2nd in a field of 7 candidates (54 percent 
of the GOP vote). Only in the 30th district has a 
Mexican-American been able to win the Democratic 
nomination for congress, while Republicans have nom
inated Bill Orozco in the 29th CD, Mark Guerra in 
the 9th CD, and Phillip Sanchez, recently appointed 
OEO director, in the 16th CD. 

Moderate Republicans have been able to put this 
frontlash sentiment together with minority votes in 
winning combinations. Pete McCloskey got 53 per
cent of the total black vote in winning his congres
sional seat. Fresno Republican Ken Maddy polled an 
unusually high vote in black and Mexican-American 
precincts as he won a 60 percent victory in a 30 percent 
Republican Assembly district. 

Other instances could be cited; but these indicators 
show the opportunity that exists in California to bring 

- turn to page 20 
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Order Form for Ripon Publications 
BOOKS 

06-1 From Disaster to Distinction: The Rebirth of the 
Republican Party - paperback; 127 pp. September, 
1966. $1.00. 

68-1 The Realities of Vietnam - 'A Ripon Society ap
praisal. Edited by Christopher W. Beal. 186 pp 
hardback. Public Affairs Press. $5.00. 

68-4 Our Unfair and Obsolete Draft - by Bruce K. 
Chapman. 1968. $0.75. 

69-2 The Lessons of Victory - An analysis of the 1968 
elections. 400 pp. Paperback $1.95. Hardback $5.50. 
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icy proposals for youth. Edited by Howard L. Reiter. 
187 pp. Hardback $5.50. 

PAPERS 
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1967. Unit price: $0.50. 

P64-2 The Idea for the Ripon Society - 3pp mimeo
graph. June 1964. $0.25. 
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1967. $0.50. 

P67-2 The Negative Income Tax - 6 pp. April 1967. 
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Reagan. 24pp printed. June, 1968. Unit price $1.00. 
Bulk rate: $50.00 per hundred. 

P68-3 The SMIC Boondoggle - The FORUM'S trail
blazing report on the Southwestern Military-Indus
trial Complex under President Johnson. $0.50. 

P68-4 Urban Papers - Six Ripon position papers on ur
ban financing, neighborhood information centers, 
welfare, jobs, education and housing. With charts, 
maps and a special editorial statement. $1.00. 
ed. Unit price: $1.00. Bulk: $50.00 per hundred. 

P68-5 Two Position Papers on the Draft - $1.00. 

P69-1 The "Complex" Society - A four-part study of 
the military-industrial complex, automation and the 
middle generation gap, conglomerates, the non
Galbraithian state and American Authoritarian 
trends by William D. Phelan; January, March, April, 
May, 1969. $3.00. 

P69-3 ABM Debate: Prelude to a Broader Questioning 
-articles by Alton Frye and Jeremy Stone; 16 pp 
printed. May, 1969. $0.50. 

P69-4 An Open Letter to the President on MInority 
Enterprise - a Ripon paper on black capitalism; 3 pp 
xerox. July, 1969. $0.15. 

P69-5 A Report to the President on a Program for¥outh 
-a Ripon Society study co-sponored by Senator 
Howard Baker; 44 pp. printed. $1.00. 
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P69-7 The U.S. Farm Problem: Steps to a Free Market 
- A proposal to replace the present price and in
come supports; 8 pp. December 1969. 50, 

P70-5 For a Moderate Majority - An examination of 
the new cleavages in American politics, by Josiah 
Lee Auspitz, from 1l1e April 1970 Playboy; 8 pp. unit 
price 50, or $20/hundred. 

P70-6 The GOP and the South - An 84-Page state-by
state analysis by Michael S. Lottman; combined July
August issue, $2.00. 

P70-7 Three Papers on the U.S. MWtary - "Reform 
in the Army," "The U.S. Army in Europe," and 
"Reorganizing the Pentagon" by Edward 1.. King, 
from the September, October and December issues. 
$2.25. 

P71-1 Why DecentraUze? - A guide for the urban 
Jeffersonian, by Patricia M. Lines; January, 1971, 
8 pp. $.50. 

P71-2 Agnew: The Making of a Household Word __ An 
Analysis of the Vice President's rhetoric and ideology, 
by Howard L. Reiter; March, 1971, 8 pp. $.50. 

P71-3 A Post Mortem on Blafra - A year-after follow
up on Ripon's previous report on the U.S. State De
partment and Biafran relief, containing a proposal 
for a U.S. disaster relief unit; April, 1971, special 
12-page reprint. $.50. 
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14& ELIOT STREET 
• T.anya MeUch has been added to the at-large 

me~bersh1p of the National Governing Board. Tanya, a 
nat1ve of Utah, !?-ow lives in New York City. She has 
been very active m New York and YR politics for many 
YE.!ars. She has done political writing and research for 
Lmdsay, 1965, 1969 and Rockefeller, 1966, 1968, and serv
ed as research director for Senator Charles Goodell in 
1970. 

• Ripon member WUllam J. Kilberg has again been 
promoted in the U.S. Department of Labor Bill's new 
ti!le is As.sociate Solicitor ~or Labor Relations and Civil 
R1ghts. Bill, a former Wh1te House Fellow is moving 
up from his current job as General Counsel 'to the Fed
eral Mediation and Conciliation Service. 

• . Washin~on, D.C. Ripon member Robert N. 
Melser 1S a cand1date for the Virginia State Senate. He's 
seeking to unseat Democratic incumbent Adelard Brault 
in .the 34th Senatorial District, central Fairfax County. 
MelSer, an attorney, has been active in Virginia and 
F·airfax County GOP politics for several years. 

• Ripon President Howard Gillette, Jr. and Mc
Closkey staffer Michael Brewer were the Republican 
speakers at a youth in politics conference at the Universi
ty of Florida on August 28. Some 350 student leaders 
from around the state attended. Other speakers at the 
gathering included presidential hopeful Senator Fred. 
Harris and former Congressman Allard Lowenstein. 

• The New Jersey Ripon Chapter, which has re
cently been befriending libertarian refugees from YAF 
was addressed in September by Richard J. Snlllvan, th~ 
state's aggressive Commissioner of the Department of 
Environmental Affairs, recently the author of new auto
mobile emissions control legislation. 

• The Memphis, Tennessee, Ripon Study Group, 
currently in the process of applying for Provisional 
Chapter status, sponsored a meeting on September 12 
to which all Republican candidates for Cify Council and 
School Board were invited to attend and speak, reports 
the group's president, Edward W. MfDer. 

~LETTERS 
MILLER UNDERESTIMATED? 

Dear Sirs: 
I noted with interest the September FORUM which 

rates Jack Miller's Senate seat as a swing seat likely 
to be captured by the Democrats. 

Of course you have access to much more informa
tion, and all I have is a personal opinion, but I think 
you might be underestimating Senator Miller's strength. 
He will have problems next year, but he must, in my 
view, still be considered the favorite. Despite Harold 
Hughes and John CUlver and 18-year-old voters, Iowa is 
a solid GOP state, and Miller has backing from all wings 
of the Iowa GOP. I do not like his conservative record 
on domestic issues, but respect him as an honest and 
dedicated Senator, with great expertise on fiscal matters. 
There are many Iowa conservatives who are worse. 

Dear Sirs: 

C. R. CONNELL 
Mt. Vernon, Iowa 

GRIFFIN DEFENDED 
I was most surprised to read the Ripon Society's 

gloomy predictions concerning U.S. Senator Robert Grif
fin's chances for reelection in 1972. I do not believe them 
to be accurate; indeed they do the Society a disservice. 

To say that the seat will "swing" to the Democrats 
is in error. To list it as "vulnerable" is accurate, for any 
Republican candidate for statewide office is "vulnerable" 
in Democratic Michigan. 

When Ripon lists the Griffin seat as "swing" it 
ignores the fact that Griffin won his last race by 300,000 
votes, that as the incumbent he has established him
self as an independent thinker and doer, and that he holds 

• high leadership in the U.S. Senate, which contrary to 
• popular belief, is not a detriment according to the polls. 

I have yet to see a poll that shows the Senator trail
ing any Democrat. The polls by the way have been taken 
when the President was at his lowest ebb, further em~ 
phasizing the Senator's strength. 

Your analysis practically ignores the probability of 

a divi~ive Democratic primary and the possibility of a 
~amagmg Democratic National Convention while play
m~ up the. wholly unlikely possibility of a Republican 
prtmary Wlth a man who has left the Party to form 
his own and a Congressman who recently declared that 
he would not be a candidate. 

Y,?ur analysis plays up the formation of the Con
servat1ve Party and the votes it would take from Griffin 
but ignores the formation of the Human Rights Party 
and the votes it will take from the left. 

I believe your Michigan analysis is as accurate as 
your remarks on New Mexico where you state Governor 
Cargo received "48 percent against Montoya." Cargo did 
not run against Montoya - he lost in the primary. 

I would hope that Ripon would stop spreading gloom 
and start helping the GOP to win. If we have less gloom 
and more work, Griffin will move from "vulnerable" to 
"safe." 

WILLIAM McLAUGHLIN 
Chairman 
Repubican State Central Committee 
Lansing, Michigan 

Ed. Note: Because of lead times requIred. In producing 
the FORUM magazine, the Ripon Senate survey was 
based on information received. several weeks before pub
Hcatlon. These weeks were strikingly eventful In the 
Senatorlal election scene: and after publ1cation our judg
ment, information or typography were questioned. In a 
number of Instances, notably Michigan, Iowa and Nebras.. 
11::\. WhUe we will not revise our findings inddvidualIy 
now, we acknowledge that some of them could be mod
iftad and we plan to review all the 1972 races frequently 
In coming months. And we predict that Senator GrIftin's 
progressive stance and combative qualities (he has been 
indomitable, for example, In fighting for welfare reform 
on the FInance Committee) will allow him to overcome 
his present difficulties. In any case, he has our fervent 
best wishes: and our correspondents have our gratitude 
for their corrections and ampUfications. 

CALL TO EXCELLENCE 
Dear Sirs: 

When I initially subscribed to the FORUM several 
years ago, it was with the idea the Ripon Society would 
concern itself with the Republican Party as it might be 
a progressive humanitarian force in American society .• : 
There was (in 1964) a bold call for "excellence in lead
ership" which suggested the Society would not be con
tent with mediocrity ... This call seems considerably 
muted today. 

Even admitting that the Nixon administration has 
had its moments of excellence, their scattered infrequen
cy makes the call for excellence as insistently need"'"ed now 
as in 1964. The administration has deliberately taken 
steps to undercut those members of its own party most 
likely to support it at its best (yes, Charles Goodell we 
do remember) and thus assure us it is likely to achieve 
its best with even less frequency in the future. And can 
one point to a single progressive measure which has en
gaged half as much energy on the part of the admini
stration as the effort to assure greater mediocrity on 
the Supreme Court or to bail out a failing company? 

The whole focus of the administration has been turn
ed away from the real concerns of the people to whom 
I talk. Most of them thoroughly approve the President's 
proposed trip to China • • • But they are far less con
cerned with the danger of falling into the hands of the 
Chinese than they are with the danger of falling into 
the hands of the local hospital, where the reckless infla
tion of health care costs threatens to strip anyone coming 
within its grasp of everything they have worked to build 
up over the years. An increasing number of middle class 
people seem to be resigning themselves to being medical
ly and dentally indigent. They perceiVe far more danger 
to themselves from this than from the Chinese or the 
Russians ..• 

Perhaps I merely misjudged the Ripon Society from 
the beginning, and all it was ever really interested in 
was the distribution of a few relatively trivial loaves and 
fishes by an entrenched Republican administration. 
During the coming year, I hope to observe in the FORUM 
a greater concern for the kind of domestic problems so 
grievously neglected by the present administration. 

RUSSELL E. WARNER 
Carrboro, N.C. 
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It didn't take John Lindsay long after leaving 
the Republican party to announce that he would be 
leaving the New York City mayoralty as well Fur
thermore, he predicted, most of the other mayors on 
the Legislative Action Committee of the U.S. Con
ference of Marors would give up their positions 
"unless something happens and happens quick." 

"Something quick," according to Lindsay, is 
finding the money he and the members of the Leg
islative Action Committee have been trying to wring 
out of Federal and state agencies over the last year. 

Although money is clearly needed, I wonder, 
however, whether money is the only answer. Having 
entered politics when Richard C. Lee was known as 
the MOGel Mayor of the Model City of New Haven, 
I have real doubts. Lee was so good at parleying po
litical favors in Washington that in the 1960's New 
Haven acquired something like five times the per 
capita spending for urban renewal as New York City. 
Nothing impresses like success, so it was no sur
prise that John Lindsay hired away Lee's top urban 
renewal assistant, Mitchell Sviridoff, to try to re
peat New Haven's miracle 80 miles down the pike. 

Sviridoff was no wizard and was dropped Irom 
the Lindsay administration before the 1969 election. 
Lee also was not the wizard he was made out to be. 

One very hot summer night in 1967 Paul Capra, 
as the young chairman of the Republican Platform 
Committee, scheduled an open pfatform session in 
a New Haven school scheduled for demolition in 
favor of a highway out to the suburbs. 

The meeting grew increasingly agitated as many 
of the young people in the audience, black and white, 
voiced their protest and asked why the Republicans 
didn't provide a better alternative to Lee. Duly shaken, 
the Committee retired to write a landmark Republi
can platform which said in part: "Existing programs 
for redevelopment have failed to meet the problems 
of the modern city •.. New Haven residents have 
been pushed from one neighborhood to another to 
make way for highways, parking lots, and renewal 
projects. Neighborhoods have been destroyed rather 
than invigorated by the imposition of alien suburban 
values on urban communities. For every program of 
physical renewal, the city has had to develop pro
grams for human renewal to patch up the damage 
done." 

The Republican platform did not help elect 
Lee's oppenent in 1967 or to head off the riot that 
broke out in the same depressed area of the city, 
less than a month after the platform hearing. Capra 
ran for mayor in 1969, losing to Lee's successor by 
a whisker; this year he is given a good chance. 
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Save 
the 

Cities 
Paul Capra keeps running, but in the mean

time what have Republicans done about the cities? 
The White House, properly refusing to accept a sim
ple prescription that money alone can solve urban 
problems, has taken some initiatives to make it 
easier for big city mayors to ~et help from the fed
eral bureaucracy. What is missmg still is the sense of 
urgency felt by the mayors themselves and an artic
ulate and public strategy to save the cities. Too often, 
the White House seems to take seriously the bad 
advice of conservatives like Kevin Phillips who urge 
the President to turn away from the cities, partic
ularly Eastern industrial areas which are losing pop
ulation, in favor of the growing suburbs. 

This apparent indifference, exemplified in the 
regressive tax formula for the Nixon general reve
nue sharing plan, is not only shortsighted but po
tentially disastrous for the nation. 

Thirty-three years ago Lewis Mumford wrote in 
The Culture of Cities, "The city, as one finds it in 
history, is the point of maximum concentration for 
the power and culture of a community . . . . Here is 
where the issues of civilization are focused." 

According to Mumford, we face not just "city 
problems" in the urban environment, such as crime 
or waste disl?osal, but the critical question of saving 
the entire ovilization from inhumane and socially 
malignant tendencies. 

"If the destructive forces in civilization gain 
ascendancy," he wrote back in 1933, "our new urban 
rulture will be stricken in every part. Our cities, 
blasted and deserted, will be cemeteries for the dead: 
cold lairs given over to less destructive beasts than 
man. But we may avert that fate: perhaps only in 
facing such a desperate challenge can the necessary 
creative forces be effectually welded together. Instead 
of clinging to the sardonic funeral towers of met
ropolitan finance, ours to march out to newly plow
ed fields, to create fresh patterns of political action, 
to alter for human purposes the J?Crverse mechanisms 
of our economic regime, to conCe1ve and to germinate 
fresh forms of human culture." 

If young people still ask why Republicans 
haven't done more about the cities, it is because Re
publicans still have not met Mumford's challenge 
in creating "fresh patterns of political action" to 
replace the worn-out Democratic machines. 

Lewis Mumford is scheduled to speak before 
the American Studies Association in Washington 
October 22. The President would do well to shut 
down his bureaucracy for a day to give his staff 
time to digest what Mr. Mumford has to say. 

HOWARD GILLEI'TE, JR. 


