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ASSSTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL

Bepartment of Justice
Wushington, D.E. 20530

Attached is the current draft of busing legislation
under consideration by the Department of Justice.

Title I, which is accompanied by a preliminary section-
by-section analysis, is currently being examined by a number
of prominent constitutional law scholars, and revisions may
be made to take account of doubts which any substantial num--
ber of them may express. A brief description of the princi-
pal controversial provisions of this Title is as follows:

(1) Procedural requirements are established to assure
that any remedies directed at altering student population
in the schools are limited to producing the situation which
would have existed had no unlawful discrimination occurred --
rather than to establishing a racial balance within each
school which is the same as that of the entire school dis-
trict. (Section 7) '

i

(2) Busing as a remedy to eliminate racial imbalance
is permitted only when that imbalance is the result of dis-=
criminatory action by the State or local education agency.
Imbalance attributable to other unlawful causes (e.g. inten-
tional refusal of State authorities to permit low-income
housing in white communities) would have to be remedied by
other means, such as construction of new schools. (Section 8)

(3) Busing is, generally speaking, prohibited as a
permanent remedy. If it has not succeeded in eliminating
the effects of unlawful discrimination within an initial
three-year period and a subsequent two-year extension, it
must be replaced by other remedies in the absence of "extra-
ordinary circumstances." (Section 10(a))

Title II of the draft has recently been added, to
include in the bill a proposal for a National Commission
to assist local communities in desegregation efforts. A
section-by-section analysis of this Title is not yet avail-
able, but the provisions are largely self-explanatory. A
central feature of the proposal is that the Commission will
operate solely as a catalyst for community action. It will
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have no power to prepare desegregation plans, to serve as
a court-appointed mediator, to investigate violations of

law, or to participate or assist in administrative or
judicial proceedings. (Section 6)



June 11, 1976

A BILL

To establish procedures and standards for the framing of
relief in suits to desegregate the Nation's elementary
and secondary public schools, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represen-
tatives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled, That this Act may be cited as the "'School
Desegregation Standards and Assistance Act of 1976."

Title I. Standards and Procedures for School Desegregation Cases.

Sec. 2. Statement of Findings.

The Congress finds --

(a) that discrimination against students, because of
their race, color, or national origin, in the operation of _
the Nation's public schools violates the Constitution and
laws of the United States and is contrary to the Nation's
highest principles and goals;

(b) that the Constitution and the national interest
mandate that the courts of the United States provide ap-
propriate relief to prevent such unlawful discrimination
and to remove the continuing deprivations, including the
separation of students, because of their race, color or
national origin, within or a&ong schools, that such

discrimination has caused;



(c) that the purpose of such relief is to restore
tﬁe victims of discriminatory conduct to the position they
would have occupied in the absence of such conduct, and so
to free society and our citizens from the conditions created
by unlawful acts.

(d) that, although the courts have found that, to achieve
these ends, it is necessary in some cases to require ﬁhe
assigmment and transportation of students, on the basis of
their race, color, or national origin, to schools distant
from their homes, such remedy can, if extended in scope and
duration, impose serious burdens on the children affected
énd the resources of school systems, impair the quality of
education, and impede the development of tolerance and
cooperation in community 1ife; !

(e) That where a particular school system has inten-

v

tionally been used to foster unlawful segregation, it may be

’appropriate, as a last resort, to require that system to
assign and transport students for the purpose of eliminating
the effects of such unlawful acts; but such a requirement,
when imposed to relieve the indirect consequences in the
schools of discriminatory action by other agencies of
govermment, places on the school system a burden it should
not bear and cannot effectively sustain without undue harm

to the educational process;



.(£) that because of its detrimental effects, required
student assignment and transpo:tation should be employed
only when necessary as an interim and transitional remedy,
and not as a permanent, judicially mandated feature of any
school system;
(g) that, because the existing casé law, while evolving,
is insufficiently clear and developed on points of concern
to the Congress, there is a need for iegislative standards
and procedures to ensure that the courts will, in determin-
ing the relief necessary and appropriate in school desegregation

cases, take adequate account of the foregoing considerations.



Sec. 3. Purpose: Application.

(a) The purpose of this Act is to prescribe standards
and procedures to govern the award of injunctive and other
equitable relief in school desegregation cases brought under
Federal law, in order (1) to prevent the continuation or
future commission 6f any acts of unlawful discrimination in
public schools, and (2) to remedy the effects of such acts
of unlawful discrimination, including, by only such means

e
as are appropriate for the purpose, thefgzglee of concentra-
tion by race, color or national origin in the student popula-
tion of the schools attributable to such acts. This Act is
based upon the power of Congress to enforce the provisions
of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United
Sfates. S

(b) The provisions of this Act shall govern, where
applicable, all proceedings for the award or modification
of injunctive and other equitable relief, after the date of
its enactment, seeking the desegregation of public schools
under Federal law, but shall not govern proceedings seeking
a reduction of such relief awarded prior to the date of its

enactment except as provided in Section 10.

Sec. 4. Definitions.

For purposes of this Act --
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(a) "local education agency" means a public board of
education or any other agency or officer exercising adminis-
trative control over or otherwise directing the operations
of one or more of the public elementary or secondary schools
of a city, town, county or other political subdivision of
a State.

(b) "sState education agency"” means the State board of
education or any other agency or officer responsible for
State supervision or operation of public elementary oxr se;
condary schools. |

(c) "desegregation" means the elimination of unlawful
discrimination on the part of a local or State education
agency, and the elimination of the effects of such discrimin-
ation in the operation of its schools.

(d) "unlawful discrimination” means action which, in
violationvof Federal law, discriminates against students on
the basis of race, color or national origin.

(e) "state" means any of the States of the Union and

:the District of Columbia.

Sec. 5. Liability

A local or State educ§;ion agency shail be held sub-
ject .

(a) to relief under Section 6 of this Act if the

court finds that such local or State education agency or
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its predecessor has engaged or is engaging in an act or acts
of unlawful discrimination; and

{b) to relief under Section 7 of this Act if the court
further finds that the act or acts of unlawful discrimina-
tion have caused a greater ﬁresent degree of concentration,
by race, color or national origin, in the student population
‘of any school within the jurisdiction of the local or State
education agency than would have existed had no such act

occurred.

Sec. 6. Relief - Orders prohibiting unlawful acts and elimin-

ating effects generally.

In all cases in which, pursuant to Section 5(a) of this
Acf; the court finds that a local or State education-agency
or its predecessor has engaged or is engagiﬁg in an act or
acts of unlawful discrimination, the court shall enter an
order enjoining the continuation or future commission of any
such act or acts and providing any other relief against such
local or State education agency as may be necessary and appro-
priate to prevent such act or acts from occurring or to
eliminate the present effects of such act or acts; provided,
however, that any remedy directed to eliminating the effects
of such act or acts on thé present degree of doncentration,

by race, color or national origin, in the student population
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of any school shall be ordered in conformity with Section 7

of this Act.

Sec. 7. Relief - Orders eliminating the present effects of

unlawful acts on concentrations of students.

(a) In all cases in which, pursuant to Section 5 (b) of
this Act, or any other provision of Federal law, the court
finds that an act or acts of unlawful discrimination by a
local or State education agency or its predecessor have caused
a greater present degree of concentration, by race, color or
national origin, than would otherwise have existed in the
student population of any schools subject to the jurisdic-
tion of such agency, the court shall order only such relief
as may be necessary and appropriate to adjust the composition
by race, color or national origin, of the particular schools
~so affected or, if that is not feasible, the overall pattern
of student concentration by race, color or national origin
in the school system so affected, to what it would have been,
“pursuant to findings made under this Section, had no such
act or acts occurred.

(b) Before entering an order under this Section the
court shall receive evidence, and on the basis of such evidence
shall make specific findings, concerning the degree to which

the concentration, by race, color or national origin, in the
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student population of particular schools affected by unlawful
acts of discrimination on the part of the local or State
agency or its predecessor presently varies from what it
would have been had no such acts occurred. If such findings
as to particular schools are not feasible, or if for some
other reason relief cannot feasibly be fashioned to apply
only to the particular schools that were affected, the court
shall receive evidence, and on the basis of such evidence,
shall make specific findings, concerning the degree to which
the overall pattern of student concentration, by race, qolor
or national origin, in the school system affected by such
acts of unlawful discfimination presently varies from what
it would have been had no such acts occurred.

(c) The findings required by subsection (b) of this
Section shall be based on conclusions and reasonable infer-
ences from the evidence adduced, and shall in no way be based
on a presumption, drawn from the finding of liability made
pursuant to Subsection 5(b) of this Act ér otherwise, that
the éoncentration, by race, color or national origin, in
the student population of any particular school or the over-
all pattern of concentration in the school system as a whole,
is the result of acts of unlawful discrimination.

(d) In all orders e;tered under this Section the court

"may, without regard to the other requirements of this Section,
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(1) approve any plan of desegregation, otherwise lawful,
that a local or State education agency voluntarily adopts,
and (2) direct a local or State education agency to insti-
tute a program of voluntary transfers of students from
schools in which students of their race, color, or national
origin are in the majority to schools in which students of

their race, color or national origin are in the mincrity.

Sec. 8. Discriminatory action by other agencies affecting

schools.

If any suit is permitted or order entered against a
local or State education agency based in whole or in part
upon an act or acts of unlawful discrimination by some gov-
ernmental instrumentality other than that agency or its pre-
decessor, such suit or order shall be subject to this Act,
as though such act or acts were attributable to such agency,
‘and the provisions of Section 7 shall be applied separately
"to the effects of such act or acts. Provided, however, that
this Section shall not be interpreted to create any new cause
of action or. to require relief not otherwise available; and
provided further that no order shall be entered under any
provision of Federal law requirihg the assignment of students
in order to alter the distrabution of students by race, color

or national origin among schools unless such order is based
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upon a finding of unlawful discrimination by a local or State
education agency which had jurisdiction over such schools,

and is limited to the effects of such discrimination.

Sec. 9. Voluntary action; local control.

All orders entered under Section 7 shall rely, to the
greatest extent practicable and consistent with effective
relief, on the vdluntary action of school officials, teachers
and students, and the court shall not remove from a local
or State education agency its power and responsibility to
control the operations of the schools except to the minimum
extent necessary to prevent unlawful discrimination by such
agency or to eliminate the present effects of such discrimina-

tion by such agency or its predecessor. e

Sec. 10. Review of orders. _

(a) No court-imposed requirement for assignment of stu-
dents to alter the distribution of students, by race, color
or national origin, in schools, other than requirements for
voluntary transfers, shall remain in effect for a period of
more than three years from the date of entry of the order
containing such requirement or, in the case of all final
orders entered prior to gnﬁctment of this Act, for a period
of more than three years from the effective date of this

Act, except as follows:
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(1) If the court finds, at the expirétion of such
period, that the defendant has failed to comply with
the requirement substantially and in good faith, it may
extend the requirement until there have been three con-
secutive years of such compliance.

(2)  If the court finds, at the expiration of such
period (and of any extension under (1) above) that the
requirement remaiﬁs necessary to correct the effects of
unlawful discrimination determined under the provisions
of Section 7 of this Act, it may extend the requirement,
with or without modification, for a period not to exceed
two years, and thereafter may order an extension only
upon a specific finding of extraordinary circumstances
that require such extension.

(b) Wiﬁh respect to continuing provisions of its order
not covered by subsection (a), the court shall conduct a
review at intervals not to exceed three years tb determine
whether each such provision shall be continued, modified, or
terminated._ The court shall afford parties and intervenors

a hearing prior to makeing this determination.

Sec. 11. Effect of subseguent shifts in population.

Whenever any order governed by Section 7 of this Act has
been entered, and thereafter residential shifts in population
occur which result in changes in student distribution, by race,

color or national origin, in any school affected by such
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order, the Court shall not require modification of student
assignment plans then in effect in order to reflect such
changes, unless it finds pursuant to Section 7 that such
changes result from an act or acts of unlawful discrimination

by the local or State education agency or its predecessor.

Sec. 12. Intexvention.

(a) The court shall notify the Attorney General of any
proceeding to which the United States is hot a party in
which the relief sought includes that covered by Section 7
of this Act, and shall in addition advise the Attorney Gen-
eral whenever it believes that an order requiring the assign-
ment of students may be necessary.

| (b) The Attorney General may, in his discretiomn; “inter-
vene as a party in such proceeding on behalf of the United
. States, or appear in such proceeding for such special purpose
as he may deem necessary and appropriate to facilitate en-
forcement of this Act, including the submission of recommend-
ations (1) for the appointment of a mediator to assist the
court, the parties, and the affected community, and (2) for
the formation of a committee of community leaders to develop,
for the court's consideration in framing any order under
Section 7 of this Act, a five-year desegregation plan, in-

cluding such elements as relocation of schools, with specific
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dates and goals, which would enable required student assign-
ment to be avoided or minimized during such five-year period

and to be terminated at the end thereof.




Title II. ©National Community and Education Commission

Sec. 1. Statement of Findings:

The Congress finds:

(a) that the elementary and secondary education of
our Nation's children has been and remains a matter of
primary concern to local communities, and school systems
capable of providing quality education to all children
cannot be achieved or maintained without full community
interest and support;

(b) that the Nation's commitmenf,vunder the Constitution,
to end discrimination against students, because of their |
race, color, or national origin, in the operation of the
public schools can be achieved most certainly, most consis-
tently with our Nation's best traditions, and with most
assurance that quality education will be provided for all
students, by reliance on the voluntary efforts of concerned
citizens, groups, and institutions in affected communities,
without the necessity of resort to the proceéses |
and remedial powers of the courts; and

(¢) that the Federal Government should encourage
and assist such voluntary community efforts in furtherance’
of the Nation's commitment both to quality education and
to ending discrimination and the deprivation it has caused.

Sec. 2. Establishment of the Commission.

(a) There .is hereby established a National Community

and Education Commission (hereinafter referred to as the



"Commission'') constituted in the manner hereinafter
provided.

(b) The purpose of the Commission shall be to
encourage and assist community groups and State and
local government organizations, by means of consultation,
the provision of technical advice, and informal mediation,
in efforts to end unlawful discrimination against students
in the public schools and to eliminate the effects of
such discrimination without resort to judicial or admin=-

istrative processes.
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Sec. 3. Membership; Organization; Staff

(a) Composition of the Commission. The Commission

shall be composed of nine members who shall be appointed
by the President from among individuals who are nationally
recognized and respected in business, education, govern-

ment and other fields and whose experience, reputation,

. m—- i

and qualities of leadership qualify them to

. carry out the purposes df tﬁeﬂéggggssion. No
person who is otherwise employed by the United States
shall be appointed to serve on the Commission. No more
than five of the members of the Commission at any one
time shall be members of the same political party.

(b) Terms of members. The term of office of each

member of the Commission shall be three years, except thaf
of the members first appointed to the Commission three
shall be appointed for a term of one year and three shall

" be appointed for a term of twoviears.' Any member appointed.
to fill an unexpired term on the Commission shall serve

for the remainder 6f the term for which his predecessor

was appointed.

(c) Chairman; quorum. The Chairman of the Commission

shall be designated by the President. Five members of the

Commission shall constituté a quorum.

(d) Compensation of members. Each member of the

Commission shall be compensated in an amount equal to

that paid at level IV of the Federal Executive Salary Schedule,
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pursuant to section 5313 of title S, United States Code,
prorated on a daily basis for each day spent on the work

of the Commission, including travel time. In addition, each
member shall be allowed tfével expenses, including per

diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorizéd by section 5703
of title 5, United States Code, for persons employed inter-

mittently in the Govermment Service.

(e) Executive Director; Staff, The Commission shall

have an Executive Director, designated by the Chairman with
the approval of a majority of the members of the Commission,
who shall assist the Chairman and the Commission in the
performance of their functions as they may direct. The
Executive Director shall be appointed without regard to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing
appointments in the competitive -service. The Commission

is also authorized to appoint, without regard to the pro-
visions of title 5, United States Code, governing appointments
in the competitive service, or otherwise obtain the services |
of, such professional, technical, and clerical personnel,
including consultants, as may be necessary to enable the
Commission to carry out itﬁﬂfunctions.. Such personnel,
including the Executive Difector, shall be compensated at
rates not to exceed that specified at the time such service
is perfomed for grade GS-18 in section 5332 or that title. -

Sec. 4. Functions of the Commission. The functions-of
N
o

\"/"‘

O



the Commission shall include:

(1) consulting with community leaders and groups
concerning the development, implementation and support of
voluntary school desegregation plans in such a way as to
avoid conflicts and the invocation of administrative or
juficial processes;

(2) encouraging the formation of broadly based
community organizations to develop and implement compre-
hensive programs for voluntary desegregation of schools;

(3) providing advice and technical assistance to
communities in preparing and implementing voluntary plans
to desegregate schools;

(4) consulting with the Community Relations Ser-
vice of the Department of Justice, the Office for Civil
Rights in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
the National Institute of Education, the U.S. Office of
Education General Assistance Centers, the United States
Civil Rights Commission, and State and local human relations
agencies to determine how those organizations can contri-
bute to the resolution of problems arising iﬁ the desegre-
gation of schools within a community; and

(5) providing informal mediation services among
individuals, groups, and agencies within a community in
order to help such individuals, groups, and agencies resolve
conflicts, reduce tensions, and develop means of voluntary

desegregation of schools without resort to administrative



and judicial processes.

Sec. 5. Limitations on activities of the Commission.

The Commission shall have no authority --

(1) to prepare desegregation plans;

(2) to provide mediation services under the order
of a court of the United States or of a étate;

(3) to investigate or take any action with respect
to allegations of viol;tions of law; or

(4) to participate in any capacity, or to assist
any party, in administrative or judicial proceedings under
Federal or State law seeking desegregation of schools.

Sec. 6. Cooperation by other departments and agencies.

All executive departments and agencies of the United States
are authorized to furnish to the Commission such iﬂf&fﬁéfibn,
personnel and other assistance as may be appropriate to assist
the Commission in the performa&ée of its functions and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare shall administer
all programs committed to him and designed to assist school
desegregation efforts in a manner that will facilitate the

Commission's work

Sec. 7. Confidentiality. The activities of the members

and employees of the Commfgsion shall be conducted in con-
fidence and without publicity, and the Commission shall not
disclose nor have any legal obligation to disclose information
acquired, in the regular performance of its duties upon the

understanding that the information would be held confidential.



Sec. 8. Expenses of the Commission. Expenses of the

Commission shall be paid from such appropriations to the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as may be

available therefor.



Analysis of the "School Desegregation
Standards Act of 1976"

Sec. 2. Statement of Findings

This section sets forth the findings upon which the various
provisions of the bill are based. Among the key findings is
subsection 2(c) which states that the purpose of the relief in
a school desegregation suit is "to restore the victims of dis-
criminatory conduct [in the operation of public schools] to
the position they would have occupied in the absence of such
conduct . . . ." Subsections (e) - (g) state that the remedy
of assigning and transporting students to distant schools can

.impose serious burdens upon school children and have other

detrimental effects and that the remedy of required assignment
and transportation should be used only as a last resort and
within carefully defined limits regarding scope and duration.

Sec. 3. Purpose; Application

(a) The bill prescribes standards and procedures to gov-
ern the award of equitable-reliefl/ in school desegregation
suits, that is, suits seeking the elimination of discrimina-
tion, on the basis of race, color or national origin, against
students in public schools.2/ The bill applies to any such
suit which is based upon Federal law, whether it is brought

.in a Federal or a State court. Where a lawsuit seeks relief

with respect to faculty and staff, as well as students, the
bill applies to the extent that the suit relates to students.

The purpose of the bill's provisions is to assure that
such relief (1) prevents the occurrence of unlawful discrimina-
tion against students in the operation of public schools and

"(2) remedies, by appropriate means; ‘the effects of such dis-

crimination.

1/ The award of declaratory judgments, as well as injunctive
and other equitable relief, is within the bill's coverage.

2/ T"Desegregation” and other pertinent terms are defined in
section 4.



The bill is based upon section 5 of the Fourteenth
Amendment which authorizes Congress "to enforce, by appro-
priate legislation," the provisions of the amendment, in-
cluding the Egual Protection Clause. The bill's coverage
of the District of Columbia is based upon Congress' power
under Article II, section 8, clause 17 of the Constitution.

(b) The bill applies to school desegregation suits
(based upon Federal law) which are filed after its enactment.
Regarding suits filed before its enactment, the bill applies
to any proceeding, occurring after enactment, for the award
of equitable relief. This includes a proceeding based upon
a motion of the plaintiff to broaden or strengthen an ex-
isting court order. However, except as provided in section
10, the bill does not apply to a proceeding in a pre-enactment
case if the proceeding is based upon a motion to reduce or
terminate the effect of a desegregation order.

Sec. 4, Definitions
Subsections 4(a), (b) and (e), which define respectively
"local education agency," "State education agency" and "State,"

are self-explanatory.

The definitions of "desegregation" (subsection 4(c))
and "unlawful discrimination" (subsection 4(d)) reflect the
purpose of the bill, i.e., regulating the award of relief to
. remedy discrimination against students in the operation of
public schools. Thus, within the meaning of the bill, "unlaw-
ful discrimination" is "action which, in violation of Federal
law, discriminates against students on the basis of race,
color or national origin.” This definition incorporates the
standards of the Constitution and of Federal civil rights
laws.

Under the bill, a "desegregation” suit is one seeking
the elimination of (1) "unlawful discrimination" on the part
of a local or State education agency3/ and (2) the effects
of such discrimination in the operation of the schools.

3/ Section 8 relates to suits, seeking relief agéinst a local
or State education agency, based wholly or partly on the con-
duct of another governmental instrumentality.
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Sec. 5. Liability

Section 5 establishes the basic scheme for relief underxr
the Act. It provides, in subsection (a), that relief of the
type described in section 6 will be available whenever the
court finds that the defendant, a local or State education
agency, "has engaged or is engaged in unlawful discrimina-
tion." It provides in subsection (b) that the additional
relief of section 7 will be available only when the court
finds in addition that the "unlawful discrimination" resulted
in an increased present degree of concentration, by race,
color or national origin, in the student population of any
school. In other words, a finding of unlawful discrimina-
tion which consisted only of assigning students to classes,
within a school, on the basis of race and which had no effect
upon other schools, would subject the defendant to relief
under section 6; whereas a finding of unlawful discrimination
in the drawing of school boundaries, so as to establish one
white school and one black school, would subject the defendant
to relief under section 7 as well.

Sec. 6. Relief - Orders prohibiting unlawful acts and elim-~
inating effects generally

This section relates to the award of relief generally
to prevent acts of unlawful discrimination by local or State
education agencies, and to eliminate the effects of such
acts. As stated in the proviso, however, section 7 is the
.section applicable to the award of any remedy to eliminate
the effects of such discrimination on the present degree of
concentration, by race, color or national origin, in student
population. Thus, section 6 applies to the prevention of all
acts of school discrimination, and to the elimination of all
effects except the effect of concentration, by race, color
or national origin, in student population.

Section 6 provides that the court is (1) to enjoin the
continuation or future commission of such discriminatory
conduct and (2) to provide other relief needed to prevent the
occurrence of the discriminatory acts or to eliminate their
present effects, other than ‘effects upon the composition, by
race or national origin, of student bodies.
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Sec. 7. Relief - Orders eliminating the present effects of
unlawful acts on concentration of students

(a) This section becomes applicable when, pursuant to
subsection 5(b) or any other provision of Federal law, the
court finds that unlawful discrimination by an education
agency has caused a greater presant degree of concentration,
by race, color or national origin, than would otherwise have
existed in the student population of any of its schools. (See
the discussion of subsection 5(b).) With regard to such dis-
crimination, the court is to order such relief--but only such
relief--as is necessary to create the kind of distribution of
students, by race, color or national origin, that would have
existed had no such discrimination occurred. If feasible, the
court's order is to be based upon findings regarding, and is
to relate to, the particular schools affected by the discrimina-
tion. For example, if the discrimination consisted of artifi-
cial alteration of the boundaries between two schools, which
affected and now affects the student population of only those
two schools, the relief is to relate only to those schools
and is to seek only re—creation of the situation which would
now exist had the boundaries been established in a nondiscrim-
inatory fashion. In determining what situation would now
exist, the court would, of course, take into account shifts
in population which have occurred since the alteration of
boundaries-—including, but not limited to, such shifts as were
the identifiable effect of that unlawful act.

In some cases it may be impossible to isolate the effects
of a discriminatory act upon particular schools, or to use only
those schools in re-creating the situation, insofar as con-—
centration of students by race, color or national origin is
concerned, which would now exist within the district absent
the discriminatory act. For example, where an identifiable
effect of a past discriminatory act was to destroy a mixed
residential pattern which would otherwise have subsisted, it
may not be feasible, by directing relief only at the schools
originally affected, in an area which is now no longer inte-
grated, to achieve effective relief; but the maintenance of a
stable mixed neighborhood in another portion of the school
district, equivalent to that which would otherwise have existed,
may be possible. In such a case, assuming it is still able to
identify the effects of discrimination as required by subsection
(b), the court may direct its relief at patterns of concentra-
tion by race, color or national origin within the school district,
rather than at the particular schools originally affected.
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(b) Subsection 7(b) describes the type of findings
which must be made by the court before section 7 relief may
be awarded. The court is to make specific findings concern-
ing the degree to which the concentration, by race, color or
national origin, in the student population of particular
schools affected by unlawful discrimination varxries from what
it would have been had no such discrimination occurred. For
example, a court might find that, but for the discrimination,
a school whose student body is presently 50 percent black
would have a student body that is 30 percent black. Under
subsection 7(a), with regard to that school, the objective
of the court's decree would be to achieve a student popula-
tion which is 30 percent black.

If it is not feasible to make the above findings with
regard to particular schools or if it is not feasible to
fashion relief limited to the particular schools affected
by the discrimination, the court is to make specific findings
concerning the degree to which the overall pattern of student
concentration, by race, color or national origin, in the
school system varies from what it would have been had the
unlawful discrimination not occurred. For example, a court
might find that, but for the discrimination, the district
would have five schools with a student body that is more_than
30 percent black; under subsection (a), the objective of the
court's decree would be to establish a situation in which
five such schools exist.

(c) Subsection 7(c) states that the findings required
by subsection 7(b) are to be based on conclusions and reason-
able inferences drawn from the evidence adduced. Such findings
are not to be based upon a presumption, drawn from the finding
of liability made pursuant to subsection 5(b) or resting on
some other basis, that the concentration, by race, color or
national origin, in the student population of any school or
the overall pattern of concentration in the school system is
the result of unlawful discrimination.

(d) Subsection 7(d) exempts from section 7's other re-
quirements certain elements of an order entered under section 7.
Without regard to such othefr requirements, the court may (1)
approve any (otherwise unlawful) desegregation plan voluntarily
adopted by a local or State education agency or (2) direct in-
stitution of a program of voluntary majority-to-minority trans-
fers by students.



Sec. 8. Discriminatory action by other agencies affecting
schools

This section applies when a lawsuit or an order against
a local or State education agency is based wholly or partly
upon discrimination by some other governmental instrumentality
that has increased the degree of segretation of students by
race, color or national origin in the schools. Section 8
would apply, for example, to a suit alleging such discrimina-
tion on the part of State, local or Federal housing authorities.

The bill applies to any suit or order of the above type
as though the discrimination by the other instrumentality
were attributable to the education agency. The provisions of
section 7 are to be applied separately to the effects of (1)
discrimination by the education agency and (2) discrimination
by the other government agency. For example, separate find-
ings are to be made.

The first proviso of section 8 states that the section
is not to be interpreted as creating any new cause of action
or as requiring relief not otherwise available. If Federal
law authorizes a cause of action against a school system on
the basis of discrimination by some other government agency,
then section 8 governs the award of relief in such a case.

The second proviso states in effect that no order requir-
ing the assignment of students, to alter their distribution
- by race, color or national origin, may be based upon discrimina-
tion by an instrumentality other than the local or State educa-
tion agency with jurisdiction over such students. Relief re-
guiring such assignments may be issued only on the basis of a
finding, made pursuant to section 7, of discrimination by such
education agency.

'Sec. 9. Voluntary action; local control

This section provides that any order entered under sec-
tion 7 is to rely, to the greatest extent practicable and
consistent with effective relief, on the voluntary action of
school officials, teachers and students. The court is not to
remove local or State control of the school system except to
the minimum extent necessary to prevent discrimination and
eliminate its present effects.

-6



Sec. 10. Review of orders

(a) Subsection 10(a) relates to the duration of any
court-imposed requirement for assignment of students to
alter their distribution, by race, color or national origin,
in schools, other than a requirement for voluntary transfer.
Subject to the exceptions stated below, a requirement subject
to subsection 10(a) is not to remain in effect for more than
three years after the entry of the pertinent court order or,
if the requirement was imposed before enactment of the bill,
for more than three years after the date of enactment of the
bill.

The exceptions to the three-year limit are as follows:

(1) If the court finds, at the end of the three-year (or
shorter) period, that the defendant has failed to comply

with the reguirement substantially and in good faith, the
court may extend the requirement until there have been three
consecutive yvears of such compliance. (2) If the court finds,
at the expiration of the period (and any extensions under (1)
above), that the requirement is still necessary to correct
the effects of unlawful discrimination determined under sec-
tion 7, the court may extend the requirement, with or without
modification, for a period not to exceed two years. _After.
one such two-year (or shorter) extension, there can be no
further extension unless the court makes a specific finding
of extraordinary circumstances which require such extension.
An ordinary finding of need of the type which can warrant an
-initial two-year extension is not in itself sufficient to
justify a further extension; extraordinary circumstances must
be shown.

(b) Subsection 10(b) relates to continuing court-ordered
regquirements not subject to subsection 10(a), i.e., require-
ments other than those relating to the assignment of students
to alter their distribution by race or national origin. Re-
garding such other requirements, subsection 10(b) states that
the court is to review them at intervals not to exceed three
years. After notice and opportunity for a hearing, the court
is to determine whether the requirement is to be continued,
modified or terminated. ’

Sec. 11. Effect of subsequent shifts in population
This section states that, whenever an order subject to

section 7 has been entered and thereafter shifts in housing
patterns cause changes in student distribution by race, color

-7



or national origin, ordinarily the court is not to require
modification of the student-assignment plan to compensate

for such changes. The court may require such modification

if it finds, pursuant to section 7, that the changes in
student distribution result from discrimination on the part of
the local or State education agency.

Sec. 12. Intervention

(a) Subsection 12(a) provides that the court is to notify
the Attorney General of the United States of any proceeding,
to which the United States is not a party, in which the relief
sought includes relief covered by section 7. This applies
whenever section 7 is applicable whether in regard to a new
suit, an application for additional relief, or a proceeding
necessitated by paragraph 10(a) (2) in a pre-—-enactment suit.

In addition, the court is to advise the Attorney General when-
ever it believes that an order requiring the assignment of
students in order to alter their distribution by race, color
or national origin may be necessary.

(b) This subsection states that, in any proceeding cov-
ered by subsection 12(a), the Attorney General may, in his
discretion, intervene as a party. Alternatively, the Attorney
General may elect to appear for such special purpose as he
deems necessary to facilitate enforcement of the bill. Such
special purposes include recommending (1) that a mediator be
appointed to assist the court, the parties and the affected
community or (2) that a committee of community leaders be
appointed to prepare, for the court's consideration, a five-
year desegregation plan, with the objective of enabling re-
quired assignment of students to be avoided or minimized dur-
ing the five-year period and terminated at the end of that
period. '
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STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT Aungust 21, 197

(On signi ng HR 69,
an omnibus education bill)

Much of the controversy over H.R. 69 has centered on its busing provisioas.
In gen=ral, I 2m opposed to the forced busing of school children because it

~do=s not lead to better educa*z.on and it m.frmoes vpon traditional fre edoms in
\A'n‘-nca. . V " S :

As enacted, H.R. 49 contams an ordered a.nd reasoned apnroach to dealing
with the remaining problemB of segregation in our _schools, butl regret that
it lacks an effective provision for automatlcally re-evaluating existing court
orders. This omission means that a different standard will be applied to those
Aistricts which are already being compelled to carry out extensive busing

-ns and those districts which wxll now work out desegregation plans under the
" ...ore rational standards set forth in tms- bill. Double standards are unfair,
- and this one is no exception. I believe" tha.t all school districts, North and
. Sou..n, East and West, should be able to adopt reasonable and just plans for
desegregation which w111 not result m ch;ldren bemg bused £rorr= their
. nowhbo hoods. o S EET : : o

. I think it is falr to say that thn.s 1egz_sla:tlon 2
places rsasonable’and equ:u.able restrictions .upon the problem
of busing, and in conjunction with the-Supreme Court. -
dec...s:.on will hopefully relieve that problem and make t.he
" solution far more equ::.tab?o and just. ° . .- e
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STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT REQUESTED -
C | BY BOSTON MEDIA REPRESENTATIVES October 12, 1972
. rs =

Bostor& is a fine, proud City. The cradle of liberty. Where many of the

freedoms that we all so cherish today in this Country, were born, 200 years
ago. The people of Boston share a tradition for reason, fairness andrespeact
for the rights of others. Now, in a difficult period for all of you, it is a i

T Ty SRS

‘tima to reflect on all that your City means to you. To react in the finest i

- tradition of your City's people. Itis up to you, every one of you, every
pa& ent, child, to reject violence of any kind in you*‘ Gy. To reject hatred
{‘ . 2nd the shrill voices of the v:.olent few. - '

__« kXnow that nothing is more important to you than the safety of the children
in Boston. .And only your calm and thoughtful action now can guarantee that
- safety. Iknow that you will all work together for that coal And have ons
more tb.u'xg to be proud of in the cradle of hberty. o

s ey .



INTERVIEW OF THE PRESIDENT BY , 'Auguét 30’-1975

ARTHUR ALBERT, EXECUTIVE NEWS DIRECTOR,
WJAR-TV, SARAH WYE, CORRESPONDENT,
WJAR-TV AND JACK CAVENAUGH, CORRESPOVD“WT,
WJAR-PV, Sheraton—-Islander Inn

Newport Rhode Island

- - e o~ 4 . . e

4 QU’"Q‘I’ION ﬁr--? szdent, scnoo"s opan vewy scon
a*ound tne country and.in Naw England.l. And in Boston and
Springfield, ‘Iassachusa"cts tﬁaf means forcad’ bus:x_ng for- dc- s
segregation...-You-have -}*ad a’ pos:.t:r.on on. Duszx.ng befgre. Ca_n

-~

- you.rtake: a minut e.,and clarlz.y you:- Dosz...z.o-x oq busn. W‘nat '

.~ is your nosz.‘tlon on bt..s:..ncr? ’

¢

'or five -pecple up thexe: that are working with the cour..,' w:.t}_x
’ :thﬁ*echo»“.:. boards and. with- parents.and with others. At the

~ his %Top men *to. work with: the: school sys’cem._ Anad 'that

| that we ar° gon.na to try and moderate and work.with- the~ ' -fh.“_

- provide quality education. there is a difference of opinion

(

ey ——m e

o e —

" '-'"-V STHE DRESLD:\IT' .Be for° saj any"..:.nv_ about what my

parsonal views.are,.l want to.say most. emphatically that |
I, as President and 211 that serve with me in the Federal .
Gov=>rrment,..w1ll enr_orce the. law, no. unSth"l ahout tna... '

oo T e - e e -
s _- L=,

iz Wes wlll, to 'thn extant nocessary, ma;ce sur=- 'tnat
any cour" crde“ is- ena:orced. R : S e -,:_-_,..-.

- --\. . . : - . - -
g -~ - .

Now I add one th.ma t"xat T }'op"' J.S unders._ood-_
. We éon't want :any confliet develaping in Boston or any of .
thesza othen’ con*'mnrt-ea that have. court- orders. forcing br..s._mr
o Aecdl schook: systems., So I have. sent, up th° the Attorney
seneral,.-and. the:canmunity rela\.z.ons .experts . == they ‘have fou_.

sama ti;na the new Secretary of HEW,. David Ha'cl"ews, h:r.s sent up

_J.q =

:u'vd:v.v.ldud, Dr.. Goldberg, has authorlty to spend e.r"ra' <o -
Federal =funds: to- try and - :u:rorove the s:v.+t.§at:_x.on in Boston.

: q.—,-,—h et o i Rl » ) -
- = - - - . N i I
e dndt ik SENE VDV N .. PRV = SiE

Now, having said the 1aw is aomg “to be enforced

pecple- in Bostorn,-I will give: you ny v:Lews omn w‘xat vwe are

'L'“yz.na' to do.~- LY rmasms Do s

The bas:x.c thing tna everyone is trying to do is to

on how you achieve quality education. My personal view is
that forced busing by ¢ourts is not the way to’ ac"*lcve qt.a.q.lty'
education. I think tbe*e is a better way. - o R

We navo had cou*" order ‘forced busin'-r'in'a number of

comm.nlt:.es. " There are studies “that- md1ca‘c= that 1t has ‘ot
Tovided qz.al:.ty educag:x.on ta t";e young Deonle, wn ch J.s o;.
—_pe sona'! conco"n. ‘f T LT . - :

- e e e a e e —— —— v —
RSP At ——ree e me m e enins A————— % . ——— e . A . 4 s 8P = pan —n e

e o o o e pmrm T~ - % ut 8 WA A g et = T
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_ "I think there is a’'better.way to do’it. In my-.-
. Judgment, if the courts would follow a law that was passaed,
- I think, two years ago, maybe two and a half years ago, it
said that in those areas$ where you have a prcblem -in seeking
desegrezation,: the court should follow five or-six rules.
Busi ing was'the last option.: = o -~:; 5 SRR

"There were five other prono;als that courts cole have
folWOW°d ‘and "I think we ‘would have avoided a lot of this-
conflict. That is one way.I think we could have solvad thi
problem. The other is- the- utilization of Federal funds. to ,
upgrada school buildings, provide batter: teachar-pupll raulos,

- to provide better equipment, “that is the way, in my opinion,
we achleve what we all want, wnlch is quality educatlon.

 } x Just. don't “think’ court order, forced bu51ng, is the
way’~ Lo a Hlava .Qual 1ty educatlon. ‘I think there 'is a better way.,

- - G- - e T . : :
. . . - B . s, H

- e Tew . R

e ——————— 7 |t i mssvae s oo rm e e emes e ewiiirim s et e e -y o .
- SIS s A TR L T TSI L R S it e a8 et o=t 2o NSRRI SN
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INTERVIEY OF THE PRESIDENT BY September 12,
JULIUS "HUNTER, NEWS ANCHORMAN AND o 1975
‘HOST , ROBERT HARDY, KMOX-RADIO '
ANNOUNCER, RICHARD DUDMAN, ST.
LOUI3 POST DISPATCH AND JOHN FLACK,
POLITICAL EDITOR, ST. LOUIS GLOBE
DEMOCRAT, Gateway Tower Building,
St. Loulis, Missouri :

SESER QU_'E.‘S"’TQ‘I-?—; MrEPresident,’ “Busing is " uhjec._ -

a DraCu.ce“LHatfls dlatastefnl to a larce segment or;tha.
. American Population,both’ blacx ‘and white.. If it'is. sv..ch
~ a distas ..eful and wastef\.l ’DI‘OC“:»S, why bus? _I-s_ therc-
any a te"'ia iva that’ you' see"‘ Vo Aw T

iy

s

vl'-:

- s T .._._.'_.—-'- -
R Lo T P 3
L Tais e

"‘H_T-.‘ P‘ZESLDE‘.NT° pe t‘z._.nk that we hava 't:o dac1c1e,

the first: place) what we are i’ﬁally trying to da. by .
bt.s:.n‘—' barore—you- d:z.scuss :-lhather it.is gcod. or bad.:A11. !

of us &=° whlge,- black,” eve ry “-&me*:.can, 1n ny. oo:.m.on et
wants qual z.ty educa..lon. T - Wt e mive Ll B 7

e eyl 2 - B e g
IR S PPN

;:\

[ N i . S Emn ) PR -
_.......-.h--r' -~ ~~ > - - -

B 3 .
PR A Py

Now, +the court decided in 1954. tha* separate buat
..equal schoo.s were constltutlonal_and the courts have -
Qecided "'hat"bus:mmay to, tﬁy and .desegregate:on ‘the
one~ha d a'xd*‘perhaps 1mprove edt.ca ion on-the- other.. CLEDU

- - o~ oo Id .
.......r ‘.,..'......--. . 2 ,.-.-‘,- - N I i
1 o .-‘_.: “: B

=T RE Many of thosé déclsz_ona have ra::.sed GZ'ea't
in many, many-. ‘Yocalities -- Louisville and Boston be:'.ncr tha
nost prom ’1ent .at tne pre;sent times sl TR

.~>

;,_-,_ s _~...\.-. . ______‘..'.

_—— -~..'-

. = T - - e et

D:r.scuss:.no‘ hose two comnlflas, let me veﬂy
tronvly e‘-mhasrre the court has-dacided- somethlncr - That' f
is thelaw of the land. As far as my Administration is

concerned, the law. of. tha, land—wlll ‘be-upheld),’ and we are
upholdlnv e

-—"' "‘"" -

- (-
- - by b R
-\- _." _.'JI-J.-—‘- L 3+
- -

. . P _‘_.,5
A-. .'_ -;— ". Y - IR
= . .

_ But 'then, I 'thlnk I ha.ve‘.’ ~the r:.cr’r" to g:.ve wnat
I think-is ‘a better anawar -to the achievement:of qual ty

ecucatvO'z, whi¢h is what we all séek, and there-is" always
more than one. answer.

Rt

I think that quality education can be erhanced
by better school facilities, lower pupil-teacher ratios,
the improvement of the neighborhcod, as such. Those are

better answers,in my judzment, than bus:mg under a court.
order,
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Quélity education can be achieved by:more than ons

mzthod. I was reading in the Washington Post this morning
a columr by cne-of the outstanding black columnists,

Mr. Paspber"y— and Mr. Raspberry has come to the conclusiaon :
that court ordered, forced busing, is not the way to achn.nvaE

quality educatlon fo“ blacks or whites in a major m°tro—
p071tan a*ea- :

That is a very significant decision by lMr. Rasp— ,
berry, who I think Mr. Dudman, for examole, hlaﬁly
rpaP&CLo. c . . . .

QUESTION' I cerx.alnly do.
In Boston and Lou;sv;lle, where Lbe court has

~rdered busing, how w2ll do you think the people of
Tiosa two clities have conducted themselves in bringing

aboxr*"‘wr-‘cmm e_&x:;naﬂge_s__gf black. and 'uh.li:e. students?.

DY

THH PRESIDENT There have beeh-son° dlscrders
there over- t)-e 1ast*yeaz' or- mo“e,= R e

T

QBES”IOV- I ‘am: thlnklnv acout tnls-fall.n-Therﬂ
hav= been Federal: agents there, of course,’ to iry to maine-
tain order. Are you reasanably well- satlsfled with the
way‘t&.nos have happered or not’

- -.,..__,,-

\.—\

P :
,.r

LT

. of 1oca_ disorder. I hope that that attitude can
" prevail in the months ahead as the- police. involvement = .
and the Federal'marshal;involyement beccmés less and less.
4 I am also an optzmzs t, ‘even tbouch I dlsaarae L
with the metncd by whlch *bey are trylno to achieve quall*y
educaticn. EER et

QUESTION: Are you counseling the people of those
two cities to cooperate with the courts, or are you
“encouraalnc them to maintain their strong feelings in

some cases that this is an improper solution?

THE PRESIDENT: - Last year I did a televised
tape urzing the people of Boston to cooperate with the
court and to maintain law and order. I did that then,
and I have counseled everybody that I talked with in
Boston to encourage their fellow Bostonians to obey the

THE P‘{:.SIDENT:-:- s° far,- th,ra has peen a minimun -

law and follow the court’s action. , -,
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g REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT THE 18th BIENNIAL
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF REPUBLICAN WOMEN'S
CONVENTION, Dallas, Texas, September 13, 1975

*s

3

R

Let me add at- thls point, if T might,’ tbe R
deep concern to me -- a -matter.that I am
p031L1ve is of deep .congern to all, those here and
214 miilion Anerlcans -- we have trled hard, we have
wrltten laws, we have approprlated money’ to accompl’sﬁ
quali ty éducation for the young in America.’” i 1954
the - cour;s of thls count Ty dec1ded that one way 1n -
heir’ esulmatlon to achleve tna; was  court order fo"ced,

using. Now, regardless of'how we 1nd1v1dually may BN
eel the law of the land must be upheld. :

na;ter of

. But if I could give you a view tha* I hava.
exoressed, not just recently but for. 10 or more
years, there is a better. way. to achleve quality

(: ‘education in America than by forced busing. We =~ .
- can and we will find a better way.» S

We can 1ncrease pupll—teacher ratlos, we
can improve facilities, have more and better oL
equipment, rely more heav1ly on the nelghborhood
school concept. There is a way and we must find it. k




INTERVIEW WITH THE PRESIDENT BY
BOB ABERNETHY, JESS MARLOW
AND WARREN OLNEY, XNBC-TY
Century Plaza Hotel, Los
Angeles, CallForr-la

QU“S”IOV- Mr. Pwe51dent "ou have sald that ~--- by

:ffStato courts in their effort to 1ntewrage “the~ schools nave T
-ignored less drastic alternat;ves than busing. "% - ~ o
- .What 5°°°lflca1ly d° you mean "<C whichH less drasLlc aluerﬁa-

7‘7t1ves7

. . .. temem 4 e v caere -a
- Te e . P - . L. - - - -3 N — e -

St gmp PRESIDENT. “The Congress in 1974 approved-what

'étwas lzbeled the Esch Amendment, laid out six cr “seven "f-~-
:fsp°c1f1c gu_dollnes for the courts to Iollow.__"he last of +the
. recommendation to achieve what the ‘courts should-do was bu511g —~»

court ordered forced buszng to achievé racial integration. -

Those steps,and.I was in the .Congress _part of that time and

‘I signed the bill:that betame law, those:steps include a

-Gne;scﬁoo1 'L*lllzatlon ‘of the n31ghborhgod schoo‘-concept
e wmnrovemenus of a0111t1es, et cetera.f I hop° that in

. ' 1 N
"~ the future,  as some course’ in'the "past, recent'paSL, will: .

utilize those guldellnes rathe" than’ plunglnv 1nto court—%h—

"l “ordeﬂed forced bu51ng as’’ Lhe only optlon for—t gne settlemnnt

et Tt e e

of the sevregatlon probleﬂ 1n the. school._~f‘ PEIET SO TEnT

> RS el B 2 ol O ol
~~-:..,. ER - N o . .--.--.-\:h
-_ —"‘-a~

R . QU‘S"ION., The nhole optwon LO bus:na'tendseto get
' ~9fconfused with racism 2nd there are a.lot of racial epithéts:

L i S

- and what. not belng thrown about on the pﬂotest}ilne. DB

. you have anything fo say about that?” ~You- arg_?pposed to %
‘ bu51ng but how do yoa.nake the distinction? R f{f-y

-
- -

September 20, 1975
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. ”dE PRE TD”YI" T don’*wtn ﬂx npuoaltéon to
Teally has any r°1at-cnsh¢n to pacisam on the oar*
T people. I think the best 1*1u5traulcn, one of I
voung columnists: in the. coantry, 811l Raspbarz a
ek, has been most ror-cafu1 and most constructlv~, I_
ODpos.ng the court ann*oach 1n mary cases.

o g
0
Jv'j .
'10
wtn(~

{y

! l"" "'l' '.h ‘-o

AR Ae B8]
g.

. X

v

5

- r I . -

n ODPOS=d to buazng as a means of
lucation. from. its inception. My
ss in voting for civil rights legis-
-~ lation is a'aood one, so I bell&V° *that the real issue
(: is quality education. It can bz achieved be*ter-fOﬂ dis=
advanta°3Q °e°P1 BO“l 135, by other neans.j .

(D (\:[D

'*--17' I have souvht, tnrougn the sunporg ‘of the ESCh
amendment, through adequate funding, to help Boston and
other.communities where this. p“obl,m exists, to upgrade
thelr school: system rather than to have thls varj contro-
versial approach of’rorced busznv; ' c

... QUESTION: Do you thlnk it w111 ba an issue in
EXt year's canpalvn? ) - A

EHB PQESID;VT.. I hope it won't.
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INTERVIZW WITH THE PRESIDENT BY LARRY ' Octobar 30
~ [ 4

MOORE, KMBC-TV, GABE PRESSMAN, WNEW-TV,
~ALAN SMITH, WTTG-TV, GILBERT AMUNDSON,
WTCH-TV, KENNETH JONES, KTTV-TV, and
HER3 KLEIN, METROMEDIA, Century Plaza
Hotel, Los Angeles, California

'”6dﬁoTi0V~~ Mo PreSldEHt scnool buSan 15 a

.problen affecting Kansas ‘City and many“other cities in Lhe'

country. You have not.ex=ctly endorsed school busing ta.
ach:Lev° 1nteara ion ln the scnooTs, ut at the "same tize,

._.a~-_.. ,__,., R . L. [

.-

1975

Srore gt e - e

o What boges can “you hon out £07 cities like Xansas -

City.that rin -the risk of losing millions ‘of dollars 'in
Federal ald in ths not too distant $ULU”e 1f .they don'’t use

----- Loee n - b W ca e _':‘._._ -
N e - Td - - PO A s . - S

EES T&E‘PRESID““’f'Really, I have snoken ‘out "consis-.
tantly and for some time on this p”oblem- -IT-was ‘one of tThe
original lMembers of the House or the Senate that said that
conr*—o*derod “forced bu51nv £3-achisve racial balance Has
not. ths hay to accomollsh quallty educatlone; .-

JT; .-—- X,

; o That ‘has’ been a con51st=1t statement, v1ew, -

pol lcy of mine for a number oOF years, I believe "1t even
more’ fervently today ‘than I ‘did before.  So, we have to

_start out with the assumption that educatlon, quallty

eeue 01, is what we are all seeklng to accomollshc

;---. s ‘A
- -

TEewe Ee Now~ soue paople say we’ ouaht to snend more money,

and T think there are programs where you can spend more monoy'
at the 1oca1 level to upgrade schools. in disadvantaged

areas.’ There are othars who say the 1ona~ra1ce and, even

to a substantlal degree, ‘short-range, is better dlSLPlbULlOn -

of houSLng, so we achieve integration in a dlfrerent way
and you -can stll1 rely on the nelghborhood school system-

Dr. Coleman, who testified before the Senate

'Cc:z:."....tté:'a on Jud1c1a”y “Just'a few days ago, had some

tnauchts on‘it, ‘It’is interesting that Dr. Coleman, who
was an initial proponent of busing to achieve quallty
education, has now -- after studylng the problem in a .
numbear of cities -~ come to the conclusion that it is not
tha.answer. - R N

FEe LT T alagdUent ;I oyt 4 SEW A

=

- e ——

o s S S 2.1

.-~ 5 E s oot = marre - — g - A et RO s a1 —

T e e veen e

——



b ——— e

Py . e et mm e 2 e o - - -

o I'don‘f' think there ls aﬂy patant ned1c1n° thau

can clve us.Lhe ansaars, but I'think wa ought .to spend w&at-

ieve* money is necessary for what we call magnet. s-hools,_'
- to upgrada teachers to provide better facilities, to Zive
- graatar fresdom of ch01ce. These are the things we ought -

to push hard.

QUESTION: There are those who say, including

Congressman Jerry Littin from Kansas City, that a separate

Department of EduyathW should b° °SLPbllShEd taklrg it -
anay Ifrom HEW.

Would you be in favor of establlshlnc a,sepa”ate_

- Department of Education to handle the c0ﬂp1ex problems of

- > - v v = -y -

hl::lné?

. THE PRESIDE NT- X don't"_,thw_nk tpa‘, in and of
itself,is a solutlon.’ . Maybe it ouvht ot
tb'be;jushﬂxﬁgd_on o;ne* grounds, ‘but I don’* think it*
necessar ily td_'answar uo thls p*obT‘m. :;: j;:¢w_$~.,~

- ~ .
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REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AND QUESTION AND - 'January 30,

ANSWER SESSION AT THE RECEPTION FOR
THE RADIO AND TELEVISION NEWS
DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION, The State Floor

T QU“STIOV. HrL*Pr°31d=n;, bL511c is” very defiﬂifal
in some States” an’ issua in the campaign. You said previously
that you didn’t think it was the most agreeable answar to

- desegregaLlon.; Do you.nlan to proposs. any othe" alternat1va°

plen 3 USRI ~—als ,._..

1976

T TH:‘PRESLD“NTi I never felt . that court ordered busing

was tne pDroper answer to quaTlty education. 01 thea other hand,

aa Prﬂsldent I am. obllcated to ses that the law is enforcad.
Slcied a blll in 1974 or early 1975 that prov1ded a list of
SLQPS that should be” taxen by tha Executive Branch and tha
urt’ has " Guldellnes in resolving the’ problem.of‘aecracatlon
in school systems. I thnk that the courts ought to follow
those guidelines. I think the Executive Branch oudﬁt to
follow those. guldallnes. If they do, I think it is a better

way to agh eve desegreaatlon and to’ pﬂov1de quallgy educatlon

c QUESTIOV.A Do you havofany ‘other altern ative to
IOﬁced bLs_n4 as we now know _1n several state;{

- .=

e e e

bnc_nnlnc t6%Find soéme” better'answers. They have 1mnlementn¢
beginning this last week, a modified . plan in the City of
Detroit’ and_to my knowlndve thera has beon a mlnﬁnnm of

Gif flcul*Y.:jf;rﬂ“_-_ ;f. o _:_.gggf_jﬁigz e e T

-
1

:.'|

Yl e .-

- L]
R

b
EC M

Now whét'ﬁap n°d was the orlglnal ord=r of two
or three years. ago was a very ha arsh order, it called for .
massive busing, not ‘only in tHe Clty of Detroit but in the
County of Wayne. A new. dege LOOK jurlsdchlon of that.
problem. He. moﬂﬁfled the court’ order, modified it very
subs;antlally, and apparently it is working So I think
some_ g0od. judgnent on_the pa*t of tho'courts following the

uidelines set forth in what is called the Esch An=ndment
is th= proper way to Lreat the Dﬁoblem._ ' :

Ty e e

. ————— - -

—-»-,v-..-—....——— gy

;?;;. THE pRrszDEWT- I th1n<$th= couﬂts tnnmselves are !-
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. for a non-denominational reflection and prayer I thlnx it

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AND QUESTION AND February 20, 1976
ANSWER SESSION AT THE CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE BREAKFAST, Elks Hall,
February 20, 1976

e -

377 :QUESTION:-:Mrz:President;-I would like:you- to.share with
us some .0f your-thaughts-:ion:the. edt..ce.tlonc1 sysyam in- our
countrys; namaly, do you feel that after two yaars of bus_ng, the .
City of Boston-now has a better SJstvn than two vzars aza : 1l
and what a_._your»*ncu hits<on:reintroducing- . prayer- into the :
educaLlon systemn of: thls coun*“g° T N SUN PR oo

e W e e - f
-~ e e T e R oa - »
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: L THE PRESIDENT:: Le+ me: ans be last_qunst’on.flrsh-xif
I had the wonderful experience of beln the Republican Minarity -
Leader:izn: thesHouse-. on-?aprﬂsentatlves at the same, time my very
dear friend,:who-has>now. passed ‘anay , - Senator. vareug Dlﬂkseﬁ,
~was : the.Mihority:Leader-in the Unitad- S+abas Senate .-
We - -were. closefnersonal‘rrlendsf'“do -and-I both. agreed~;hat LHQ
decision.of .the imited-States. SLD“eha Court in. precluding-nen-
denominational prayer.in- punllc schools was wrong. L. think that
it ought to be possible to have that kind of time set asides

e ey g

?ousnt Lo be-parmltt;d ‘,I stronﬂly fee1 that day.

-- ". : ) ]

I -
- -— b

On'the questlon-of bu51n ,4th= SuDre*n Court has Lr1°d
~to;dcntwo-gh.ng&.wsIr has tried-to provide: quality education,
it has:tried to end segregition..:Those are worthy objectives,

- I agree with. that. -I-think the. emphasis should be on gquality
"education.>>The emphasis: should -be:on ending segregation, but :
"I think thewSupreme- Court,and our. courts, particularly -- .. S
- some courtsthayavused the-nrong r=m=d1es and T Vl”O”OLalJ ‘ )
. oppose: themizsi vz - ;- - e : i

AT X -~ am < -~

T el T o =

- — . el s R S

. ‘attItude” on.the*paﬂt of some of. the -courts,. however, to take a

-liﬁwAAﬁ.It:ls~mynfee1 ng that;tnera-has-beeﬁ a doveloolnv.. l

more noderate-view ln.Pxerc181nc-¢he1r Constltut*onal.autho"lty :
‘and handle'the problem.. Let me- illustrate it very quickly. - -
Threg years~agc%waéhadfaffederal Judge -in Detroit who was going §
toi'mass ‘bus ‘children~from one- CCLnﬁY to an other, not Jjust- el
“friom the suburbs to-the-city. He is- no.longer the jud T
handling that ‘case.. We now:-have a Federal judge .who is:. handllno .
it and he has understood the problem and the net result of hls :
ordsr which seeks to achieve quality educaticn ‘and nm'ﬂrw~"aL141
is accepted by the people of Detro1t because it 1is WeSDOHSlDIE,
it is moderate : ' - | | _ .

So the courts have the “u;ﬂO“ltj, it is just that some
judges don't seem to understand that it is counter-productive |
to Zo as far as they have gone. Therefore, T support what has i
bean done in soms cases and I vigorously oppose what has bean f

(]
t

done 1in others. ' ~ o



http:end:.j.ng
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http:has:�tr:ied:.to
http:Let:,me.::answer.�tJ1e-.la

QU"S'T‘J.ON'f,I“:Lcnt I add sir, -do y::iz feel; then,
L-.at in ~."1== [case o ; he C:Lg.y of Bosrcm that Judge Barrity

.

% = »’—"R:.SID;..NT i . say 't:hat I don'*‘ -
: 'tn__nk z.t"'s- aaprcpm.au.e for. me ..o p:.cx a. C°""C&1LI" Judge,’ >
= wna“::ze:r_ha 1s :.,;,;u._ oJ_ wong, and cox.x...e‘mt on his pmlﬁu ar:

-
+~=—un.-o"d ttfe.;law of “+the- land,’ ard a‘c as; at tn_s po:.n"
wJ._...-pn- has~-dac3.ded. ‘ig7the law. of the land wnether I
ag_.mo with:his decision or not it. is _x:zm_.terlal. I have
az*"oo" 1aaglon to un}ﬂold 't’xe la.w of the land. '

AR I Have tri ed to exola.:.n my own nerao‘zal p‘ulo:.oanj
ari_.._glus*'ﬂatﬂ that in. some parts of the country oLher
1u_c'aa have: useg. the:l.r -Constitutional remedy to be-

€ Ve*'y effactive . in: ach'r eving both quality education, on 't:he
~ue-hand, “and. dnsegrecatz.on on the other.

14
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INTERVIEW WITH THE PRESIDENT BY THE BOSTON GLOBE,
In the Oval Office, February 21, 1976

QUE TIOG Ve will begin with the Boston busing,
o°c1f 1lly your request from HEW and Justice that you get
sonc alternatives to busin ng and sc forth -- any progress? .
THE PRdSIDdNT- I recelved a memo a day or so ago with
five or six alternatives. I have not had an opportunity to
) analyze the suggestions yet. It is a matter that is being
currently studied right here in the Oval 0Office, but
. proposals and various optlons just came to me about 24 or
43 hours ago. -

' QUESTION: What were the five or six, can yeu at least
tell us that? - ' o S

.’_.,\.
-

' THE PRESIDENT: I don't think I really ought to discuss
‘the proposals because they cover a wide range of sugge;tlo
~and until I have had an opportunity to sit down with the Attorney

. General and Secretary of HEW and get the benefit of the views

~
4 -
2138
NS,

of the Domestic Council, I think it is premature to even
di scuss the various options.
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- THE PRESIDENT: I have some reservations about that.
The truth is, and I said that in a press conference or in a
~'response to a question up in, I think it was,Dover yesterday
that actually what the Supreme Court has ordered is that local
“trict courts have a remedy to end segregation on the one
.d and provide qaallty educatlon in disadvantaged areas on
the other, '

Some judges have gone very far, others have shown :
. a more moderate view in trying to apply that remedy. I refused,
and I think properly so, not to identify any particular judge
'_or any particular remedy used,but it is perfectly obvious
. that in some communities where one judge is used to remedy
~_with moderation the problems have been resolved without
' “tearing up the fabric of the community. What some judges
-:- have done 1is ‘used, to a degree, the Esch Amendment, the
" “"seven steps or criteria that the Congress recommended, which
I approved of. I feel very strongly that our principal emDha51s
.should be on how you best achieve quallty education, and the
-. extreme view of some judges, I don't think, achieves that,
and the extrems views of some judges has not, in my. oplnlon, _
-solved the proneem of desegregation. So there 1s a o
remedy if it is properly used. ‘

 QUESTION: Without busing, Mr. President?

THE PRESIDENT: I think in some areas judges have used
«.2 remedy of busing without tearing up the fabric of the
‘community and it depends upon the wisdom and the ]ud1c1ousness‘

;7of the judge who has to_deal with reallty. . :

: QUESTIOV . One 1ast questlon to wrap up on bu31ng..
These alternatlves that you have here, when do you expect that
you will unveil them? . ~

o 'THE PRESIDENT° I always he31tate to put a deadllne, but
" T would say it would take us -~ A

QUBSTION: After the Massachusetts'primarv7

THE PRESIDENT: It would take us until some tlme next
month to come to some resolution of whether any one or any
part of these recommendatlons would --

QUESTION: One other thing, Mr. President. Have these
- come from both the HEW and the Justice Department ts? '

er- TFE PRESIDENT: I have ordered them to undertake
2> review and I think they are the combination of their,
-int efforts. :




I

I

QUESTION: I vwould like to clear up one rore
matter on the busing issue, which we opened with. You
nentioned how you had these proposals and were going to
study then, but you seem to leave open the option that as
much as you favor the search for alternatives to busing :
you might not get inte it at all. Is that a fair assessment?

- THE PRESIDENT: I don't think I should pre-judge
precisely what -I am going to do. The alternatives cover a
wide range of options and they might take any one of several
courses of action but to p*a—]udge it now I think would be
unwise, '

QUESTION'- Let me just add this one thlng. I read a
letter to the editor in our paper relating to the violence .

in Boston last Sunday, and this person said, "This is what happensy'

when you have pollcy made by the Jud1c1ary instead of the
Lealslatlve Branch,”

- Is it your objective that you could convince

"Congress to do something in this field so that at least

the will of the people could feel represented and not under

the thumb of the Pederal Jucllcn.a:r:'y'J

THE PRESIDENT- Under our system of vaernment when

_ you have three coordinate branches and there is a constitutional

issue involved and the court has made .a finding, even if

I disagree, I think the President,first,has an obligation to

- enforce the law despite any dlsagﬂeement I have, It would

"be far better if we could find a solution outside of

fllthe court admlnlstratlcn - 1t would be far better.-

Certalnly the handllng of the admlnlst“atlon of a

'local school system by the Federal Judiciary, I think, is

very annoying to literally thousands of people becaase the

- public, for alrmost 200 years, has believed that the education

of their children is primarily the responsibility of the

‘comnunity and it 'is such a stark contrast between that concept

which is so deeply engrained with the opposite where a single
judge is running a school system. I think that is one of the
basic problems, and if we can somehcw find an answar that gets
away from that, it would be a lot more acceptable to the public.

e o g



. QUESTION: I know you are very clear about enforcing the
law, I am not trying to trip you up on that, but if you lived
in a school jurisdiction where a court order had been laid down
for busing and your children were going to public schools, would
-you send them to private schools or move out of the ]urlsdlctlon
or do som=2thing to avoid that yourselif?

. THE PRESIDENT: That is a very good question: All of
our children were brought up and went to school in Alexandria,
Vlrglnla, and with the exception of our daughter who went

- one year to a private school, all of our children started
in the flPSt grade because they don' t have any klndergarten.

qep e I P e S EIR e R ew ¥ Nmd et e waie on ag e

The three bo;s went from first arade through hlgh school; R
Susan went from first grade to, I think, the tenth grade,

she went one year to private school and then one year there and :
one year to a prlvate school when we were here.

But Alexandria was eitherAunder a court order or under
- administrative action taken by HEW and they had an imposed
‘S restriction of their school system and had substantial busing
2 and our children went to those schools during that pericd of
time. -None of our children went to private schools as a result
- of that actlon elther taken by the court or by HEU

-

QUESTION’ Were tney bused as such or dld they go on
their own’ . : : ,

e 'if THE. PRESIDENT: The boys --'Steve had'a carry thing, but
" Susan was bused - o - o L
QUESTIOD' She was. If you “had elementary school -
children who would have to be bused in a partlcular jurlsdlctlon,
would you stand for that?

S R A

THE PRESIDENT: I can only reiterate what we did under
the circumstances. ' : : : o

QUESTION: Right.

THE PRESIDENT: I think I would rather go by the way
we handled it rather than any speculation.

o | | 18
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BUS ING Interview Q & As

Boston, more than any other city in the nation, has seen
its pesople divided, its racial tensions increased, its

~classrooms become centers of conflict, and its streets

bacome battlegrounds because of the forced busing of
thousands of its schoolchildren. There is growing agreement
among parents, politicans, sociologists and educators that
though desegregation of the schools is a desirable end, |
forced busing is an imperfect and ineffective means to achieve
it. You have added your voice to the critics of busing by
saying that you oppose it and that there are better alterna-
tives to it. But you have never really spelled out, in
specific detail, what these alternatives are and'What you
propose to do as P;e51dent to bring them about.

Exactly what do you advocate to bring about integration in

the schools and reduce the racial tension in our city——and
what actions will you take to achieve those goals? -

-

The first question welmust_answer'is,'PWhat'are.we'ieeily
trying to do:by busing?” All of'us——WhiteL black, every

American, in my opinion--want quality education.

Second, let -me Strongly~eﬁphasize_that the Supreﬁe'éourt,
in’ 1954 dec1ded that separate but equal schools were not

constltuthnal, That 1s the law of the - land- As far as

my.Administration‘ls concerped, the law.of the land will be
upheld and we are upholding it.

Subsequently, the Federal Court deeided-thatAbusingvis one
way to desegregate sehools-and pexhaps improve education

at the same time. But there is always more than one answer, -

L
1
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and I have the respusem——__

answer to the achievement of quality education, which is what

we all seek.

I believe that'quality education can be enhanced by better
school facilii:ias, lower pupil-teacher ratios, tha‘improvement
of neighbothoods and possibly by other alternatives.
Accordingly, I directed i:_he Secretary of Health, Education
_arid ‘Welfare, the 'Attoi:'ney General, and memhers of my staff to
) deirelop better methods of achieving quality education within X

an integrated envriomment for all children.

‘The development of these alternatives is going on now.

20
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REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AND | : -
QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSTION - May 19, 1976
The South Grounds _ :

QUZSTION: Mr. President, are you reserving tﬁe
ght to review any dec1szon by Lr. Levi cn the bLSlﬂg‘_:
usstion? '

ri

qu

. TEE PRESIDEHT: It is contemplated that some tine
this weesk the Attorney General will come in and see me and
undoubtedly tell me what his decision is. I think that is
a very appropriate thing for him to do and a proper role for
me to have, but he W111 make the decision.

QUESTION: Mr. Presidenf,'how do YOu respond“to
some critics vwho read into yonr’tonce“n about a review of

busing as an effort to play for votes in hentuc?y where
busing is a ma]or ‘issue? :

THE PRESIDENT: I think the fact that ‘these news
stories broke over the past weekend and no decision having
been made, and the controversy ‘of busing in Detrolt, is an 7
indication that we in the Administration made a major effort-
to not interject busing 1nto-fhe primary situvation. - Ve -
didn’t do any talking about what the Attorney General has

been studyi ng and what the Secretarv of BEW has been w0ﬂx1ng

: This came fronm other sonrces than ourselves and
we were ‘disturbed that the stories did come out.” We hope - = ----
that we can keep:this kind of matter away from the eno;lonal :
involvemant of thls problem and the prln y electlons.‘“ S

Ue cer;alnly had no. part of tth, none hﬁatsoever.

| QUPSTIOD . Mr. President, are you -encouraged by ot
the progress that your Administration is meking in the search
that you ordered last fall for alternative ways to achieve
desegregation without forced busing? Are you cptimistic?
£re you encouraged that you will have found a solution?

TEE PRESIDENT: I have had two of the outstanding

penbers of my Cabinet working with others, trying to find

any new approach or a combinatiocn of several new approaches,
eand I am encouraged with ‘their progress to date because X
think it is a matter we have to settle and settle in a - .
constructive way, and between the Attorney General, Mr.ALevi,
and the Secretary of HEW, I believe that we meay have some w—vs
in which we can achieve Lhe results without the tragedies

‘tth have occurred 1n some. of our nmajor metrcpolitan areas.

T .—" ‘ eI T '.,':i"'..,'......,,.:.uvy___m“ - Lt . ,_-‘..__-__.__21‘, o
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 pav to do that is to convince the indenendent States in

Q & A SESSION AT THE JACKSON COUNTY-MEDFORD COUNTY
AIRPORT, May 22, 1976 :

o S _ .

QUESTION: Mr. President, are you moving to the;
right on the racial issue with these busins remarks, and ;
the nuclear reactions in South Africa? i
: _ . ) 1§
. THE PRESIDENT: Mot at all. I have strongly
opposed court ordered forced busing to achisve racial :
balance. I hLave consistently all my life lived and A

believed and voted for the end of segregation. But I thi }\
-the real answar that we are trying to get is quality

education, and court ordered forced busing is not the best
way to achieve quality education. - ’

, " Therefore, what may transpire by the Attorney
General ~~ and he has not yet made his final decision --.
is an attempt to get a better remedy for quality education
than the remedy that has been applied in several States.

\ 1? tn? case of South Africa, ﬁéiéfe‘tryiny‘fai
7.4 the radicalism which has developed in South Africa
since the Soviet Union and Cuba took over Angola. The

south Africa that there should be no outside power
controlllnq that part of that continent.

22




~decision, if the facts justify it, and he wvll report to

" House. Quality educatlon is not achleved by coﬁrt~ordered

Q & A Session, PENDLETON MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, May 23, 1976

QUESTION: . Ronald Reagan says the attitude of the
Attorney General apparently signifies some sort of change in!
attitude of the Administration toward busing. . Uhat is the

attitude now of your Admlnlstratlon toward busing
.

) THE PRESIDENT: There is no change in my attltude.
I have been totally opposed to court-ordered forced busing to
achieve racial balance, because that is not the right way to
get quality education. The Attorney General is investigating
the possibility of filing an amicus curaie proceeding, as
far as the -Supreme Court is concerned. He will make the

me when he has made that dec131on.

‘But the b351c att 1tude of the Ford Administration
is the same as it has been in the Congress and. in the White

forced hu51ng. R o S ’1
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O & A SESSION AT EL TORO MARINE CORPS AIR STATION,
May 23, 1976 .

QUBSTION' Hr. Pre31deng, what do you propose ;
as an® al*érnatlvexﬁo forced bu51ng? Temoid ga i

RS S

.

AN -.---n- SEL T ~:'F. L. Lo .x' G iyl U o-
R .THE: PRESID"'NZ'*--The al rnatlves are“well gat”™
forfn'ln‘Wnat we teall! the? iEsch: amendment the‘ESchﬁam“nd-
méit which was® approved'whén I %as a Mémber of tha:jdase
of Representativesjiand:I &ignéd it*as.a aw’in TYate 197%F,
provides a list of alternative steps which, if the courts
of- thls'country would follow; tHey wbuldntt- get down to
the last one,—which is forced bu31ng to achleve raCLal
balanced . ‘ﬂ, SEERNLE MRS i e 7‘?' A
Sprlet .'.:'.‘s ;f- Vs L td ':'j" :', .-,1;,-,.}.'.—-.' ;. -'-, ~ _-,*- .-
Teries "he courts, in my judgment -have to’ loek at the
guldellnes prescrlbed by “the~ Congress. The Congresv is’,
1nterested 1n quallty educatlon, as I am; and Fhey ~=”.
the Conaress - are also agalns segrecatlon, but s
can* flnd a way. for' quallty educatlon if we follow %h= ESCh

VYou

&

amendment ~and’ I hope and trust’ that ‘the’ courts‘w;li ln
the future. : _ L :

A
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Q '&; A SESSION AT SAN DIEGO AIRPORT, LINDBERGH FIELD,

May 24, 1976

-~ -

R QUESTION Mr. Pre51dent, when you talk about - ?
quallty educatlon, are you,speaklnv about desevregated '3
educatlon° S _.,‘ o . - . S

e, s

.1 . . .. - .. . « - .. . . R
- : Rt . R .'. . ~' N

- THB PRESIDENT I am talklnv flrst that’ quallty
educatlon is our prlme respon31b1l1ty " But,. .at the’ same
“time; we ha.ve to na:mtaln the constitutional rlghts of*
1nd1v1duals that we should not have segregation. I think
we can have both. If we do the rlght thing, both - with
the courts on the one hand and the. Congress and the
Pre31dent on the other, we can ‘achieve quallty.educatlon
w1thout undermlnlng the constltutlonal rlght of. 'fﬁ-y :
1nd1v1duals to have desegregatlon. R T H;?ff_“l b

- -
-
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REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT THE LOS ANGELES PRESS
CLUB BREAKFAST, Hyatt House International, May 25, 1976

* THE PRESIDENT:. We can have one more after thls
it somebody is ready, willing and able. -

QUESLIOH- Mr. Pres;dent I wanted to know whether
you believe that there are some situations in which busing !
could help toward the implementation of the 1954% Suprema §
Court school desegregatlon rullng°

. THE PRESIDENT: - Basically, I have opposed the
kind of busing remedy that the courts have utilized for the
achievement of quality educatlon. I think .the courts have
gone much too far in most cases in trying to achieve quality-
education by the imposition of court-ordered forced busing
to achieve rac1al balance. : : :

I am strongly opposed to segregation. I fully
oppose the constitutional rights of those who have been
discriminated against in the past. But the Court really has
a tool in court—ordered forced bu51ng.

I can cite one case that I am personally
familiar with where they handled that remedy in a responsible
way -- my own hometown of Grand Rapids, Michigan. A judge
used good judgment and the problem was solved. We took
care of segregation in a proper way constitutionally and,
at the same time, we weres able to put the empha31s on quallty
education. :

But I can’ cite some other judges -- and I won't
do that because the Attorney General admonishes me not to
do so -- where I think they have gone far too far, and the
net result is we have torn up a number of communltles and
it is traglic and sad. '

I hope that the Supreme Court in the proper case
- can give some better guidelines, more specific guidelines
to some of these lower Federal courts so that they can use
a better judgment in trying to achieve, first, quality
education and, secondly, the ending of segregation,  and
the protection of constitutional rights.
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"~ vigorously opposed court-ordered forced busing to achieve

PRESS CONFERENCE IN THE PRESIDENTIAL BALLROOM
EAST AT THE NEIL HOUSE HOTEL, Columbus, O‘no,

May 26, 1976

QUESTION: Mr., President, Mr. Udall has' accussa
you of playing politics with busing. Some Ohio civil
rights leaders have indicated agreement. What is your
answa2r to this criticism and also what is your advice to |

residents of Ohio cvtles fac1nc court-ordered desegregatlor
next fall?

THE PRESIDENT: First, let me say that I have

racial balance as the way to accomplish quality educatloﬁ;%
I have opposed it from 195u to the present time, '

We all know the tragedy that has occurrnd in many |
communities where the court has ordered Forced busing on {
a massive basis. I think that is the wrong way to achieve
quality education. o -

Last‘Novembér, well, bafore the Presidential

primaries got going, I met with the Secretary of HEW and = |

with the Attorney General and asked them to come up with
some better alternatives to the achievement of quality
education and court-ordered forced busing. The two
Secretaries in my Cablnet have been worklng on alternative
proposals. , o R -

The Attorney General is in the process of 4
deciding whether or not, where and when he should appear aon
behalf of the Federal Government to see if the Court,
the Suprene. Court, won't review its previous dec151ons in
this record. And secondly, the Secretary of HEW is
submitting to me in a week or so the alternatives that
he would propose to achieve quality education without losing
the constitutional right of individuals so that we can
do away with segregatlon and, at the same tlme, achieve
quallty education.

Hlow, the various commnnltles in the State of Ohio
that are in various stages of action by various parties,
as far as busing is concerned, certainly ought to abide
by the law. But, we hope that at least possibly the Supreme
Court will review its previous decisions and possibly
modify or change. We can't tell.

L}
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But, in the meantime, local communities, o :
Zive to obey the law and my obligation is to make,ceitggﬁrse’
?t t@ey do. But we must come back to the fundamental-f
objective -~ one, quality education, I believe thére is °
a better remedy than court-ordered forced busing. '

n b ettt o =

_ QUESTION: Mr. President, there fvi i i
groups who believe thatthe word "q&ality ezzzaiigg'izvil riEnt '
code word; that is, it is not in conformity with the Suprene |
Court's 1954 decision that we should have desegregated ? jy’ |
§chools and that separate but equal are not eq:al. Yhat '
is your definition of "quality education"? ~

| | THE PRESIDENT: I respectfully disagz@with

some of the civil rights leaders. I think the 6t way ¢
to outline how we can achieve better or quality education
and still insist upon desegregation is set forth in legis-
jation under the title of Equal Educational Opportunities

~ - Act, which was passed in 1974,

If the court will follow those guidelines that
. were included in that legislation, we can protect the
constititutional rights of individuals, we can eliminate
segregation and, at the same +time, we can give to
individuals, the students, a better educational opportunit
and accomplish quality education. Lo

28
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QUESTION: Mr. President, you have reiterated ,
tonight that you are against court ordasred Busing to :
achieve school desegregation, a remedy that is the ‘
law of the land. You have also said that you told your :
Attorney General to get the Supreme Court to rcconsider 1
its bu51ng decisions. [

Just this week you also 1nd1cated that you
would get your Administration to try and reverse a

.court order protecting porp01ses agalnsL be:l.ncr kllled I

by tuna IlShlng. , o o N O

“3;‘ Myc@estion is thls, sir, If the President of \
the United States does not accept court decisions, doesn't
that engourage the people of the United States to defy

court decisions and isn't there a danger the 1aw of the
land will be eroded?

THE PRESIDENT: Not at all because whether I
agree with decisions or not, this Administration, throuzgh
the Attorney General, has insisted that the court deciciorns,
whether they are in Boston or Detroit or anyplace else be

upheld, I have repeatedly said that the Admlnls“ration
w1ll uphold the law.

Now, in the case of court ordered forced busing,
which I fundamentally disagree with as the proper way to
get quality education, the Attorney General is looking
himself to see whether there is a proper record in a case
that would justify the Department of Justice entering as
amicus curiae a proceeding before the Supreme Court to see
if the court would review its decision in the Brow1 case
and the several that followed thereafter. '

.
'
o 00 # AT

I think that_is a very proper responsibility for
the Department of Justice and the Attorney General to take. _
They need clarification because all of those busing cases are [
not identical and if the Department of Justice thinks that
they can't administer the law properly under the decisions E
because of the uncertainties. I think the Department of Justide,
has an obligation to go to the court and ask for clarification) '
and that is precisely what ‘the Attorney General may do.

e
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QUESTION: Mp. President, I was wondering if
you could give us some hints about these alternatives

that you are considering to forced busing. I jﬁgt wondared -

what, beyond the Esch amendment, and what is spelled out in
the law, and what the courts have already examined, what
possibly could be an alternative that would hold up in

the courts? What are the sorts of things that you are
looking at? ' '

THE PRESIDENT: When the proper tims comes, Mr.
Schieffer, we will reveal what Secretary Mathews has
revealed to me and the options I have selected. I think
there are some possibilities, but I think it is premature -
until I have made the final decision to indicate what - ,
he has thought might be an improvement over the way we have
been handling the situation in the past.

QUESTION: Is it fair to say, though, Mr.
President, that this is going to require some major legls-
lative work, some major changes in the law? :

| THE PRESIDENT: Not necessarily, not major
legislative changes. It can have some lealslatlve 1mpact,
~but it is also what we can do adnlnlstratlvely.

QUESTION: Why not just go for a constltutlonal
amendment agalnst forced bu51ng°

“THE PRESIDENT. I thlnk that is too 1nflex1hle
and the facts of life are that that constitutional amend-
nent has not gotten, or it can't possibly get a two-
thirds vote in either the House or the Senate, and it
certainly can't be approved by 75 percent of the States.

So, anybody who talks about a constlturlonal
amendment is not being fair and square with the American
people because no Congress that I have seen --. and this one
is a very liberal one -- has done anything to get it to the
floor of the House or even to the floor of the Senate.

So, when you talk about a constitutional amendment,

e - d———

’
.‘

you are kidding the American people and anybody who has been z

in Congress knows that.
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QUESTION: At least that is saying what you are for.
Vhat I am wondering is, why you can't give us a few hints
about what the alternathns are that you think will solve
the problens’

THE PRESIDENT: At the proper time, Mr, Schiaffer,
Secretary Mathews will have the option paper before me, and
I will be glad to review it and make it public at thattime.

, QU?STION° Mr. Pr331dent, since Governors Reagan,
Carter and Wallace have all conducted, to some degvee, an
anti-Washington campaign, should you bv the nominee and
Governor Carter be the Democratic nominee, how do you propose
to attract the votes of the Reagan supporters, partlcularly
the Wallace crossovers to Reagan°

THE PRESIDENT: I want to appeal to as many

Democrats as I possibly can and that is what I.did in Michigan

in the recent primary. My opponent very obviously wanted
the Wallace element and only the Wallace element.. I appealed
in Michigan to all Democrats and all independents who wanted
to cross over and vote for me if they believed in my

record and bslieved in what I was trying to do, and we got -

a tremendous number of Democrats in lMichigan to cross over

~and I am very proud of it.

Now, after we get the nomination in Kansas City,
we will naturally want to get as many Democrats as we can
because the Republican Party, according to statistics, has
only about 19 percent of the public and the Democratic Party
has 35 to 40 percent, as I recall. The rest of the people are
independents. . - B ‘

So, a Republlcan candldage for the PreSLdency

has to have a lot of support from 1ndependents and a 31gn111cant

support from Democrats. And the experience in Michigan,
whera I got a broad spectrum of independents as well as
Democrats certainly is conclusive that I have a very good
appeal to independent voters as well as broad-minded and
I think very wise Democrats.

QUESTION: Mr. President, I think any number of
people are a little confused about the status of the so-called
alternatives to court-ordered busing. Just last week, you
told a group of Kentucky editors just before the Kentucky

" primary that you had three alternatives that you were studying

and that you would be making a judgment on them within a
few weeks.
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At that same neeting, you said the Justice
Department nay‘choo=e Louisville when, in fact, the Justice
Department was not at that time considering Louisville,

Do you now have those alternatives before you or, as you
have indicated tonight, will they cons from David Hathews?
Finally, as a result of all this confusion, don't you see
how the impression is left stroncly that you may be doing
this for polltlcal reasons?

) THE PRESIDENT: . I think you have confused it
by not relating the whole sequence of events. I have
repeatedly said that last November I called in the Attornev
General and the Secretary of [EV and said I wanted a
better answer so we could achieve quality education and not
tear up society in a City such as Boston.

A month or two later they came back with a number
of -options. I said they ought to winnow them down. This :
v7as well before any Pre51dent1al primaries were on the agenda.

o Tle heve been serlouSTy and constructlvelj worxln"
together and the Attorney General, in due time, as he finds
the rignt case, will go to the Suprene Court if he thinks
the record ]ustlfles it. And Secretary Mathews will cone
to me with a more limited number of options at the proper
time, and I expect some time within the ne't several weeks
T will set those recommendations. -

QUESTIOH: But did you not tell the Kentucky. - !
editors, as I recall it quite vividly, that you had three
alternatives already that you were studying and that vou
would make a judrment on those shortly? :

) !
THE PRESID;N“- I had three and I asked Secretary :

liathews to review them and to make sure that they micht

be alternatives that would really be helpful. And he has
cone back to review those three alternatives and I expect
shortly hz will cone up with a more complete reconnendatlon.;

' 3
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QULSTIOH' Just to follou up ny orlvlnal questlon,
sir, you said in reply to a question on busing on the

V-

West Coast, and I think I am quoting you correctly, that "1aybe

we need some new judges."

Mr. President, are you sugg cesting if elected, you
might try to pack the Federal courts with judwes favorable
to you ,position on busing? :

THE PRESIDPNT. Let me say that the one oppo*tunlty
I have had to appoint a judge to the United States Supreme
Court, he was alnost unanimously approved because of his high
4'qua11ty. Ke wasn't selected because he had any prejudgments
or conclusions concerning anything. He was a man of creat
intellect, great experience and good judgment. And I would
xpect in the next four years to appoint peonle of the
sane quality-and.caliber and I would .expect the United
States Senate to overwhelningly aporove then as thej did

Justlce Stevens. . _ : o : , -f

— N - » -~ . . ) . . T e -
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ON WAYNE

IDE\IT BY D
INTERVIEW OF THE PRES June 1, 1976

WHIO-TV, Dayton, Ohio, The Oval Office,

- MRJ.WAYNE: Boston, Loulsv1lle, even in my own
community of Dayton, Ohlo -

THE PRESIDENT: My hometown, Grand Rapids, Michigan,

MR, WAYNE: -~ school busing is an issue. We know,
I think, fairly well where you stand on the school busing,
but you keep talking about alternatives. The American voter
is not sure what alternatives you are talking about. Are -
you talking about legislation, constitutional amendment?.
Can you clarify it?

THE PRESIDENT: First, let me re-emphasize my total

- opposition to court ordered forced busing to achieve balance

in the school system. I think court ordered forced busing
is the wrong approach to achieve quality education. The

- question then is how do you achieve quality education if you

don't go along with court ordered forced busing. My answer
is that we can improve, through some addltlonal Federal money,

-school fac111t1es. , ) ST L .

" I think we can improve the equipment.fhat is avail-

‘able to make educational-opportunities better available to °

the students. I believe that we can inaugurate what they
call cluster schools or neighborhood—-schools in place of cross-

.town busing. There are a number of alternatives that were

written by the Congress when I was in Congress, and subsequently -
signed by me when I became President, in what we call the

"<'Bqual Educatlonal 0pportun1t1es Act.

It lists seven alternatlves; six of :them ahead of

busing, and if the courts would follow those guidelines, I ?

think we could avoid most of the busing that would take place.
Now, in addition to that, the Attorney ' General has drafted :

- some legislation which would be an additional guideline to

the courts that they should follow in these desegregatlon
cases. . ,
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. o : . , v
VWhat it provides is that if there is segregation,
then the court should take cognizance of those instances
where there is segregation, but it would limit the courts
remedy to just those areas rather than taking over a whole
school systemyias, the courts did in the case of the Boston

_case and several others°

So, between the‘present'law and that*legislation
shich I am recommending, I think we can minimize to a sub-

stantlal degree busing and, at the same time, achleve better |

educatlonal opportunities.

-
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: ° INTERVIEW OF THE PRESIDENT BY WJW-TV, Gleveland, Ohio
C The Map Room, Junel, 1976

QUESTION: Mr. President, as you know, in the City of
Cleveland there is pending a decision by a Federal District
. Judge following a suit by the NAACP, the outgrowth of which when
this decision comes, perhaps this summer, might be forced .
busing to achieve racial integration in the public school syster .
in Cleveland.At this point what would be your advice to the
City of Cleveland if this comes about

_ THE PRESIDENT: My feeling is, number one, they have
~ to obey the law. Because whether they like it or not, in this
- country the President and everybody else must obey the laws as
decided by the Congress on the one hand or the courts on the
other. o

Number two, if it is a dPClSlon to have buSLng,
I think that leadership 1n the community must make a maximum
- effort to try and do it in an orderly fashion. Now, I happen to
~e against court ordered forced busing to achieve racial balance
<;ecause I think there is a better way to achieve quality
o ation. But, at the same time, I fully believe in protecting
1. Constitutional rights of people, that there should not be
segregation in our school system. That is unconstitutional
according to the decisions of the Supreme Court. But I think
there is a way in which the courts can get quality educatlon by
" using a remedy that does not just take over a whole school
- system but takes the position that where there is segregation
they ought to correct that but not destroy the whole school .
oystnm. .

c o . | DR
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QUESTION: = As you indicate, Mr. President, for approximately!

.12 last 25 years segregation has been unconstitutional in this

country. What remedies are there to get around busing,if any at
all? | ' ' '

“THE PRESIDENT: I think there are several remedies.
I strongly am opposed to segregation. It is unconstitutional
but I think other remedies can be utilized to improve education
to achieve what we call quality education. We have what we call

~ the Educaetional Equal Opportunities Act which lists six things

prior to busing that the courts can utilize, neighborhood
‘'schools and other constructive devices, and in addition the Federal

.~ courts don't have to take over a whole school system in order
- to eliminate segregation in a part of the school system so
" . either by using more judicious action by the courts on the

one hand or the courts following the guidelines on the other,
-you can get the Constitutional rights protected and at the

'same time improve the opportunity for quality education.

C:

- officials have to sit down with the court and with the leadership
. in the communities to try and work out the necessary remedies

80 you get a minimal amount of busing. This can be done.
- It has been.done in a number of communities and if it is done
 ,proper1y what it achieves is the court orders being upheld without
 violence and at the same time you are able to get what you want

- QUESTION: Yet in a city like Cleveland there is a

51tuaL10n, the east side of Cuyahoga River is basically predominantly

lack and the west side is very predomlnantly white. What do you
in a 51tuatlon like that? ' o

THE PRESIDENT: This is where I think the school

really as quality education without violation of anybody s

Constlguulonal rights. It can be done.

: I could cite several communities where, with the
proper leadership, sitting down with the court, with the

Board of Education and handling it, we have avoided the violence
that has taken place in several other places. :
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INTERVIEW OF THE PRESIDENT BY NICK CLOONEY

WKRC-TV, Cmcmnatl, Oruo, The Map Rom, June,l, 1976

MR. CLOONEY: Lr. President, it has been charged in

~at least-one political column that I read recently and else- - \

where that you dellberately brought busing into the Primary
canpalgn as an issue and since Cincinnati, as other comwunltios,l
is Gowng to be a court test, we have oreat 1nterest in that

- What 1s your response?

THE PR~SID?NT I have been against court ordered
~ forced busing to achieve racial balance since the mid-1950s,

f{so that is almost - 20 years. I don't think court orderad
- forced busing is the way to achieve quality education.
. So, any allegation that this is a new thought on my part is
. totally without foundation. Last November I asked the .
- Attorney General, as well as the Secretary of HEW, to come

c

forth with somz new approaches or new programs that might
~either allev1ate the problems caused by court ordered forced
busing or any other solutlon that they mlgh* flnd beneL1c1a1.

- It was somethlng done way last year, Plus my 1ong-
canding record of being against court ordered forced busing,

\“that I think certainly knocks in the cocked hat these alle-

- gations about my comments on bu51ng being involved in the
prlnarles. It is not true.

' MR. CLOONEY- But Mr. President, do you support

o bu31ng as a last measure 1n 1ntegratlon9

¢

THE PRESIDENT' Under the Equal Educatlonal Oppor-- .

tunities Act, which was passed in 1974%, which I signed,
court ordered forced busing is the-last resort in order to

protect constitutional rights, but there are six other approachés“

that a court can take before it gets to busing. In addition,
the Attorney General has recommended to me some legislation
which would limit the remedy of a court when it- finds segre-
gation, to correcting those areas of a community where there
is segregation instead of giving the court the authority to
come in and take over a whole school system, as some Federal
district courts have done.

So, the combination of the proposal made to me
by the Attorney General and the legislation which was passed

- in 197% would severely limit and, :in some cases, eliminate

court  ordered forced busing.
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INTERVIEW OF THE PRESIDENT BY NEW JERSEY NEWS
MEDIA REPRESENTATIVES, East Room, June 2, 1976

, QUESTION: Mr. President, you said you are concérned_.
about the.busing legisTation that is being drafted. What is

" the theory behind this legislation?

RIS < - e e e T TR R e on e e e BT R e et R e T

THE PRLSIDEYT° The leglslatlon seeks to achieve
a clarlflcatlon of the various decisions that have been made
by the Supreme-Court on the extent of the remedy that local

.courts can utilize when they find a violation of constitutional

rights. There have been some cases where the local district
court has found a violation of a constitutional right, segre-
gation. The court has then gone in and tazken over the whole

" school district rather than trying to remedy the 11m1ted
" area where there was segregatlon within a school dls*rlct.

-

Now, the proposed<1gglslaulon_seeks_to llmlt the

“authority of the local district courts to remedy the precise

problem and not to become a school board in every case..

QU“STION. Mr. Pre31dent, won't that still be
segregation in some schaol dlstrlcts where bu31ng is taken
awvay from them°.

THE PRESIDENT:. Not according to the information
that has been given to me by the Department of Justice.

" — s et -
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INTERVIEW WITH THE PRESIDENT BY HELEN THOMAS, UPIX

BOB SCHIEFFER, CBS. AND GEORGE HERMAN, CBS ON
FACE THE NATION

June 5, 1976

‘. QUESTION: You know in a rascent interview you
voluntesred -- or in answer o a question, I guess --
some information about your plans for alternatives to
court ordered school busing. Could you explain therm in
somewhat more detail than they were explained, as I
read tham. They sezmed-a little 1ndef1n1Le to ne, or
are they still in tn t stage? . .

o= -

. THE PRESIDENT: . -I-fhink;thefe'are three points
w72 have *to make Defore we discuss businza '

Nunber ‘one,” this Ad?lnl tratlon w1ll uonoﬂd aTl
cons:ltLtvonal rlghts of any individual in this country, .
1ﬁc1udvno Lh° rlants under Lh° Fourte°nth Amnndmenu._: '

#;:= Nunber two, thvs Acalnvstratlon 1s totallv
dedic -ted'to quallty educ=t101.§iu .fi._;
Nunber Lhree, this Administration will car"y cut
the decisions of the Supren- COL“t.
- -_.'-,_- t e . el g [ i . - . . )
IS S & took anoath:of +of flce 6 ‘do - sg, Jend I will ©
continue to do so. . L e

T
*

.. -Now, we have found; or I believe; that court
ordered forced busing to achieve racial balance is not
ithe best way to necessarily protect individual rlahts -
on ‘the one -hand or tb“ achieve quality education on the -
other., Therefore, startlng back in Hovembnr_of 1975, I
asxed the ‘Attorney Geyﬂral and-other members of ny-

Cabinet to see if: wa ! couldn'* ‘put together something that _
would be- be;terﬁtbanthe roredy ‘that’ has been used by sora"
district courts in trying to :solve” the' very difficult ~ '
problem of protecting constitutional rights andy at the
same time, achieving quality education.

Within the last two weeks the Attorney General
has decided not to intervenz in the Boston case for good
reasons that he, as Attorney General; decided, anhd I
support him:; On the other hand, the Attorney General
is seeking a particular case wnere we can get a clarifi-
cation or a modification of some of the previous Suureme
Court decisions in this very complex area. .
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MNow, in the 1nter1n, the Department of Justice
has prepared =- or is in the process of prevaring --
legislation which I will submit to the Congress in the
very near future which would sesk to linit the courts of
this country to the direction of the areas whera the
local school board; by its act, has violated the

onstitutional rights of individuals -- in this case
students -- and not +to permit the court to go beyond
the instancas where rlghts have been violatad.

. ”ow, in some cases the cowrt has ta<°n an

illegal act of a school board -- relatively small part of
a tctal scbool system -- and taken over the whole schaol
‘svstem,—and th2 court, in effect, has become th= school
hoard, I think that 1is wr01g.A_T e Attorngsy General
acrees an ne.

The legislation that w2 will propose will seek
to limit, to minimize the corrective aﬂtlon or the
renady by, the court to the actual instances where thers
1s a violation of a person's constitutional right. That
will minimize in many cases to a substantial degreae th=
amount of court ordered forcad bus1no. ' :

OUESTIOY: Mr. Pre31dent tne courts have alﬂeady,

ruled on. that polnt if I underatand it, in 1973 1n the
Danvar cassa, :

-
-

 THE PRESIDENT: Are you talking about the Keyes

casa? -

QUESTIOW' .Yes, sir. Have they. not, when they

‘sald .that was not a reredy’ You could not just. rvmedy

it in a specific area rather than the whole syst-m. e

) THE PRESIDENT. The’ A+torn°y eneral and hlS
associates inforgedfme'tnag that has not.been totally...
clarified, and that-is the purpose of actually seeking a
case whars the Department of Justice can go into a -
subsequent case and.get a clarification.

That is why we are going to Dropose le lslatioh,
80 LhaL there'is a legislative direction given to the
ccurt to make sure that we protect constitutional rlghts
wheré thesre has been a violation and, at the same time,
praclude the courts from beconing 1n erfnct the scHool
board in a local community.
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QUESTION: Let me ask you just a somewhat
D“Ocdar quastion, and you are the attorney and I am not,
so r'ayb° you can explain it to ma. If the courts have
alrezady ruled that busing is a permissible way to achieve
integrated schools and they have already ruled that
integrated schools are a constitutional right. -

3

THE PRESIDENT: A parmissible.remedy to correct
an injustice. ' A
QUESTION: -- how can you pass a law to limit

that remedv if the courts have already ruled it is

constitutional? DNon't you nead a constitutional amendment?

-

_ THE PRESIDENT: The Constitution permits tha
legislative body to give guidelines in certain court
cases--and according to the Attornay Genesral he beliObea
that this proposed 1v0181at10n is constitutional--it’ w111
simply limit the remedy to the instance where there has
bean a v1ola;10n of a constitutional T":Lght. Accord;né
to him, that is c01sL1tut10na1. ' ‘

QUESTIOV. Then it is your 1nt=rpretat10n tH=t

th° Keyes case dld not 1nvan1daLe -

. -l

'_' THP PRPSTDLNH'- As I undorstaﬂd 1t, 1t was a
dlc;un, not a” final judanenu. .

_ OUESTIO To cut through sorne, of the legal
niceties wﬁlch ars ‘a- 1i'tle hard on La, it seems to me --
perhaps I mnsunC"""t nd it -~ the final impact of. ‘this |
is to leave in picce all de facto scheol segregation
whlch has happened without the, breaking of.a law?

THE_PRESIDENT:' The courts already décided thgt.

- QUESTIOH°; éd;“th=u this is the’ d1rect1on which
you w1sh to enCOLraze law and.lewlsla+1on to conulnue°

THE PRESIDENT° We would recommerd .as the
court has sald, we correct the violations but we only .
corract the violations, not nake a Federal dlstrlct court
a local sbhobl bcérd. . L .o -

OUESTION:' Mr. President, what chance do you'.
think such legislation would have of passing, and
what conotltutlonal rlgnt is v101aued .by being bused°

42
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THE Pp QIDLNT: Uell tne Concress, I thlnk
would” be respon51ve to ;some lemislation of this kind .
because I think thé public -- ’ o L

OUFSTION' Tnls year°. o

'THE' PRESIDENT: "I ‘would hope ‘so.” I can't. =
promise it because I don't control .the Congress, but I
o believe thers is a Freat publlc sentlment for a

- limitation or -a mlnﬂmlzatlon of he court 1n the remedies'
~that they have pursued '

What ﬁas_the:secodd?

QUESTIOM: The second 1s,rvhat COHSthL ional
eing llOlatad by be ing bused° ) : :

=~ THE PRE%IDEVT' Busing is’ 51W01y a remedy.to N
acnleve a CO’IECLlon of" an alleged act by _a school . ..
board to violzte sonebody else’s constltutlonal rights.
Busing itself is not a constitutional rlght nor is it -
a lack of a constltutlonal rlqht It 1s only a rem°dy."

ULSTIOV' But 1sn't it the law_ol the land
to desecrevate the schools in thls 1and°‘“

o
‘;. .

TH PPnSIDENT Uhore there has been a spec1f1c
violation of a.perSOH s constltutlonal rlght. It is not
: beyond that and that 1s the real D01nt at 1ssue.:

-‘-.}. .

QL S"IOV On another sub]ect, Vr. Presldent -—

>

7- © QUESTION: Before you change tne subJect before
you abandon schools altogether, just “to’ explore one further
item, prlvate schools, the prlvate whlte academies that 4
have been foundsed in parts of the South, would you leave
those as balnc porfectly 1ega1°'*,'j-" : : -
THE PRESIDENT" That case 1s now before the
Subrene Court. I think that the 1nd1v1dua1 ought to nave
a rirsht to send his daughter or his son to a prlvate 1*_-

school if ‘he 1s w1111nc to pay mhatever the COSL nlght
bE. PP - ’ ’ " -h.

- .ot . - .. - &° - .. . :.‘_ - -

QUESTION: But a- sedregated prlvate school 1f
that should be his choice? *




person -‘ougnt to have an individual right,
QUESTION: What if those schools get some kind
of Lederal 2id? ' S

-3 i | X . - ,n. - LT - . - .:

’l . .

;'PRESIDPML"“If they get Federal ald Mr. )

hiefferf.lha; is a torally Wifferént question and I
rtainly would not, uﬁder those ¢ irc cumstances;, go a7ong

. LK |
with seorecated scHools, undev no c1rcumstarces.

Q”? TLGp" That would 1nclud= any klnd of tax
break Fedora1 tax break’ -__1 ’

THE PPESIDE_‘.ij- That is mght

QULSTIO[' Uould you p rove of a private
Sﬂhool turnlnp sow=0n=,away on basis of colaor?

L ﬁE PRESIDENT: TFle’dLalS have rwgnts. I
wvould ‘hope they would rnot, but individuals have a right,
where they are-willing to make the choice themselves, '
and there are no taxpayer funds involved. MNow, this is a
natter before the courts. at. the present time, and I think
theare w1ll be a Supvene Court decision probab y in thls
term or the next terw, certalnly, but individuals have. a

.rlgnt where thnre are no- redoral funds avallable._:.
"I vould hone th°y would no;, and our own
- children have always gone to public schools, which were
1n;egﬁated, and they: have vone to private scHooTS whareT
thav were integratédd. So, my own record is oner6f. our
chwldren and my own be11ef 1n 1ntegrat10n. ef:-*

[y
- .. . .- - .
-~ -~ - .-.—.,. - “re

i But,_I thlnk 1*1d1v1d1_als do have some rlghts,:l
- where thev are w1llln? to make tha choice and pay the 7

© price. . .- L L
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