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However, as to one aspect of the report, I
am in disagreement. It was before I read it
and reading it did not change my mind. I
oppose the legalization of marijuana and that
includes its sale, its possession, and its use.
I do not believe you can have effective crim
inal justice based on the philosophy that
something is half legal and half illegal. That
is my position, despite what the Commission
has recommended.

JOHN SHERMAN COOPER: THE
GENTLEMAN FROM KENTUCKY
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, it was

not possible for me to be present the
other day, when tributes were paid to
the distinguished senior Senator from
Kentucky, JOHN SHERMAN COOPER. I
would not want this session of Congress
to end without adding my OWl) plaudits
to the many others he has received from
his colleagues.

Senator JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, a gen
tleman in the finest Kentucky tradition,
will be missed in the Senate as few men
are when he departs. He leaves a record
of public service, rich and varied, but
in no field has his contribution been
greater than that of foreign affairs.

As an adviser to Secretary of state
Dean Acheson at the NATO Council of
Ministers in the early days of the aIU
ance, as an American delegate to the
General Assembly of the United Nations,
and as our Ambassador to India and
Nepal, JOHN SHERMAN COOPER came to
be held in the high esteem of those who
dealt with him. ,

It is with respect to his bringing this
expertise to the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee thllJt I would speak to
day. Senator COOPER knew war person
ally. A veteran of World War n who en
listed in the ranks, became a commis
sioned officer, and was awarded the
Bronze Star, the Senator has worked con
stantly, as a member of the committee,
in the cause of peace.

He felt strongly that Congress should
play its constitutional role in matters of
war and peace. The abdication of power
by the legislative branch to the Executive
troubled him deeply. JOHN SHERMAN
COOPER is not a man who would shun his
responsibility, and so he sought ways for
Congress to assert its authority in regard
to the central issue of our time, the war
in Vietnam. His purpose was to prevent
the war from growing larger and there
after to bring our participation in it to
an end.

Reluctant though it has been to
directlY challenge any of our several
Presidents on the war itself, Congress
has at least attempted to impose certain
limitations upon it. In all instances this
has been accomplished finally by resort
to the legislature's vestigia power over
the public purse. The first successful use
of the appropriations power to limit the
war was the original Cooper-Church
amendment, adopted in December, 1969,
which prohibited the use of funds under
the Defense Appropriations Act for send
ing American ground combat troops into
Laos or Thailand. A ;year later, in Janu
ary, 1971, Congress enacted a second
Cooper-Church amendment, this one
prohibiting the use of funds for the re-
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turn of either American ground troops
or military advisors to Cambodia. Since
they invoked the use of the purse strings,
these amendments have been observed.
With Senator COOPER, it was my privilege
to have been a cosponsor of both amend
ments.

But the mark of Senator COOPER'S
real humanity is not to be found so much
in legislative accomplishments as in his
persistent, outspoken opposition to the
American bombing in North Vietnam.
One of the first Senators to speak out in
condemnation of the bombing, JOHN
SHERMAN COOPER urged its cessation dur
ing the administration of Lyndon B.
Johnson. His resolution did not falter
after the renewal of the bombing by
President Nixon. Indeed, as late as Oc
tober 2, 1972, he voted for an amend
ment that would have cut off funds for
the bombing, not because he thought it
would win the approval of Congress or
even prove enforcible, but because he
felt obliged to express his own deep
feelings through his vote. He said:

I vote for the amendment to express my
feeling that I deplore this bombing and kUl
ing on both sides and I must say this as a
human being. This is my only statement.

, So he leaves us, a man of conscience,
a man of strong conVictions, a man of
peace. May his retirement prove as
thoughtful and productive as his years
in the U.S. Senate.

SHRIVER URGES PROGRAMS TO
STRENGTHEN FAMILmS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, yester
day in Lansing, Mich., Sargent Shriver
delivered a deeply thoughtful speech on
the American family.

He spoke of the need to protect fam
ily life from the strains our increasingly
complex society is placing on' it; the
need to help families deal with the prob
lems associated with mobility and iso
lation.

And he spelled out in painful detail
the unmet needs of millions of children
for adequate health care, nutrition, edu
cation, and child development services.

Mr. President, this was more than a
speech. It was a very honest review of
the pressures many families are under,
and a compassionate philosophy for
strengthening and supporting them.

We do not hear enough discussions of
this kind. Too many individuals in pUb
lic life are content to utter platitudes
about the American family. Sargent
Shriver has done far more than that,
and all of us concerned about families
and children are indebted to him for his
effort.

I commend this speech to the atten
tion of my colleagues and concerned citi
zens across the land, and ask unanimous
consent that it be printed at this point
in my remarks.

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

SPEECH BY SARGENT SHRIVER-THE FAMILY

The preamble of the Constitution enumer
ates the most fundamental purposes of our
nation. Among these Is "to establish jus
tice". Another is: "to ensure domestic tran
quUity,"

Recently, I spoke about establishing Jus
tice in America. Here, I outline a program
for domestic, or as we would probably de
scribe it today. civic tranqUility.

There is only one path to civic tranquility
in any nation. TranquUity cannot be imposed
through force, by police methods from out
side-in. It must be developed, created, slow
ly, through nurture, in strong and good fam
ilies.

What a government does, or does not do,
deeply affects every family within Its juris
diction. Wise deCisions by government can
not be made Without a clear social policy
for protecting family life. Sadly, this nation
has never formulated such a policy. Our
political leaders have neglected the most
basic institution of all.

By contrast, George McGovern and I pro
po_not only a national poliCy for fam
Uies-but, rather, a political vision whose
starting point is this maxim: What is good
for families is good for nations; what hurts
famUies, hurts nations. This maxim is sim
ple. It is direct. It is profound.

For thousands of years, in scores of differ
ent cultures, the institution that has served
human beings best and disappointed them
least is the family. In the family, normally
our deepest values are learned; our inner
most identity is acqUired. In the family we
experience the most intimate, most moving
moments of our lives.

The most basic human emotion of all
love-is learned first in the family, before
it becomes a model for the world; love be
tween man and wife; the love of a father
and mother, for their children; the love of
children for them; the love of brother and
sister.

If family life is unhappy. few other satis
factions make up the loss. If family life of
fers satisfactions, defeats of many other
kinds are lightly borne.

No other institution so nourishes us with
images of compassion, sympathy, trust and
hope. The fate of no other institution so pre
cisely measures the greatness or the decline
of national life. Without good fami11es, chil
dren do not learn to trust; they do not learn
compassion; they do not acquire the sensi
tivities and instincts on Whose strength ciVi
lization rests.

Without good families, there Is no internal
source of civic tranqUillity. Why then, are we
so neglectfUl of the politics of family life?

Our young people get very little training,
often none, In how to create and nourish lov
ing families.

Industrial and social developments-high
ways and high rises and factories-arrogantly.
disrupt family patterns that have endured for
centuries.

Legislators, activists, and political technl
cians too seldom measure the consequences of
governmental policy for actual families.

Cruel segregation by all prevents humans
at the varying stages of life from being vivi
fied and nourished by each other, young by
old, old by young.

The concept of "taking care of" has been
diminished to a purely economic bond. The
family comes to resemble a service station
rather than a home.

No wonder we have heard for years about
the erosion of family life, the breakdown of
the extended family, the battle between gen
erations, and the inabi11ty of the family to
Impart basic values that make life civilized,
democratic and humane.

THE PAST AND PRESENT

The "crisis of the family" has no simple
cause. Social pressures have been forcing
family life to change for the past one hun
dred years. Some of these changes are bene
ficial; some are damaging.

For most of our history, the strong and
nurturing family was taken for granted..
America was founded by strong families, who,
working together and in support of each
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other, were able to sUrvive the dangers, risks,
troubles, and palns of exile in order that they
might live according to their deepest values.
These families had a passion for Justice, free
dom and excellence which could be sus
tained-against all odds-because each per
son could depend on a whole family for com
fort and support.

A hundred years ago, famUies worked to
gether. Young men and women saw their
mother's and their father's work and were ap
prenticed to it. Unmarried aunts and uncles,
grandparents. hired laborers, and neighbors
made dally famlly life thick with personality
and interest.

Immigrant families cherished their solidar
ity, and centered their lives on neighbor
hoods, even on certain blockS, in which many
adults and many chlldren shared a common
life. Working men and women worked in or
near the same establlshments. Relatives and
neighbors cared for each other's chlldren
and tended each other in birth, in sickness
and in death.

Then our society changed. Famllies moved
away from relatives and friends. Economic
advancement began to take precedence over
family loyalty.

Today, many American famlUes are faced
by profound dllemmas--dllemmas posed by
massive changes in our national style of life
which have not been met by appropriate
national action. These are the dilemmas so
many of us feel have influenced our lives,
but about which our national leadership
these past four years has been mute, or worse,
dishonest. .

I speak here of the dllemmas created by
mobility, by the vast increases in the num
bers of working mothers, by the economic
problems overtaken so many families and
over Which they feel no power. Let us discuss
these dilemmas of mobility, mothering,
money and malalse.

Mobility. Most American famiUes move
four, five or six times from the time of mar
riage, and many of these moves are not only
from one neighborhood to another, but from
one city to another. Relatives often live in
other towns or states, separated by hundreds
or thousands of mnes. To a chUd, a grand
mother or grandfather can seem like a dis
tant stranger.

Ninety-five percent of families with pre
schoolers have no other adult at home to
lend an extra pair of hands and extra heart
to the tasks of nurture and affection. More
than one-fourth of all American families
have strangers living next to them. In the
suburban home and the urban high-rise, the
nuclear famUy-mother, father, and chil
dren-live in isolation, without knowledge
of or feelings about the people whom they
see every day. FamUies have little concern
for each other-and all feel perhaps for the
first time in one thousand years, alone.

Friendships are formed for the moment,
out Of convenience. and children have little
opportunity to observe a variety of adUlts
whom they can respect. on whom they can
model themselves.

Isolation is most painful for the family
in difficulty. Living among strangers, where
can they turn? In our society, no substitutes
for the older social instltutions--the ex
tended family and the neighborhood com
munity-have been systematically en
couraged.

The next dilemma results from a major
change in the large number of mothers who
have chosen or been compelled, to seek em
ployment. More than half of American
mothers and one-third of mothers of pre
schoolers work outside the home. For many
of these mothers, there is a painful confiict,
described by Premier Golda Meir-"The
eternal division, this double pull, this aiter
nating duty toward her famUy and her
work."

For other mothers, there Is naked anger

that in a society which gives lip service to
famUy life they are forced by economic pres
sure to give up the full time mothering to
which they feel committed-and Which they
know they are uniquely able to provide. For
still other mothers, the opportunity to work
provides a personally satisfying way to ac
tualize their own potential, to provide eco
nomic resources for their family, and to make
significant social contributions.

All fammes with working mothers share
a common concern, how to provide their
children With whoiesome care while parents
are at work. Our nation has no satisfactory
prOVisions for the children of such parents
today. Hundreds of thousands of chlldren
are left alone, or cared for by sibllngs Who
are too young to assume responsibility. Hun
dreds of thousands of others accompany their
parents to the work site, where no special
care Is available. Hundreds of thousands of
other children are left in settings that are
destructive.

Nobody doubts the great formative im
portance of the first years of life. Yet as a
nation we leave mllllons of children in cir_
cumstances that guarantee that they wUl
never achieve their optimal development ...
and that some wlll be damaged and try to
damage others.

The third dUe,mma faced by many work
Ing families Is that of money. This Is not a
new dUemma, but it has become especially
severe for the poor and for many working
famiUes in Which both parents must work, or
the father must hold two Jobs.

One-third of all American families earn
less than the government standard for a low
family budget. Fully one-half of all fami
lles--even where both parents work--earn
less than $10,000 per year, barely enough for a
famlly of four in some cities and certainly in
adequate for a famlly of five or more. I am
not speaking of fammes who are seeking lux
uries, but rather those who try to provide
food, clothing, shelter, basic health care and
a minimum of amenities.

Parents who long to take gentle and lov
ing care of their children are often prevented,
by long working hours away and short tem
pers at home, from being the kind of parents
they once dreamed they would become.

Many famllles llve in constant financial
fear, partiCUlarly in matters of health. Seri
ous lllness can decimate the resources even
of the well-to-do family.

Our nation ranks 14th among industrial
countries in the death of infants during the
first year of life, 11th in the percentage of
mothers who die in childbirth. It Is hard to
imagine that there are ten nations where
mothers are more likely to survive chlldbirth
than in the United States.

What can be more moving than the sight
of a sick child? Yet twenty-five mlllion Amer
ican children suffer from poor health. Is
there a nation so wealthy as ours that leaves
the physical well-being of its children so
much up to chance?

Many poor children are victims of inade
quate pre-natal care; inadequate medical
care during infancy; poor nutrition; lead
poisoning; anemia; parasites; and a variety
of other curable or completely preventable
diseases commonly untended among the poor.

The fourth dilemma that faces many
American famllles Is the deep malaise in
fecting many fammes; a lack of pleasure in
being together; a dlspersla of the family, one
going this way, one that, in pursuit of fun;
no pride of accomplishment in doing well as
parent or as child.

When society does not support and value
families, what value can a parent place on
mothering or fathering? Too many parents
allow teleVision to be their substitutes: The
average child under seven watches four hours
of television every day.

For many children, values are borrowed
from peers, rather than from the mature

wisdom of their parents or other adults whom
they love.

Young parents often come to parenthood
without experience in caring for children, un
sure of What to do or how to do it, uncertain
of their own importance to their children.

If parents feel their children's values come
from television and from friends; if parents
feel uncertain of their own value and au
thority, it Is little wonder they do not have
the sense they are the most important people
in the lives of their children, the shapers of
their children's beliefs and ideals.

This unnameable malaise infects the treat
ment given also to the elderly. Where once
they were revered and played a central role
in the development of famUies, today the el
derly are often left to sit alone in their own
apartment or, worst of all, placed in nursing
homes where too often the quallty of care
Is an outrage.

What sort of society are we? The abuse of
0\11' elderly is common, and the abuse of
children by parents has also, for the first
time, become a shocking relevation: One in
every ten children is physically mistreated.

A society that suffers this malaise loses
respect for the llves of those who most need
love-the very young and the very old.

But this unnameable malaise also has an
other form: we Americans shower children
with giftS-With toys, and souvenirs, me
mentoes, clothes and vehicles: scooters, -tri
cycles, bicycles, motorbikes. If money were
love, our children would have evidence of
vast affection.

But the hardest gift of all to give our chil
dren-all the more if they are children who
have everything-is purpose. So many chil
dren of America seem to share a common
sickness, a plague perhaps upon the land:
a common aimlessness and lack of goals. Paul
Goodman called it "growing up absurd,"

Where do they learn this aimlessness? Per
haps they watch. They keep their eyes on
us--their parents; their teachers; the pollce
men, the politicians and professors; the busi
nessmen and coaches; and thelr idols in the
movies.

Robert Coles lists those children's ques
tions that penetrate our own adjustments,
startle us, expose us:

"Why do people kill one another? Why do
we live this way and other children, whom
we see on television, live in another way?
Why is it that on televisIon we keep hear
ing that people have headaches and stomach
aches? And why are they so nervous? What
is it, being nervous?

"What is it like to be poor? What is it like
to live in a country where bombs are falling
all the time? What would you really like to be
doing, daddy? Why do we say one thing out
side the house and something else when we
are alone?

"Is it true, mother, that the country Is in
trouble and that the world might be all
blown up?

"Why did they arrest people who work for
the government? Aren't you supposed to be
honest if you work for the government?"

We can avoid these questions. We can give
evasive answers. Then, turned away, the chll
dren accept adjustments we accept. They be
come like us.' They become mere images of
us. That Is the malaise.

These, then, are the dilemmas: mobillty,
mothering, money and malaise. For four long
years, each has been identified time and
again by concerned citizens, by the Congress,
and by experts in famlly life. What has
been the response of the current administra
tion?

GOVERNMENT EFFECTS UNDER NIXON

I wish I could report that our government
has opened its heart to famlUes, or at least
that its own policies have helped to weaken
families. The tragic truth is that this admin
istration has contented itself with voicing
platitudes about family life. It has failed
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to take concerted action to !l,id American
famllles. It has failed to give moral leader
ship-it has failed· even to deveiop compre
hensive policy for famllles.

The problems of the family are not merely
problems of funding. They are not merely
problems to be solved by government pro
grams. But government must remove ob
stacles to family life; rectify Injustices; and
compensate for damages done the family by
modern Industry and shortsighted govern
mental policies. Only then will the family
have a chance to help itself.

Richard Nixon, for example, promised this
nation that there would be no hungry Chil
dren in America by Thanksgiving, 1970. Since
that promise, Richard Nixon has sold mlll10ns
of dollars worth of wheat to RUSSia, but the
number of hungry chlldren In America still
exceeds three mlll1on.

Richard NIXon has wlthheid $700 mlllion
appropriated by the Congress for food, for
pregnant women and young children.

Richard Nixon promised in 1969 "a na
tional commitment to provide all American
children an opportunity for healthful and
stimulating development during the first
five years of llfe." Yet in 1972 under Richard
Nixon, children receive only 10% of the
federal money allocated for personal health
services; In 1960 they received 50%.

Richard Nixon vetoed programs for crip
pled children and programs for retarded
children.

Richard Nixon refused to supplement a
program to help the states screen, diagnose,
and treat children eligible for medicaid be
fore their maladies grow and become infi
nitely more expensive. He has been penny
wise and pound foolish, concerning the health
of children.

Richard Nixon said in 1969: "This admin
istration Is committed to a new emphasis
on child development." Yet his family as
sistance legislation reqUires even the mothers
of three-year-old children to work if benefits
are to be obtained. It provides benefits at
a level so low that the only thing guaranteed
is a life without dignity, a family in which a
healthy environment for the child Is Impos
sible.

It provides day care for no more than
350,000 children full time Whereas the num
ber of virtually abandoned children in des
parate need of adult affection Is ten times
that number; and millions need some help
at some time. It provides day care centers
which investigators have found to be lIttle
more than warehouses for young children.

Richard Nixon vetoed Senator Mondale's
comprehensive child development bill. On
that occasion, Mr. Nixon exceeded even his
own considerable standards for hypocracy by
alleging that child care "threatened American
family Ilfe." This bill represented the first
effort of our nation to set up a comprehen
sive network of neighborhood centers of
great variety-including high quality day
care for working mothers, educational Inter
vention programs for young children, com
pensatory programs for older children and
nutritional and health services for children
in need.

The Mondale Bill passed both houses of
Congress. It was endorsed by over 100 major
organizations Including all major religious
qrganlzations, and all major non-sectarian
organizations, concerned With family life.
Many of Its prOVisions are supported by the
White House Conference on Children, by the
joint commission on the mental health of
children, and by five volumes of Congres
sional testimony. Yet NIXon vetoed the bill.

The crisis of the family in America runs
deeper, however, than the failures of Rich
ard Nixon. All Americans must share the
blame. Our time today wouU not be use
fully spent In accusatIon al;)I1e; we must
offer new and comprehenslvl' insights and
proposals. .

M'GOVERN-SHRIVER PROGRAM

George McGovern. and I want ours to be
remembered as the AdminIstration that put
familles at the center of political concern.
What is good for famllles Is good for nations;
What hurts famllies, hurts nations. Eleanor
McGovern and my wife Eunice are as com
mitted to a. family-centered adminIstration
as the Senator and myself. We will involve
every member of our AdminIstration In the
labor of strengthening famlly life by all
means possible. The McGovern-Shriver Ad
minIstration will try to measure and evalu
ate governmental policies in many ways, but
always we shall InclUde, whenever appropri
ate, one clear test: does It help-or hurt
the American famlly?

The Environmental Protection Agency re
quires hearings that produce evidence about
the Impact of federal policies upon the en
vironment. We believe that there should be
a family protection agency, requiring hear
Ings that produce eVidence about the Impact
of federal policies upon famllles.

For example, we carefully monitor the
prices of automobiles. Why don't we require
hearings on the Impact of rising food prices
on every family in the land? This Is the bIg
gest Item in the family bUdget; it Is central
to the family'S health. It should be moni
tored.

We wlll attack the problem of moblllty.
The practices of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development wlll, in our Admin
Istration, guarantee that famllles and neigh
borhoods take precedence over highways and
thoughtless redevelopment.

We wlll ask large employers to modify
pollcies which require employees to move
frequently. We will ask Industries to moni
tor the impact of their work on the famllles
of their workers. We will make certain that
as a major employer the federal government
leads the way In adopting practices that
strengthen family life.

Secondly, we wlll attack the dilemmas of
mothering. A McGovern-Shriver Administra
tion wlll commit Itself to prOViding a net
work of high quallty.day care centers. Such
legislation will be based on one fundamen
tal principle: It must be the family that is
strengthened, not the government.

Centers established With federal funds will
be controlled by the parents themselves and
by the neighborhoods where the centers are
located. Our approach will be a family ap
proach and these centers will serve as a gen
eral support system for family life.

Parents wlll be able to turn to these local
centers to develop their own se,nsltivities and
skllls. Older men and women of the neigh
borhood will be invited to share with younger
parents their Wisdom in raising children.
Adolescents In the neighborhood will be in
Vited as apprentice child care workers-older
children caring for younger children under
the supervision of adults-to the benefit of
all three generations.

Many women today work outside the home,
not because they have to, but because they
want to. Exactly in the same way, we wlll
defend the right of women who choose to
fulfill their vocation In the home, not be
cause they have to, but because they want to.
Women are tied to no one Ideology and to no
one role-nor should they be. As many
options as possible shOUld be kept open to
every woman.

Hence, we also propose a program of home
visitors to help mothers, otherwise Isolated,
resolve the normal developmental and dis
ciplinary problems every family encounters.
Such programs-already proven to be suc
ceSSful-help older chlldren to raise stand
ards for younger children, deeper family soll
darity, and heighten respect for child raIsing
throughout the community.

We also propose to expand the parent-Child
centers-first establIshed under O.E.O.-to

which neighbors bring their own children.
These centers have three key advantages:
parents in the neighborhood get paid for
helping with the children of others; they
learn skllls in childcare that make them ell
glble for paying jobs In later years; and
both their chlldren and other children bene
fit by the resources of the center.

Such programs wlll strengthen every
family and every neighborhood in the
country.

Thirdly, we will attack the dilemma of
money and employment, by trying to in
crease the range of work opportunities. The
length of the work day should be tailored
to family needs-In many cases, to school
hours. Employers shOUld as a matter of
course grant maternity leave and design
working hours to protect the needs of chil
dren.

We will be especially sensitive to the needs
of famllies of the blind child, the deaf child,
the emotionally disturbed and mentally
retarded child, and the crippled chlld. Pro
vidence distributes such challenges unevenly,
and In a social order like our own-frag
mented and moblle-only government can
provide the resources many of these famllles
require. No handicapped child should fail
to fulfill his potential due to hls family'S In
ablllty to afford therapy.

Many retarded children In this country are
not getting any education at all. Every child,
regardless of Its mental ablllty, has a right
to receive an education in thIs country.

Therefore, we will sponsor the passage of
an Equal Opportunity Act similar to the
one passed in Pennsylvania, to provide such
education.

And we will attack the malaise that has
Infected family life. We propose to exp!ll1d
this nation's skllls in child care and family
life throughout the entire popUlation, by
sponsoring special programs.

Drawing on the skills of our elderly, as
foster parents.

Drawing on the skllls of persons of special
insight or experience in our neighborhoods,
who enjoy teaching others.

Launching programs in community centers,
high schools and colleges that offer students
Insight and skills Into the practical problems
of family life and child development.

Sponsoring neIghborhood clinics In which
experienced adults and trained professionals
combine their skllls to help every family in
the normal difficulties and perplexities of
raising children.

We wlll do all we can to dlspell the hope
lessness that characterizes the Institutional
Ized child needlessly separated from his par
ents. Today, 90% of child welfare funding
goes to "after-the-fact" programs; to foster
care, to juvenile homes, to detention centers,
and to im;titutlons for the retarded and dis
turbed. Yet most children are almost always
better cared for In their own home. We will
help families to keep theIr children at home
using local schools, local recreational facili
ties, and workshops to give them asslstance.

When only Institutions can provide special
care, we wlll try to make such instItutions
home llke, loving, educational and small. To
day, under the Nixon Administration, the
conditions In many child Institutions are
barbarous and unfit even for animals.

ThIs man, who utters such pieties about
children, sets low federal standards even for
Institutions that collect more money per
child than Harvard or Yale. Children live in
them in filth, subject to physical abuse, en
during the torments of endless neglect.

For our part, a McGovern-Shriver Adminls
tratlon will make dlsta.nt Institutionalization
less necessary by bullding resources at the
neighborhood level. We wlll assure:

Neighborhood rehabllltation services for
children convicted of crimes.

High quallty family foster care homes and
halfway homes for children Whose fa.mUles



LAND AREA AND POPULATION

The population density of the United
States is close· to the world average, but in
the New Common Market Area people are
distributed unevenly from about one-half
the world average in Norway to 15 times In
the Netherlands.

Energy consumption
The consumption of energy in the world in

1969 was about 6.406 mll1ion metric tons of
coal eqUivalent (TOE). or about 1,804 kllo-
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INTERNATIONAL ENERGY SUPPLIES
AND REQUffiEMENTS

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, all of us
are acutely aware of the increasing drain
on our sources of energy and of the need
for a long-term policy to encourage the
exploration for and development of fos
sil fuels.

An article appearing in the September
14 issue of Public utilities Fortnightly
traces the growth of energy consump
tion throughout the Common Market
and the United States. It includes pro
jections for the future and suggests a
policy for international exchange of
energy.

The author, Carroll V. Kroeger. has
worked in natural gas industries of the
United States, Canada, New Zealand,
and Australia for more than 20 years
and has assisted in introducing natural
gas into England and Europe.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle. "Change and Exchange in inter
national Energy Supply," be printed in
the RECORD at this point.

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

CHANGE AND EXCHANGE IN INTERNATIONAL
ENERGY SUPPLY

(By Carroll V. Kroeger)
Meditations IV, Marcus Aurelius, A.D. 121

180:
"Observe always that everything Is the

result of a change, and get used to thinking
that there Is nothing Nature loves so well
as to change existing forms and to make new
ones like them."

THE MACROENERGY PERSPECTYVE

Population
The world, as we know It, contains a land

mass of about 148 rn1lllon square kilometers.
U!,)on this live apprOXimately 3.5 thousand
million people at an average density of twen
ty-three persons per square kilometer. How
ever, the distribution of human and natural
resources over this land mass is not uni
form. The groups of people with the highest
standard of living are situated on about 7.6
per cent of the total land area and com
prise only 13 per cent of the world popub
tion.

cies among teen-agers scar the future Uves
of thousands of girls.

Famll1es have first responsib1l1ty for moral
and emotional development. Stlll, the lives
of adolescents center for many hours of the
day and night around school activities. Thus
we will encourage schools to take responsi
b1llty not only for education in mental skills,
but also for education in skills of caring,
compasSion. and helping others. If our young
people lead rich emotional lives in helping
the elderly, the blind. the retarded-in tak
ing care of children-in teaching others-in
Visiting the sick and the lonely-then their
hearts will not be empty, and not so vwner
able to every passing fantasy.

Prudishness w1l1 not halt promiscuity. But
a richly textured emotional life will make it
less compulsive.

We also propose to enlarge the activities of
parents public health nurses and neighbor
hood volunteers. to counsel young men and
women in famil1ar neighborhood settings-
to answer their questions about sexual and
other matters--to help them in their many
dUemmas-to offer them a wUlIng ear, the
wisdom of experience. and the trust of
friends. Three-way conversations by people
who know and trust one another-parents,
children and counsellor-have proven their
effectiveness to many gratefUl fam1l1es. Yet
in the end. all questions of morality come
back to the influence of the family.

How do children learn to be moral? You
would think that no SUbject would be of
greater interest to a wise state-no other
subject so thoroughly explored by scholars
and desired by parents. Instead, much to our
shame, we discover that very littie serious
research on the moral development of the
child has been conducted. We read a great
deal about the "adjustment" of children, a
great deal about their "emotional health," a
great deal about "normal behavior"-but
very little about how to install a passion for
Justice and honesty and fidelity, how to
teach compassion and humtlity, how to make
striving for excellence second-nature and
heroism a way of life. Parents need to know
how to teach such qualities. The few stUdies
that do exist suggest that children learn
their moral attitudes more from parents
than from any other source. Practical In
struction of parents, therefore. Is of the ut
most importance. We wlll sponsor the need
ed research through the National Institutes
of Health and make certain that the fruits
of these studies reach every parent.

George McGovern and I make the family
central in our plans with one idea in mind.
The Uberties of all Americans-the health
of our laws and customs-depeild on the Vigor
of family life. The family Is the teacher of
the heart. We recall the words of Learned
Hand: "I often wonder whether we do not
rest our hopes too much upon constitutions,
upon laws and upon courts. These are false
hopes; believe me. these are false hopes.
Liberty lies in the hearts of men and women;
when it dies there. no constitution, no law,
no court can save it." There is only one
realtistic read to domestic tranqu1l1ty-to law
and order-to the flowering of liberty and
justice and equality-to the spread of wis
dom. caring and compassion. And that road
lies through strong and Vital family life in
every family of the land. It Is a long road.
It must be taken. Every voyage, however
long•. begins with the ftrst step. What we
have begun here today is the construction
of a family policy for America-to guide
every agency of government.

George McGovern and I intend to estab
lish justice.in America. We wlll ensure do
mestic tranquiUty. We w1l1 bend our every
energy for the sake of all within this room
and all within the range of hearing-for
all of us belong to families, and all our fam
llIes need, deserve. and w1l1 obtain the priv
ileged assistance of the government of the
United States.

are teJnporarUy unable to care for them
properly.

Appropriate medical care and counselling
for runaways.

Finally, two ether problems of concern to
every parent must a.lso be mentioned: the
threat of drugs and the consequences of
sexual promiscuity. The roots of both of
these threats are cultural; social policy must
attack them at their roots.

Every family in America lives, it seems,
even unwilUngly. in a sea of drugs. Televi
sion advertises drugs for every sort of aU
ment, physical or mental. Supermarkets offer
huge cases of drugs as though they were
candies. Our children grow up with the in
escapable impression that taking drugs Is as
ordinary as brushing teeth.

A McGovern-Shriver Administration will
attack the culture of drugs at its root: the
drug industry, the medical schools, mass
advertisers and mass distributors.

We will have the Federal Drug Adminis
tration make drastically expanded studies of
drugs and ban the use of those that are
junk, or harmful. or of unknown effect. or
useless.

We w1ll offer incentive to medical students
to study the effect of prescription-filling and
drug-taking in famlly environments in di
verse neighborhoods, so that they can see at
ftrst hand the varied social effects of dally
rel1ance on drugs--and of the almost super
stitious practice of writing out a prescrlp
tlon-almost any prescription-just to make
a patient "feel better".

We will establish new standards for the
advertising of drugs in environments acces
s1ble to chlldren; new standards for the hon
esty and completeness of drug company de
scriptions of the contents and effects of their
prodUCts; and new standards for the drug
company's knowledge of the effects of their
prodUCts before they market them.

Further, we will give the National Insti
tute of Health as its highest priority the
stUdy of the CUltural conditions that stimu
late drug addiction or the mechanism that
prodUces It. Why is it that a young and ener
getic nation should ingest $5 bUllon worth
of prescription drugs, almost $3 blllion of
non-prescription drugs, an estimated $6 bll
llon of heroin and untold other sums on
other lllegitimate drugs every year? What is
it about us that prompts this rellance and
how can it be halted?

The Federal Drug Administration will be
authorized to discourage the advertising of
drugs as an escape from ordinary emotional
problems.

No struggle against drugs will be successful
unless the whole drift of our society Is re
versed. The task will be long. but it must
be begun.

A simUar threat to the family springs from
the sexual promiSCUity of many teenagers.
Courses on sex-education are given in the
schools-but not courses on family life. No
one teaches young people how to become
good parents.

A hundred erotic solicitations every day
bombard our young people from advertising.
films. songs, and fashions-but family life is
depicted in unreal. condescending ways or
even ignored.

The consequence is that sexual actiVity Is
uprooted from its central concrete context-
in the famlly-and made into an end in it
self apart from the complexities of mutual
fideUty and chlldren and loyalty and nour
ishing. Instead of expressing the whole of a
mature family life, the current model for
love Is too often sex for the sake of sex. A
great deal Is said especially by the young
about "sincere and mutual caring," but
we watch what people do, rather than what
they say. commitment or long-range or total
caring seem too seldom to be involved.

The rise of venereal disease Is reaching
catastrophic proportions. Unwanted pregnan-


