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of “adversary relationship with other people” because everyone
around them is a subordinate. You all remember the fairy tale
about the Emperor’s New Clothes. It occurs to me that a peer-
less president without proscribed power can be virtually a
naked emperor whom no ones dares correct.

Those who have been cabable of performing this role with
President Nixon (Moynihan, Kissinger, Burns, Peterson, Har-
low, and others), have effectively been isolated from the
President by Haldeman and Ehrlichman and have eventually,
with the exception of Kissinger, left the Administration.

I hope no one feels I am being too critical or harsh with
President Nixon, with the late President Johnson, or with any
other president. I do feel that we may need to be reminded,
as Brother Benson reminded us recently in General Conference,
quoting President Theodore Roosevelt, that “patriotism means
to stand by the country. It does not mean to stand by the
President or any other public official save exactly to the de-
gree in which he himself stands by the country . . . . Every
man who parrots the cry ‘stand by the President” without add-
ing the proviso ‘so far as he serves the Republic’ is wrong.””

Thus, the power of the Executive Office has grown virtu-
ally unchecked at the expense of the Cabinet, but even more
seriously, it has grown at the expense of Congress. Many com-
mentators have been telling us for some time that Congress 1s
dead. After working with Congress for the last two years, I
can assure you it is not dead—moribund prehaps, but not
dead. It is even showing some signs of life now that the Ex-
ecutive Office has fallen on hard times.

And, if the reports of the death of Congress have been a
little premature, so also has the identity of the culprit been a
little unclear. It is true that there has been some degree of
homicide present and that it has most likely emanated from the
Executive Office. But there has also been present some de-
gree of suicide. It is true that much of the blame for this
development needs to be laid at the feet of Congress, who,
failing to process the necessary leadership and procedures to
forge a viable national agenda, seem to be all too ready to
hand all power to the President.

The House, for example, in the closing days of the 92nd

°As quoted by Ezra Taft Benson, “"Civic Standards for the Faithful Saints,”
The Ensign 2:60 (July 1972).
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Congress passed a greatly misunderstood bill called the Debt-
Ceiling Bill which would have given to the President one of
the few remaining Congressional powers, the power to de-
termine and allocate priorities for the funding of national pro-
grams—or, in other words, the power of the purse. The Wash-
mgton Post editorialized that very morning that the House
sat around for 364 days complaining about the growing powers
of the President and then on the 365th day passed a bill hand-
ing the President the last set of powers they had. Fortunately,
that bill was killed in the Senate, which is one of the few ex-
amples of the Senate showing better judgment than the House
in the 92nd Congress.

The Library of Congress recently completed a survey which
indicated that in the last thirty years, Congress has passed
580 emergency delegations of power to the Executive Office,
none of which contained a terminal date, and none of which
has been rescinded.

There is no question but that Congress is slow and deliber-
ate, many times to the point of seeming inaction. But Con-
gress, for all its faults, 1s the most democratically elected body
we have. As such, it is probably the most representative ex-
pression of the majority of Americans. Perhaps part of the
value of Congress is, in fact, its deliberateness. If the Found-
ing Fathers had wanted speedy and aggressive legislative ac-
tivity, they never would have produced the document they did.
It 1s very enlightening, especially after reading criticisms of
Congress for its slowness, to read from the records of the
Constitutional Convention.

In the legislature, promptitude of decision is oftener an evil
than a benefit. The differences of opinion and the jarrings
of parties in that department of the government, though
they may sometimes obstruct salutary plans, yet often promote
deliberations and circumspection, and serve to check excesses
in the majority.

Those words of nearly 200 years ago seem very wise today.

I don’t mean to suggest that Congress does not need re-
form. It does most desperately. During the two years I was
with a Congressional office, 1,778 bills dealing with education
were introduced. Of these, 758 went to the Education and
Labor Committee, while the remaining 1,020 were handled by
18 other committees. The Executive Branch of government
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has changed beyond recognition in the last ten years, yet Con-
gress, which was given the responsibility to oversee the Execu-
tive Branch, is virtually unchanged in structure and procedures.

Some people have suggested that although the stature of
Congress vis-a-vis the Executive has diminished, the scope of
its responsibilities has expanded. In other words, they sug-
gest, even though the legislative role of Congress has been
weakened relative to the Executive, the kinds of things re-
quiring governmental concern have increased. This, of course,
is probably just a charitable way of saying that Congress is
doing less and less about more and more things.

In fact, there must be a redress in the balance of power
between Congress and Executive. Ideally, I would hope that
Congress would put its own house in order and then reassert
itself, and that the Executive would recognize that an im-
balance of power is not in the best interests of the country
and voluntarily give up some of its power. I do not expect
this, however. There appears to be more of a commitment in
Congress now to have a showdown with the President. Per-
haps such a showdown would clarify some Constitutional prin-
ciples, and thus be a good thing for the country. But I am
afraid that it would not. The broad social, economic, and en-
vironmental problems of today require a certain degree of
harmony and cooperativeness between Congress and the Ex-
ecutive which a showdown will not encourage. Whether the
President wins and Congress loses, or vice-versa, the country
will probably lose. Neither a victorious Congress and an em-
bittered, obstructionist President, nor a victorious President
and a recalcitrant Congress, augers well for the electorate. “As
we all know, Congress and the President were meant to do
battle. In the end, their capacity to do business at all rests
upon a set of mutual restraints and accommodations, because
in the last analysis, either branch can do the other in.”®

Let me conclude by mentioning just briefly two specific
developments which in my judgment violate what I identified
earlier as the very heart of any constitutional government, that
is, the proscription of power and the prescription of procedures.

First, let me mention a specific power which the Consti-
tution does not grant the President; one which I would con-
clude is therefore proscribed. Some of you may argue that this

6Nelson W. Polsby, in the Washington Post, 6 June 1973, p. C2.
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