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APPENDIXES
APPENDIX 1

ANALYSIS OF THE PHILOSOPHY AND VOTING RECORD OF REPRE-
SENTATIVE GERALD R. FORD, NOMINEE FOR VICE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

A REPORT PREPARED ACCORDING TO THE INSTRUCTIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON RpLEs
AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE, OCTOBER 25, 1973

INTRODUCTION

This report analyzes the philosophy and voting record of Representative
Gerald R. Ford, nominee for Vice President of the United States, on major issues
before the American people during his service of 25 years in the House of Repre-
sentatives. It was prepared by the Congressional Research Service under in-
structions from the Committee on Rules and Administration of the United States
Senate.

The issue profiles are based overwhelmingly, but not exclusively, on remarks
made, legislation introduced, and votes cast by Representative Ford in the House
of Representatives from 1949 through 1973. Because of the need for timely de-
livery, the Congressional Record served as the principal, although not exclusive,
source of factual information. All sources are cited fully and specifically. It
should be noted, furthermore, that the report focuses on major rather than on
all issues that arose in the 25-year period. In addition to the detailed table of
contents, an alphabetical index is appended at the end of the text,

In accordance with long-standing directives from its oversight committees, the
Congressional Research Service does not provide personal information about, or
the legislative record of, individual Members of Congress except at the specific
request or with the specific approval of the Member concerned. Representative
Ford gave the Service such approval before this report was prepared.

Dr. Joseph B. Gorman, of the Government and General Research Division,
coordinated the preparation of the report, to which all subject divisions of the
Service contributed.

LesTER S. JAYSON,
Director, Congressional Research Service.

ECONOMIC AFFAIRS
FEDERAL BUDGET POLICY

From the earliest days of his Congressional career, Congressman Ford can
be placed with the reasonably balanced budget school of fiscal policy. Virtually
without deviation, he has favored reducing spending and balancing the budget,
He has resisted increasing the share of the public sector at the expense of the
private and frequently has advocated cutting taxes within the structures of a
balanced budget. Rep. Ford has also stressed the need for Congress to he more
active in using the power of the purse—both with regard to individual programs
and overall spending limitations. Since the 1968 election he has defended hoth
fircal conservatism and mounting deficits. He has done both through a comhina-
tion of attributing economic disruption on previous administrations and point-
ing up past deficits.

Congressional Responsibility: In 1957, Rep. Ford opposed a Congressional move
to ask President Eisenhower for recommendations on where to cut the budezet.
Pointing out the rapid rate of increase in the legislature’s own budget, Rep. Ford
stressed the constitutional responsibility of the Congress to control expenditures.
He strongly criticized attempts to “pass the buck to somebody else.” (CR Mar.
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12, 1957, p. 3507.) In 1967, however, Rep. Ford introduced House Res. 407 . . .
“respectfully requesting . . . [President Johnson] . . . to reconsider his fiscal
1968 budget and to indicate where substantial reductions in spending could best
be made.” (CR, June 8, 1967, p. 15190.) At the same time, however, he favored
imposing a spending ceiling rather than simply leaving it up to the Executive
branch (CR, Oct. 3, 1967, p. 27664 ).

Balanced Budget: Congressman Ford has never evinced a blind allegiance to
the balanced budget. Although always advocating fiscal discipline, he has not
drawn a direct analogy between a family or private business and the operation
of the Federal Government. On the other hand, deficits have variously been
viewed with disparagement or embarrassment. With a brief insertion in the
Congressional Record in 1971, Rep. Ford put himself behind the full employment
budget concept. The concept, which is fully compatible with both budget sur-
pluses and deficits, was cited by Mr. Ford as another one of the “sound manage-
ment principles” that have come “from the Nixon Administration.” (CR, Feb.
1, 1971, p. 1266).

FEDERAL FARM PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAMS

For the past 25 years, U.S. farm price support operations have had as their
recognized objective the stabilization of farm prices and farm income in fair
relation to other sectors of the economy. Price support programs have been
heralded by advocates as the guiding incentive behind impressive farm produc-
tion gains, and have been attacked by critics as the stumbling block to a free
farm market, a cause of overproduction, and an unnecessary drain of taxpayer's
money. At issue since 1954, when one of the after-effects of the Korean conflict
proved to be a serious decline in reserve stocks of agricultural commodities, has
been the controversy between a fixed. high support level and a flexible lower sup-
port level. Congressman Ford’s position has favored flexible supports at the
lower level.

Since 1949 when Mr. Ford supported an amendment to maintain rigid price
supports * he has been on record as favoring the concept of flexible farm price
support levels. In 1970, when the Omnibug Farm Bill reflected the Administra-
tion’s policy toward modified production controls and contained a provision to
limit subsidy payments to $55,000 per crop, Mr. Ford voted for passage of the
bill.* In explaining his support for the measure, he said that though it contained
features he thought to be unsound, he favored it as a compromise measure that
would accomplish the broad objective—which he supported—of providing the
agricultural subsidies necessary for a sound agricultural economy.! In 1973 the
question of limiting subsidy payments were considered again, Mr. Ford supported
a $20,000 payment limitation, but voted against one amendment designed to limit
payments to $20.000 per farm because he felt, in the case of the particular amend-
ment that “rigid. inflexible limitations (would) hurt us rath@ér than help us in
the produection of our necessary food.” *

IMPOUNDMENT OF FUNDS

Congressman Ford has generally supported restraints on the budget, includ-
ing Presidential discretion in spending funds.

In 1962, concerning an effort by the House Committee on Armed Services to
mandate the spending of $491 million on the RS-70 aircraft, Ford was “unalter-
ably opposed” to such a directive. He gave three reasons. Mandatory langusge
(1) invaded the responsibilities and jurisdiction of the President as Commander
in Chief, (2) usurped the appropriating authority of the Committee on Appro-
priations, and (8) threatened to create “inflexibility” in the management of the
program which “undoubtedly would have led or conceivably would have led
to harm and detriment to the program rather than helping and assisting it.
Inflexibility in such a complicated weapon system would hamstring the respon-
sible management in the Air Force.” (Cong. Rec., v. 108, March 21. 1962: 4714)

The House Armed Services Committee charged that the Eisenhower Admin-
istration—from fiscal 1958 through fiscal 1961—had failed in 13 instances to
do what Congress had asked. Ford defended the record of the REisenhower

1 Congress and the Nation, 1945-1984. Congressional Quarterly, p. 53a.

3 Congressional Quarterly Almanac, XXVI, 1970, p. 53H.

2 Oongressional Record, Vol, 118, Part 20, 91st Congress, 2nd sesslon, August 4, 1970.
Page 27146-27147.

¢ Congressional Record, Vol. 119, No. 108, p. H5880, July 10, 1973,
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Administration by saying that “during this same period of time the executive
braneh of the Government has followed the recommendations of the Congress
28 times in toto” (id.) While Ford agreed that “Nothing is more obnoxious
in my opinion than to have someone in the executive branch of the Government,
whether he is in the Defense Department or the Department of Agriculture,
place a halo over his head and decide on his own that all the wisdom in the
world exists in his Department,” he cautioned against placing restrictions on
the President. He was “jealous that the Congress not invade the jurisdiction
of the Chief Executive. . .. I do not want the Congress to usurp and take from
the Chief Bxecutive authority that is his.” (id. at 4715).

In 1971, when the Nixon Administration was being criticized for with-
holding approximately $12 billion, Ford placed in the Congressional Record a
table showing “frozen funds” from 1859 to 1971. He quoted from the U.8.
News & World Report to further emphasize that impoundment dated back many
years, at least to President Franklin D. Roosevelt. Moreover, he pointed out
that Democratic party leaders did not raise their voices against impoundment
when it was earried out by Democratic Administrations: “If it was bad then it is
bad now. If it was good then it is good now. The fact that the gentleman did
not object to this practice when Presidents Kennedy and Johnson did it and
is objecting now when President Nixon does it puts a rather political coloring
on the comments made by the gentleman from Massachusetts.” (Cong. Rec.,
v. 117, April 27, 1971 ;: 12087).

Spending Ceiling in 1972.—TFord introduced H.R. 16338 in 1972 to provide
for a spending ceiling of $250 billion for fiscal 1973. The bill permitted the
President to “reserve from expenditure and net lending, from appropriations
or other obligational authority heretofore or hereafter made available, such
amounts as may be necessary to effectuate” the spending ceiling. When that
proposal was included as Title II of the public debt limit bill, he supported
the notion of a spending ceiling: “I think the public will demand this kind
of limitation, They want the President to hold the line on spending. They want
this Congress to do it.” (Cong. Rec. [Daily Ed.], v. 118, October 10, 1972:
H9377)

On the Mahon amendment to the public debt limit bill, to subject Presidential
impoundments to congressional review and action, Ford voted against the
amendment (id. at H9401). It was “too little and it is far too late. The Mahon
amendment will not comne into effect until January of next year,” (id. at H9377)
Ford voted for the public debt limit bill, which included the spending ceiling
and authorized the President to withhold whatever funds were necessary to
preserve the ceiling. (id. at H9402)

1972-98 Impoundments—The Rural Environmental Assistance Program
(REAP) and the Water Bank Program were both terminated on January 26,
1973. The amount of $210.5 million was impounded from REAP, while $11.4
million was withheld from Water Bank. According to the Department of Agri-
culture, the action was legal in that “the legislation authorizes but does not
require that the programs be carried out.” H.R. 2107 was introduced to require
that the programs be carried out. During debate on the measure, Ford stated
that the Presldent had decided that “in order to achieve a degree of fiscal
responsibility, bolding the line of $250 billion for this fiscal year, he has to
make some downward adjustments in certain programs, and REAP is one.”
(Cong. Rec. [Dally Ed.], v. 119, February 7, 1978: H807) Ford voted for a
substitute amendment which would have removed the mandatory language (id.
at FI831). After that amendment failed, he voted against the bill (id. at H838).

The Rural Electrification Administration’s loan program was terminated by
the Department of Agriculture on December 28, 1972. This action resulted in the
impoundment of $456 million. The House considered H.R. 5683, which was
designed to reinstate the program, accepting some of the Administration’s recom-
mendations but also adding language mandating that the program be carried out.
The Administration substitute, which would have removed the mandatory
feature, was defeated. Ford voted for the substitute. (Cong. Rec. [Daily Ed.],
v.t %?{1294, 2%;):11 4, 1973 ; H2422) Ford voted against final passage of the bill (id.
a -

On January 26, 1973, the Nixon Administration terminated the rural water
and waste disposal program, impounding $120 million. H.R. 3298 was introduced
to make the program mandatory by replacing the phrase ‘is authorized to” by
the word “shall.” Ford did not vote on the bill, which was later vetoed by Presi-
dent Nixon. Ford supported the veto, saying “Let us reiterate the two points,
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No. 1, we get better service, more quickly, out of EPA and rural development
than we would get out of the rural water and sewer grant program. No. 2, this
bill is just one of a number of spending bills which are coming down the line,
The Senate did a good job last week; it is our turn to do an equally good job
on this budget busting program by sustaining the President. . . .” (Cong. Rec.
[Daily Ed.], v. 119, April 10, 1973 : H2545) The veto was sustained by the House
(id. at H25562).

Impoundment Conirol Bill. Ford expressed his preference for making impound-
ment control part of a general budget reform package. (Cong. Ree. [Daily Ed.],
v. 119, July 24, 1973: H6542) On recorded votes, he supported an amendment
which would have exempted from impoundment control procedures those im-
poundments which the Comptroller General determined to be in accordance with
the Antideficiency Act (id. at H68573). He supported an amendment which would
have required both Houses to disapprove an impoundment rather than a single
House (id. at H8577). He opposed an amendment to require impoundments to
cease after 60 days unless ratified by both Houses. That amendment contrasted
with the pending bill which allowed impoundments to continue unless specifically
rejected by one House (id. at H6603). In a floor statement, he supported an
amendment to reduce the flscal 1974 spending ceiling from $267.1 billion fo
$263.3 hillion ({d. at HE607).

In other votes on the impoundment control bill, he opposed an amendment to
reduce the spending ceiling still further to $260 billion (id. at H6611-12) and
supported the $263.3 billion ceiling (id. at H66812). He supported a motion to
recommit the bill (id. at H6625) and voted against the bill on final passage
(id. at H6626).

INTERGOVERNMENTAL FISCAL RELATIONS

Federal Revenue Sharing With State and Looal Governments:

Rep. Gerald Ford has consistently supported proposals which would share
a portion of Federal tax revenues with State and local governments with few or
no Federal “strings” attached on the expenditure of these funds by recipient
governments,

In the 90th Congress, he introduced H.R. 4074 which authorized Federal tax
slla;iing with the States which would be financed from a cutback in Federal aid
funding.

He supported the Nixon Administration’s general revenue gharing proposals
submitted to the 91st and 92d Congresses and cosponsored each of the bills
introduced incorporating these recommendations (H.R. 13982, 91st Congress and
H.R. 4187, 92d Congress.). Rep. Ford supported Nixon's general revenue sharing
proposal. On August 18, 1969 he stated: “As a supplement to other Federal aid.
revenue sharing can be the catalyst for problem solving on a scale we have
never yet witnessed in America, problem-solving at the local level on the basis
of priorities viewed as local people see them in their own communities.” (CR,
Aug. 13, 1969, p. 23835.)

During the 92d Congress, Rep. Ford voted for passage of H.D. 14370, the
State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972—which represented a modification
of a proposal which had been submitted by the Chairman of the House Ways
and Means Committee, Congressman Wilbur Mills as an alternative to the Nixon
Administration general revenue sharing proposal (H.R. 4187, 8. 680. 924 Con-
gress), This bill was signed into law on Octobher 20. 1972 (Public Law 92-512).

Rep. Ford has also supported the Nixon Administration special revenue ghar-
ing proposals submitted to the 924 and 93d Congresses. During the 924 Coneress
he introduced H.R. 8770—the Law Enforcement Revenue Sharing Act of 1871,
which incorporated President Nixon’s special revenne sharing proposal for law
enforcement. He also cosponsored other Nixon Administration special revenue
sharing messures: H.R. 6181, the Manpower Revenue Sharing Act of 1971 and
H.R. 8853, the Urban Community Development Revenue Sharing Act of 1971
and issued statements advocating enactment of the President’s Bducation and
Rural Community Development special revenue sharing proposals.

During the 93d Congress, Rep. Ford has expressed his support for President
Nixon’s recommendations set forth in his community development message trans-
mitted to Congress on March 8, 1973 (House Doc. 93-57). He made the following
statement: “In urging adoption of the Better Communities Act, I would under-
score a point made by the President—that no city would recelve less funds for
community development under that act than it has received under categorical
grant programs. And I am most enthusiastic about the fact that the Better
Communities Act substitutes loeal decision-making for so-called bureaucratic
wisdom.” (CR, March 12, 1973, p. H1636.)
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PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT LEGISLATION

Representative Ford was not confronted with the issue of public debt limit
legislation until 1954, at which time the first debt limit increase since 1946 was
enacted. Rep. Ford’s voting on debt limit legislation has followed a dlstinct_ive
pattern of first supporting, then opposing and in recent years again supporting
legislation to increase the public debt limit.

From 1954 to early 1962 there were recorded votes in the House on eight bills
to increase the public debt limit, Rep. Ford voted for all of these measures. From
mid 1962 to 1967 there were recorded votes on nine measures to raise the public
debt limit, Rep. Ford voted against all of these bills. From 1969 to present there
have been 7 recorded votes on bills to increase the public debt limit, Rep. Ford
was absent for one vote (H.R. 15390, June 27, 1972) and voted affirmatively on the
other six measures.

On March 19, 1969, (CR March 19, 1969, pp. 6804-5), Rep. Ford explained his
voting pattern on public debt limit legislation on the House floor. In effect, he said
that he chose to support President Kennedy during financial crises in 1961 and
1962, but then changed his view with the hope of eliciting some actions in Congress
which would assure greater fiscal responsibility. He felt that this had been
achieved with the enactment of a spending limitation and tax measure to raise
additional taxes (Revenue and Expenditure Control Act of 1968). Therefore he
could again support legislation to raise the public debt limit.

TAX REFORM

Congressman Ford has always indicated a primary concern for collecting
sufficient taxes to match expenditures ; however, in recent years he has expressed
increased concern that consideration also be given to the effect of tax changes on
economic conditions as well. Over the years, he has indicated a moderate approach
to tax reform.

During 1949-52, he did not support major tax bills but during the remainder of
the Fifties he generally supported major tax legislation (voting for the major
tax revision in 1854). He opposed the Revenue Act of 1962 (which introduced the
investment tax credit) and the 1964 act reducing taxes. He voted for the Revenue
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968, imposing the surcharge. He supported the
Tax Reform Act of 1969 and the Revenue Act of 1971.

One of Congressman Ford’s earliest tax proposals (subsequently enacted into
law) was nonrecognition of gain on the sale of a residence when the proceeds
were used to buy another residence. In connection with this proposal he com-
mented on a proposal to increase the capital gains tax: “There may be some need
and justification for an overall increase in this rate.” (CR, Feb. 28, 1951, p. A1049).

His general position on taxation is typified by a statement on the 1963 tax
cut proposal: “, . . the President must be selective and make a decision between
unlimited spending and a reasonable limit on expenditures . . .” (CR, Sept. 25.
1968, p. 18088). During the late Sixties, his statements increasingly reflected
concern over the effects of tax legislation on economic conditions. In 1967, in
support of the investment tax credit, he stated: “There are ominous signs of an
economic slowdown this year. Unless our course is redirected decisively we may
well face the paradox of a recession with both increased inflation and increased
taxation.” (CR, Jan. 23, 1967, p. 1189.) In same speech he stated that the Presi-
dent had not indicated where budget reductions would be made. When speak-
ing in favor of the Revenue and Expenditure Control Act of 1968, he said:
“Tax increases are painful . . . But the alternative before us is far worse.
Galloping inflation and a major recession—that is the alterative . . . If we
place sharp restraints on Federal spending now, tax relief will be possible in the
future . . ., Basically, I take the tax increase to get the spending restraints.”
(CR, June 20, 1968, p. 18184).

Rep. Ford urged the elimination of the investment tax credit in the Tax Reform
Act of 1969, as an aid for curbing inflation, and also remarked: “The ‘big news’
in the President’s tax reform message should not obscure other highly meaningful
proposals—elimination of income taxes for Americans at the poverty level, the
imposition of what in effect is & minimum income tax for a small group of high-
income individuals, and the closing of a number of income tax loopholes.”
(CR, April 21, 1969, p. 9686). He once more expressed his basic concern that
revenues should balance expenditures. (CR, June 30, 1968, p. 17791.)
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In regard to the current tax reform issues, Rep. Ford has stated: “As for tax
reform, I am opposed to wholesale repeal of so-called tax loopholes, with some of
them to be put back on the books. I therefore feel the better approach to tax
reform is to consider the various provisions of the tax code without the sledge-
hammer approach to broad scale repeal.” (Roll Call, Jan. 11, 1973, p. 1.)

FOREIGN TRADE

Congressman Gerald Ford has generally supported legislation designed to
liberalize trade with our foreign trading partners through the reduction of
tariffs. He bhas also supported efforts to protect domestic industries and workers
from trade related dislocations through adjustment assistance programs.

Mr. Ford voted in favor of various bills extending the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ment program in 1949, 1951, 1953, 1954, 1955 and 1958. In 1962, however, Mr.
Ford voted to recommit to committee the landmark Trade Expansion Act and
substitute for it a one year extension of the expiring Trade Agreement program ;
when this was rejected by the House, he then supported the Administration
sponsored bill. He made no statement in the Congressional Record to explain
his action (Congressional Record, Vol. 108, pp. 12089, 12090).

After the beginning of the Nixon Administration, Mr. Ford, as Republican
minority leader, announced his support for the Administration trade bill of
1669, claiming that “There is no question that movement toward free trade is
necessary if we are to move toward the much desired goal of a favorable balance
of trade.” (Cong. Record, Vol. 115, p. 34623). Late in 1970, when this legisla-
tion was up for a final House vote after certain protectionist amendments im-
posing statutory import quotas on textiles and footwear had been added, Ford
opposed a move by House liberals which would have permitted the possible dele-
tion of some of these controversial amendments. Pres. Nixon had been neutral on
this issue (Cong. Record, Vol. 116, pp. 38227, 38228).

The Congressional Record has no mention of Mr. Ford’s views on the pending
Trade Reform Act of 1973. Last year, however, he said that “it would bhe
catastrophic and disastrous for this country to retreat into a new round of
isolationism which is represented by the Burke-Hartke bill” (Cong. Record
(daily), Vol. 118, p. E5305). :

GOVERNMENT, BUSINESS AND CONSUMERS

Representative Ford has generally favored passive Federal policies toward
the American marketplace for most of his twenty-five years in Congress.

In 1966, he summarized his approach to many of the Great Society’s programs
in remarks challenging President Johnson’s rent subsidy proposals:

“I fail to understand why Congress has so much faith in nonexistent regula-
tions that supposedly insure that this program will benefit truly low-income
families.” (3/29/66 Oong. Record 7107)

Citing what he regarded as the failure of an earlier subsidy effort, the
Michigan legislator also cautioned the House of Representatives about the pro-
gram’s possible impact on taxes and the then accelerating inflation. Yet, while
expressing confidence in the free enterprige system, he joined a majority of his
collengues in approving the Lockheed loan guarantee. (H.R. 8432, 7/30/71,
H.7519F) and supported the Nixon Administration in its unsuccessfnl bid to
extend massive public financing of the SST (H.R. 9667, 7/29/71, H.9384F.)

Seldom debated before the mid-Sixties, the difficult problems of Consumer Pro-
tection afford no simple index of Mr. Ford’s thinking. The Minority Leader in
1968 spoke with pride of the passage of important Truth-in-Lending legislation
(5/20/68. Cong. Record. 14106). In 1969, Mr. Ford enthusiastically endorsed
President Nixon’s proposed creation of an Office of Consumer Affairs, arguing
that it would give consumers “full protection under the laws . . . complete rep-
resentation in Washington and access to product testing information which Fed-
eral azencies have gathered over the years.” Rep. Ford later voted for the
establishment of a consumer protection ageney and against limiting this agency
to a purelvy advisory part in Federal policy-making (H.R. 10835, 10/14/71.
H95711.). Subsequently, he opposed efforts to broaden the agency’s authority to
argue in a wider range of suits before other government agencies. He also sup-
ported the 1972 comnensation to commercial interests injured by the Food and
Drue Administration’s ban of cyclamates in food products (H.R. 12366, 7/24/72).

Congressman Ford’s record on consumer affairs has been scored uneven by the
Consumer Federation of America. a national association of consumer groups
which establishes its own norms for rating Members of Congress.
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HOUSING

Over the course of his career Rep. Gerald Ford has opposed many of the im-
portant housing and community development proposals before the Congress.
Except for the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 he has consistently
taken a position of minimal Federal involvement in this fleld. His support of the
1968 bill and the House version of the 1970 Housing and Urban Development
bill, however does seem to indicate a move away from his position of opposition
to “drastic changes or innovations in our credit facilities” ® first stated in 1949.

Rep. Ford consistently voted against housing legislation designed to assist low
and moderate income families between 1949, when he voted in favor of an amend-
ment to delete a section providing low rent public housing, and 1967, when be
voted in favor of deleting program funds for medel cities. In 1954 while voting
for the urban renewal bill, Rep. Ford voted against recommitting the bill to com-
mittee with instructions to increase assistance for low income housing. He ap-
parently broke with his previous position, and the majority of Republicans, in
1968 voting in favor of the Housing and Urban Development bill, even though it
contained provisions for interim services, tenant services, and new-town programs
which he opposed. He did, however, “put on notice [those favoring these services]
that when the appropriation bill for funding of those programs comes to the
floor of the House for consideration, we will do everything we possibly can to
prevent any funding for those programs.” ®* Rep. Ford has made no reference to
the subsidized housing programs (Sec. 235 and 236) established in this bill that
have subseguently come under strong Administration attack. In 1970, the last
vear there was major housing legislation before the House, Rep. Ford voted in
favor of the House bill, but against the conference report which contained new
town proposals he opposed.

MINIMUM WAGE LEGISLATION

Rep. Ford’s position on minimum wage legislation has been fairly consistent
throughonut his 25 years in the House of Representatives. In the seven times this
issue has been actively considered and voted on in the House since his election
in 1949, he has consistently voted with the basic Republican position which
opposed measures proposing increases in the minimum wage considered too large
or too rapid.

In 1849, his first year in Congress, he voted for a more moderate Lucas sub-
;z;ltute bill to the Lesinski bill as did the vast majority of Republicans in the

ouse.

In 1955, he voted for an increase in the minimum wage as did a substantial
majority of both major parties in the House.

In 1960 and 1961, Rep. Ford supported and voted for the Kitchin-Ayres sub-
stitute bill to the Committee’s bill. The substitute reduced the increase in the
minimum wage rate proposed in the Committee’s bill. When the bill reported
ont of the House Senate Joint Conference re-instated the original higher rate in
1961, he voted against the Conference Report.

In the 1966 Amendments, the less liberal Ayres-Morris Amendment was sup-
ported and voted for by Rep. Ford along with most other Republican Congress-
men.

More recently, he continued his call for moderation in increasing and expand-
ing coverage of the Fair Labor Standards Act both in 1972 and in 1973. In the
1972 stalemate hetween the House and Senate versions of the FLSA Amendments,
he urged his colleagues in the House, and especially Congressman Dent, Subcom-
mittee Chairman, to go to conference with the Senate in order to get a minimum
wage bill enacted (See C.R. page H7034-5, H8635, 1972). In that year, the Erlen-
born substitute bill proposing a lesser increase, no major extension of coverage,
and a youth differential supported by the Administration, was passed in the
House and was supported by Mr. Ford. However, he voted against the resolution
to go to conference on the bill. i

The latest legislative activity on minimum wages (HR 7935, 93rd Congress)
saw Rep. Ford vote with the Administration’s position supported by a large
majority of the House Republicans. He voted for the Administration-supported
Erlenborn substitute with the youth differential, which was defeated, voted for
deletion of provisions extending coverage to government workers and was against
final passage of the bill containing the higher rate, extension of coverage and

5 Congressional Record, g 12184, Aug. 24, 1949,
¢ Congressional Record, July 26, 1968, p. 23688,

728 "

other liberalizing provisions. In keeping with the Administration and most Re-
publicans in the House, he voted against the Conference Report and for sus-
taining the President’s veto of the Fair Labor Standards Act Amendments of

1978 (H.R. 7985).
STRIKES CREATING, OB WITH THE POTENTIAL TO CREATE, A NATIONAL EMERGENCY

Representative Ford’s earlier position is indicated by a 1967 statement on the
House floor: “Mr. Speaker, I never thonght when I came to the Congress 1815
vears ago that I would ever in any circumstance, or under any situation, vote
for some form of Government interference in a process of free collective bargain-
ing. I bave paid repeatediy in communications with my constituents and others,
by word of mouth or by letter, that I thought this was a principle that had to be
upheld under any circumstances. I inwardly feel that that principle is right
today.” (CR, bound ed., 7/17/67, p. 19039.) On that day, July 17, 1967, Mr. Ford
voted for a bill to end a two-day nationwide rail strike, which became P.L. 90-54
(81 Stat. 122). His reason for this statutory interference in the process of free
collective bargaining was that ‘“‘there is another principle that is of a higher
order—the necessity of a free government and its free people to pretect itself
at home and abroad.” (CR, bound ed., 7/17/87, p. 19039.)

On February 27, 1970, President Nixon sent recommendations to the Congress
to deal with national emergency labor disputes in the transportation industries,
His proposals were incorporated in major bills introduced in 1970, 1971, and
1972 ; nothing along the lines of his recommendations has been enacted. One of
the President’s proposals to settle transportation strikes with an emergency-
creating potential was to invoke a procedure called “final offer selection”, but
which the AFL-CIO and the transportation unions called compulsory arbitra-
tion. Organized labor vigorously opposed the proposals. Representative Ford has
been a staunch supporter of them.

He introduced the Administration proposal as H.R. 16226 on March 2, 1970—
the same day that the Presidential message on national emergency disputes was
referred to committee. On July 8, 1970. he urged the Congress to “move
immediately to consider the Emergency Public Interest Protection Act” [the
Administration bill]. (CR bound ed., 7/8/70. 23130.) He repeated this plea five
months later, during another railroad labor-management crisis: “I deeply wish
we could get some permanent legislation that would achieve a finality in dis-
putes . . .” (CR, bound ed., 12/9/70, 40690), and also importuned the Chairman
of the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce for a commitment
to hold hearings in the next session on the President’s proposals: “Would the
chairman of that committee . . . assure . .. the Members of the House that there
will be hearings held on this permanent legislation in the next Congress?” (CR,
bound ed., 12/9/70, 40697.) On the same day Rep. Ford voted for a bill, signed
the following day as P.L. 91-541, to end a one-day nationwide rail strike.

Early in the 92nd Congress, Mr. Ford repeated his urging that the Congress
take up the Presidential proposals for permanent legislation to strengthen pro-
cedures for ending national emergency disputes (CR, bound ed., 2/8/71, 1518.) In
February 1972, he took an active role in supporting an administration bill to
end a 134-day West Coast longshore strike, the longest port strike in the Na-
tion’s history (CR, daily ed., 2/2/72, H560-1; 2/8/72, H887-9; and 2/9/72,
H969-70, H992, 994, 1009, and 1010.) Rep. Ford, since 1967 at least, is clearly
orclt ithe side of government intervention in certain instances of strike or lockout
action.

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM, AND THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND

Minority leader Gerald R. Ford has consistently and enthusiastically sup-
ported the Federal highway program, and the Highway Trust Fund through
which the program is funded. The Federal highway program, in being for more
than 50 years received a major boost in 1956 nupon enactment of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1956 (Public Law 84-627) which provided for the National
System of Interstate and Defense Highways (Interstate System) and Title II,
the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, which created the Highway Trust Fund.
Congressman Ford voted for the measure, as he has for most subsequent highway
authorizations.

One exception was the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1966. Congressman Ford
stated his opposition to the measure on grounds that it contained $498 million
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expenditure beyond what the Administration has asked. He voted present when
the bill came to vote.

THE URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM AND THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND

On the question of urban transit, Congressman Ford has been somewhat un-
predictable in his voting pattern., On the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964, which established a capital grant/loan program of assistance to transit sys-
tems, he voted no. However, he spoke out on the House floor, in support of the
Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1970, which greatly strengthened
that program (September 29, 1970). At that time he said,

“I endorse the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1870. as recommended by
President Nixon. The need for this legislation is beyond question.”

Continuing transit problems led to proposals to tap the Highway Trust Fund

for money to fund greater transit efforts. This was a major issue in the Federal-
Aild Highway Act of 1972 (which was never passed) and the 1973 Highway Act.
Congressman Gerald Ford firmly opposed opening the Highway Trust Fund for
mass transit, even though the Administration strongly supported it. Congres-
sloxtlinl Quarterly (Political Report for October 17, 1973) found this significant in
stating,
“Ford’s most significant break with the Nixon administration in 1873—a deci-
sion apparently related to Ford's residence in the auto-producing state of Michi-
gan—came on mass transit legislation. Ford voted against an administration-
supported proposal to permit use of $700 million a year in highway trust fund
money for mass transit projects in urban areas.”

When HR. 6452, the proposal for transit operating subsidy, came up for vote
on October 8, 1973, Congressman Ford opposed it. This position was in accord
with that of the Administration on operating subsidies for mass transit.

P WAGE AND PRICE CONTROLS

Representative Ford’s position on wage and price controls has been consistent
with the various positions taken by the Nixon Administration since the enactment
of the Economic Stabilization Act of 1970. y

When the Congress granted broad powers to the President to contrel prices,
wages, salaries and rents in August 1970—which the President strongly opposed
and said he would not use—Mr. Ford expressed firm opposition. During the floor
debate in the House, he said—

“, ., after listening to the remarks of my good friend, the Majority leader,
I cannot help but feel that in effect he is advecating the need and necessity for
mandatory price and wage controls right now. Such an amendment will be offered
so that those who want to cripple the American economy by bureaucracy can vote
for it.” (Congressional Record, July 81, 1970, p. 26801)

In response to growing concern about inflation and other problems confronting
the economy, the Nixon Administration in August 1971 dropped its opposition to
controls and announced a 90-day freeze on wages and prices. This was followed
by a Phase II program of flexible and selective mandatory controls on wages,
prices and rents. When Phage II was announced by the President on October 7,
1971, the New York Times reported on October 8 (p. 27) : “Mr. Ford declared
that he was confident that the plan would receive public support and would be
‘an effective method of stimulating the economy,’ ” which was experiencing high
unemployment and the continuing threat of inflation. +

An August 2, 1972, Mr, Ford praised the performance of the Phase II program,

saying—

- %, . . of late there has been speculation as to when price and wage controls
would end. I submit that such speculation is premature, It will take somg time
before our control objectives are fully realized. " .

However, let me emphasize that our price and wage controls are working de-
spite the fact they are limited in nature and that enforcement does not pequire
a huge bureaucracy.” (Congressional Record, August 2, 1972, p, H7130)

When the President, announced on January 11, 1873 the dismantling of the
Phase II program and the adoption of a less restrictive Phase III program of
v‘*vo}unury or self-administering controls,” Mr, Ford expressed strong gupport,
saying—

“I am pleaged that the President acted to move the country beyond Phase II
of the price and wage control program to a new type of program which is self-
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istering and based on voluntary compliance. His timing is excellent, given
‘t‘l(tl:‘ ;i:o;treess gwe have made thus far in achieving economic stability and proper
economic growth.” (Congressional Record, January 11, 1978, p. H210). -
Following the failure of Phase III to prevent record price increases, be
President on June 18, 1973 announced a 60 day freeze on prices to be followed by
selective mandatory controls on prices and wages put into effect under Phase IiV
during August and September of this year. Our search of available sources did
not produce any comments by Mr. Ford on these actions.

EDUCATION AND PUBLIC WELFARE

CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT

r. Ford has consistently taken a tough stand against crime, as opposed to a
moD;‘-e cir;(i’l ‘;lbermrian approach. (“Idle talk about repression contributes nothing
to the sober resolution of serious problems.” C.E., July 15, 1970, p. 24475). For
example, he has strongly supported wiretapping, preventive dete}ition, and nﬁ-
knock legislation. He was critical of the Johnson Administration’s alleged fail-
ure to formulate a coherent and effective anticrime program. In contrast, he
has supported the Nixon Administration’s anticrime statement and legislation
virtually without qualification (e.g., “I commend the President' ,for exerting pie-
cisely the right kind of leadership in the law enforcement field”, C.R., March 14,
1978, p. H1735). y L.

The following comment is indicative of Mr. Ford’s general position on crime:
“the Congress should launch the Nation into a new get-tough era in dealing
with crime” (C.R., March 14, 1978, p. H1735). Key votes and/or statements.
ilustrative of positions he has taken on some major crime-related issues follow :

A. Federal financial assistance

Mr. For&' has voted for all legislation providing Federal financial assistance
for State and local erime contro], In 1967, he voted in favor of §tate block grant
funding for LEAA, a vote against the Johnson Administration’s position (C.R.,

Aug, 8, 1967, p. 21860),

B. Wiretapping.

Mr, Ford spoke in favor of wiretapping in 1968, in connection with the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1868 (“The other body added some sub,;
stance in the area of wiretapping legislation. . . . This may be our last chance,
C.R., June 5. 1968, p. 16074) ; and in 1970, with reference to the D.C. Court
Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970, a Nixon Administration bill which
he strongly supported.

C. Preventive detention. G o Tt o
Mr. Ford voiced support for the preventive detention provision of the .C.
crime legislation (C.R., July 15, 1970, p. 24475), and on May 17, 1971 introduced
H.R 8418, “to amend the Bail Reform Act of 1966 to provide for pretrial deten':
tion of dangerous persons charged with dangerous or organized crime acts.

D. No-kmock eniry.

“Exaggerated concern about police barging into private homes is completely
unfounded in the accumulated experience of 29 States. Authority to enter a
premises in exigent circumstances without first knocking is often eue‘t’ttial to
the life and safety of an officer-or the preservation of critical evidence (C.R,
July 15, 1970, p. 24475).

B. Capital punishment,

Mr. Ford introduced the Nixon Administration’s death penalty bill, H.R. 6028,
on March 22, 1973 (C.R,, p. H2094). He stated on 2nother occasion that, “I was
dismayed when the Supreme Court ruled out capital punishment” (C.R., March
14, 1978, p. H1735).

F. F.B.I.

Mr. Ford “categorically” denied that the F.B.I. carried on “Gestapo-type activi-
tes.” as charged by the late Majority Leader, Hale Boggs (C.R., April 5, 1971,
p. 9470).

G. Gun conirol.

Mr. Ford voted for the bill which was enacted as the Gun Control Act of 1968,

stating during debate that he believed the bill as reported by the House Judiciary
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C'ommittee was “about the only legislation in this controversial area that can be
approved” (C.R., July 24, 1968, p. 23086).

DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION AND CONTROL

Mr. Ford has voted consistently throughout his career in favor of legislation
relating to the prevention and control of drug abuse, He has supported measures
dealing with the treatment and rehabilitation, law enforcement, and education
aspects of the problem.

Mr. Ford’s position on drug abuse control issues is well illustrated by his re-
marks in the Congressional Record of July 14, 1969 (p. 19329) :

I would note that only through the sweeping approach adopted by Presi-
dent Nixon—the strengthening of efforts to halt the production and sale
of illegal narcotics, the improving of rehabilitation programs for drug ad-
dicts, and the educating of 8l Americans to the dangers of drug abuse—
can we begin to cope effectively with this most complex problem of drug
addiction and its rise and spread.

Mr. Ford voted ‘“yea”, always in support of the Administration position (under
both Presidents Johnson and Nixon), on each of the following key measures, all
of which were passed by overwhelming majorities :

Drug Abuse Conirol Amendments of 1965 (H.R. 2, P.L. 98-74). To expand
Federal controls over distribution, profession and manufacture of barbiturates,
amphetamines and other drugs affecting the central nervous system.

Narcotic Addict Rehabdilitation Act of 1966 (H.R. 9167, P.L. 89-793). To au-
thorize civil commitment of narcotic addicts for treatment for up to 3 years
if charged with a Federal crime and up to 10 years if convicted of a Federal
crime. (Mr. Ford did vote in opposition to President Johmson’s position by
voting “yea’” on a motion to deny civil commitment to persons charged with sell-
ing or importing narcotics and to deny extension of the Federal Young Cor-
rections Act to persons convicted of certain narcoties violations.)

Alcoholic and Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Amendments of 1968 (H.R.
15758, P.L. 90-584). To authorize funds for grants for the construction and
staffing of facilities specifically concerned with the prevention and treatment of
narecotic addiction.

Federal Food, Drug, and Coametic Act Amendments of 1968 (H.R. 14096, P.L.
00-584). To provide ‘criminal penalties for the possession of illegally obtained
stimulant, depressant or hallucinogenic drugs and to increase the penalties for
the illegal sale of such drugs. i

Community Mental Health Centers Amendments of 1970 (S. 2523, P.L. 91~
211). To extend and increase funding authorizations for treatment and rehabil-
itation programs for narcotics addictsa.

Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Oonirol Act of 1970 (H.R. 18588,
P.L. 91-513). To authorize expanded drug abuse education programs and pre-
vention, treatment and rehabhilitation programs. and to revise the Federal nar-
cotics laws and penalty structures, and to provide additional law enforcement
tools,

Drug Abuse Education Act of 1970 (H.R. 14252, P.L. 91-527). To authorize
grants to conduct special educational programs concerning the use of drugs. (Mr.
Ford did not vote on this measure, but announced himself to be in favor of it.)

Drug Ahuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972 (8. 2097, P.L. 92-255). To es-~
tablish a Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention in the Executive Office
of the President which would coordinate drug abuse prevention programs of all
departments and agencies except in the law enforcement field.

In the 93rd Congress, Mr. Ford has co-sponsored an Administration bill (H.R,
5%46G) to provide strict mandatory minimum penalties for persons convicted of

narcotics trafficking offenses.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

Representative Gerald Ford's voting record for programs relating to Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education is mixed. While he has supported some of the
bills, for instance H.R. 2862, the original 1965 House bill for aid to elementary
and secondary schools, he has voted against some of the amendments to the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act. On the few occasions when the Congres-
gional Reecord containg an explanation of his position. Ford has generally empha-
rized one of what appears to be his two major concerns in regard to edueation :
(1) the need to return responsibility to State and local governments or (2) the
need to curtail Federal spending.
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SOHOOL DESEGREGATION

Gerald Ford has been
On the issue of school desegregation Repregentative
cantr;ousein recent years, adhering to the position of the Adminitesst:r%tgons:‘ng
generally within the voting pattern of tlhe gt:x:;- in:écrlel:.gsla:g dlgloergt.ixem % :o htidon
N n is often used as an example O ;
g\v':alxl'cclhgﬁ:lng. In the past few years Rep. Ford has supported antibusing ‘llamelil!gr
ments and has favored the Administration’s Emergency School Afid plan
giving money to school districts undergoing desegregation to be used for purposes
other than pupil transportation.

A, Busing Amendments

Rep. Ford seems to favor the principle of school degemguﬂon,‘but 18 ;)pposedf :
to busing as the means to carry it out. He has said : “I happen to thlnktt is ad
wiser timewise for kids to be in their neighborhood schools rather thax; % apetio
a lot of time traveling from their home to a school which may be 3, 4, b or
miles away.” (Congressional Record, November 4, 1971, p. 39304.) o

As far hack as 1956 he voted in favor of an amendment to H.R. 7535, a sct 3&1
construction aid bill, which prohibited the allotment of funds to States tha ¢
not comply with the 1954 Supreme Court decision, Brown v. Board of Educat yorns
The amendment was adopted 225-192 (Congressional Quarterly, Oct. 17, 1 ci
p. 7). Then in 1964 Rep. Ford supported the passage of the Civil Rights A
which, among other things contalng{dlgzgvislgx)m intended to expedite the process
of gehool dese ation. (CQ, Oct. 17, ., D. 7).

f?n 1970 blsg;(e)gition on school desegregation, especially with regard to busing,
was more cautious. He voted for the Whitten amendment to the second fiscal yeaol;
1970 Labor-HEW appropriations bill. This amendment prohibited the use
appropriated funds to force a school district to bus students, abolish schools or
make pupil assignments against the choice of students’ parents, or to require
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these actions as a prerequisite for receiving Federal funds. The amendment was
agreed upon 191-157. (CQ, Oct. 17,1978, p. 7.)

The major busing legislation considered in 1971 and 1972 was added on to the
higher education bill. On November 4, 1971 the House passed three amendments
concerning busing, Rep. Ford voted in favor of all three amendments. The first
was the Broomfield Amendment which postponed the effectiveness of any Fed-
eral court order requiring busing for racial, sexual, religious, or socio-economic
balance until all appeals—or time for all appeals—had been exhausted. The
second amendment by Rep. John Ashbrook prohibited the use of appropriated
funds for busing, and the third amendment by Rep. Edith Green forbade Federal
departments to promise to reimburse school districts for busing expenses. (1971
CQ Almanac, 80-H, 81-H.) When the bill went to conference Rep. Ford voted
in favor of a motion instructing the House conferees to insist upon the retention
of the three amendments. (CQ, Oct. 21, 1972, p. 2738). When the bill came out of
conference, Rep. Ford expressed dissatisfaction with the busing provisions. He
sald: “The antibusing provisions are inadequate. The only meaningful part of
the conference report in the busing field is in the Broomfield amendment. But
‘even there we are getting a part of a loaf, not all of the original amendment
passed by the House” (Congressional Record, daily ed., June 8, 1872, p. 56405-6),

The other major busing legislation in the 92d Congress was the Equal Educa-
tional Qpportunities Act, H.R. 13915, which authorized the concentration of $500
million of Emergency School Aid funds on educationally deprived students and
also specified remedies for the removal of vestiges of the dual school system and
at the same time severely restricted the use of busing. Rep. Ford introduced the
bill, which was first proposed by President Nixon, in the House and supported
its passage on August 17, 1972, He voted against an amendment, which was ulti-
mately rejected which provided that nothing in the act was intended to be in-
consistent with or violate the U.8. Constitution (CQ, Oct. 21, 1872, p. 2738).

B. Emergenoy sohool assgistance

This program has been favored by the Administration as a remedy for unequal
educational opportunities arising out of racially segregated schools and as a
means of easing the burdens of court-ordered desegregation. In 1970 Rep. Ford
voted for H.R. 19446 to establish Emergency School Aid (1970 CQ Almanac-87-
H). The bill passed the House, but was filibustered in the Senate at the end of
the session. In 1971 a modified version of Emergency School Aid was added, with
Ford's support, to the Higher Education Act of that year (1971 CQ Almanac-81-
H). With regard to Emergency School Aid, Rep. Ford has declared: “It is equity
and justice on the part of the Federal government to provide that financial assist-
ance, I am interested in the best education that we can get at the elementary
and secondary level. The best way in this emergency to obtain that best educa-
tion is to provide Federal financial assistance rather than to force busing. Forced
busing to attain racial balance is not the best way to get good education.” (Con-
gressional Record, Nov, 4, 1971, p. 39304.)

HIGHER EDUCATION

With regard to Representative Gerald Ford's philosophy on aid to Higher
Education, his recorded votes through the years 1949 to 1973 reveal a consistent
pattern of support for various aspects of higher education, with especially strong
support for student aid proposals and reiterating the current administration’s
views on allowing college access for more students. Representative Ford offered
relatively few remarks on his philosophy of higher education until 1969, so his
recorded votes have to speak for his views. e

As early as 1950, Congressman Ford showed a commitment to higher educa-
tion by voting in favor of the Callege Housing bill 8. 2246 (Congressional Record
(bound) August 23, 1850, p. 3882). In 1958, Ford voted to accept the conference
report on (NDEA) the National Defense Education Act (Congressional Record
(bound) August 23, 1958, p. 19618), the purpose of this act being to assist in the
expansion and improvement of educational programs to meet eritical national
needs. Title IT of this act provided loans to students in institutions of hicher
education. In 1961, Ford voted for the NDEA extension (H.R. 9000) (Cnngres-
sional Record (bound) September 6, 1961, p. 18258).

In 1962, Ford voted to recommit the conference report of the Construction
of Higher Bducation Facilities (H.R. 8900) with instruction to insist upon the
House position on Title II, deleting the portion of the bill concerned with student
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aid. Since he made no remarks, it is difficult to interpret whether or not this is a
departure from his previous support of higher education (Congressional Record,
(bound) September 20, 1962, p. 20152). However, he Teturned to support higher
education in 1963 as he voted for the Higher Education Facilities Aet (H.R.
0143) (Congressional Record, (bound), August 14, 1963, p. 21185) a bill pro-
viding a five-year program of federal grants and loans for construction or im-
provement of higher education academic facilities and authorizing $1.195 billion
for the program for three years.

After assuming the role of minority leader, Congressman Ford was no more
outspoken in debates on higher education than in previous years. Although Ford
made no remarks concerning the Higher Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-329)
he voted in favor of the conference report on H.R. 9587 (Congressional Record,
(hound) October 20, 1965. p. 27697). Again, in 1968, Ford voted in favor of the
Higher Education Amendments of 1968 (H.R. 15067) P.L. 90-575) (COongressional
Record, (bound) July 25, 1968, p. 7528). This act did include an amendment
requiring colleges to deny federal funds to students who participated in serious
campus disorders.

In connection with his stance on student unrest and in combination with his
previous support of student aid, Ford made the following remarks prior to his
vote for the Emergency Insured Student Loan Act (H.R. 13194) (Congressional
Reenrd. (daily edition) October 16, 1969, H 9653) :

“I hope this bill passes and we do not go to conference with the Senate on it
hecanse this bill is urgently needed in this form. . . . I want the people who are
interested in strong student unrest legislation to know that I am with them
and when a bill comes up, that is, where we can act affirmatively, I am going to
heip. But I do not think we should let the problems of the Committee interfere
with affirmative action todax hecause there are some 200.000 students who want
to go to college and who need our help now. We can handle the student unrest
proposals in the near future and we will with stronger provisions.” (Congressional
Record, (bound) September 15, 1969, p. 25858-9).

Prior to passage of the Educztion Amendments of 1972 and immediately after
President Nixon’s speech to propose the Higher Education Opportunity Aect of
1971 (H. Doe. No. 92-50), Ford inserted in the Record the remarks that ‘“we
must open higher education to all of our gualified young people. . . . America
must truly be the land of opportunity.” He reinforced what President Nixon had
sald by reiterating that “no student should fail to go to college for lack of
funds.” (Congressional Record (daily edition) February 22. 1671, H3372),

T'pon adoption of the conference report for the Education Amendments of
1972 Ford indicated that although he had some reservations about the higher
education portion of the conference report. if it were standing alone he wonld
vote for it. He did not enumerate what those “reservations” were about higher
education but he went on to say that he had major objection to the total con-
ference report and for that reason intended to vote against it. (Congressional
Rerord {daily edition) June 8 1972 H5404). After passag¢ of the Edueation
Amendments in his remarks concerning “Salute to Education” Ford called the
act a “landmark higher education bill” (Congressional Record, (daily edition)
June 20, 1972, H 5866).

MANPOWER

Mr. Ford voted for the Manpower Development sind Training Act of 19682, In
the middle sixties he supported bills providing tax credits for employers pro-
viding employment and training opportunities for the nnemloyed and during the
last three Congresses he has supported the Administration’s manpower proposals.
He has not participated in the Congressional debates on manpower legislation.

FOOD PROGRAMS

Mr. Ford opposed the establishment of the Food Stamn Program in 1084,
Since then, he has had various responses to measures affectine the program.
With respect to the Federal child feeding programs (School Lunch, school milk.
etc.), Mr. Ford has consistentlr supported measures fn create and expand these
programs until the most recent vote on increased Federal subsidies. In none
of the Congressional consideration of food programs has Mr. Ford taken an
active part in debate,

Fooad stamps

Mr. Ford’s first recorded vote an a fond stemp plan was in favor of an early
(1958) attempt to set up a R1 billlon program for food stamps to buy surplus
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foods. The measure (proposed by Mrs. Sullivan) failed to receive the 2/3
majority needed for House passage under suspension of the rules.

However, in 1959, he voted against an amendment to H.R. 8609 (P.L. 8-341)
which authorized (though it did not reguire) the Secretary of Agriculture to
establish a food stamp plan similar to that proposed in 1958. This authority
was not used by the Administration, which had expressed opposition to the
proposed food stamp plan.

In 1964, Mr. Ford voted against the passage of the Food Stamp Act, which
established the Food Stamp Progrum as it now exists. In his vote in support
of one of the floor amendments to the 1964 bill, he reflected interest (to be
reiterated later) in requiring Stutes to share in the cost of the program.

In the consideration of Food Stamp Program legislation prior to the major
amendments of 1970 and 1973, Mr. Ford generally supported extension of the
program with several limitations. The limiting amendments to Food Stamp
Act legislation that he supported included a limited authorization of appropria-
tions, State sharing of the costs of the program, and prohibitions on food stamps
to strikers and students.

In the consideration of the first set of major Food Stamp Act revisions (1968-
18670—P.L. 91-671), Mr. Ford was the co-sponsor of an Administration proposal
which would have liberalized several aspects of the program. However, in the
final consideration of the committee-reported bill on the House floor, Mr. Ford
supported the more restrictive committee bill and voted in favor of a prohibition
on food stamps to stirikers. In contrast, during the House consideration of a
ban on food stamps to strikers in 1971 and 1972, Mr. Ford opposed the

. prohibition,

During the consideration of the 1978 amendments to the Food Stamp Act
(contained in the 1978 farm bill—H.R. 8860—P.1.. 98-86), Mr. Ford supported
provisions (substituted for the more restrictive committee language) proposed
by Mr. Foley and voted in favor of two amendments which added restrictions
to the program—i.e. prohibitions on food stamps to strikers and recipients of
Supplemental Security Income assistanes (House bill).

Child feeding

In the 1960’s, Mr. Ford was an early supporfer of the school milk program
(established in 1964). His support included two bills introduced (in 1955 and
1068) to extend and reform the program.

In 1962, Mr. Ford voted in favor of the first major piece of School Lunch
Program legislation since 1846—provision of special assistance to needy children
in 8chool Lunch Program schools (H.R. 11665—P.L. 87-828).

More recently, Mr. Ford has consistently supported legislation expanding and
revising the Federally-supported child feeding programs. The only time that he
was recorded as having opposed any of the numerous expansions of these pro-
grams was during the consideration of the most recent child feeding program
legislation (H.R. 96890—98rd Congress). During the House consideration of
H.R. 9630, Mr. Ford voted in favor of an Administration-supported attempt
to eliminate a proposed increase in Federal subsidy payments for all school
lunches served.

HEALTH CARE FINANCING

In 1981, Congress became concerned with major efforts to underwrite the costs
of health services for certain limited segments of society—the aged, poor. and
medically indigent. A review of testimony during this period, as presented before
the House Ways and Means Committee and as expressed in debates appearing
in the Congressional Record, indicates no significant stance taken by Congress-
man Ford regarding health care financing until Medicare legislation, as pro-
posed by the House Ways and Means Committee, reached the House floor for
debate in 1965. At that time, Congressman ¥ord (already the minority leader)
took to the floor urging that the Committee bill be recommitted to Ways and
Means and that the Republican proposal for health care for the aged (H.R. 7057,
introduced by Congressman John Byrnes) be adopted in its place.

In his remarks, Congressman Ford said :

“To me, the legislation before us is not a pelitical issue; it presents the
honest question of how best to deal with a recognized problem in a manner that
meets the tests of adequacy, fairness, and effectiveness. . . . I would like to
suggest that we recognize that our votes are not for or against an adequate
social security system nor is there involved the question of: Should our aged
receive adequate health care? Rather, the vote is on which alternative do you
prefer. . . . Mr. Chairman, it will be my purpose to support the Republican
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“alternative embodied in the motion to recommit. It is to be recognized that on
.this particular issue under the existing parliamentary situation, such a vote
“in my judgment is not a megative vote but is, indeed, a positive vote for an
-improved bill that treats our retired people more adequately and our working
-citizens more equitably.” (Congressional Record, April 8, 1965: 7174-75.)

Congressman Ford's principal objections to the Medicare legislation, as pro-
osed by the Ways and Means Committee, appear to have dealt with the compul-
sory nature of the health program and financing by means of the social security
tax:

“What then are the medicare proponents really advocating? They are propos-
ing compulsion and higher payroll taxes and that alone. Compulsion and regres-
sive payroll taxation are the essence of their approach to this matter. If comi
pulsion is necessary, why do not the medicare proponents have the courage O
their convictions and go all the way with it? Why should they tolerate any
voluntary aspect in the program? If payroll taxation is so sound, why do pot
the medicare proponents go all the way with payroll taxation to finance the en-
tire program?”’ (Congressional Record, April 8,1965 : T175). !

Congressman Ford was recorded as voting in favor of recommittal of the egi
islation to the House Ways and Means Committee and as voting against fina'

assage. In his remarks, he stated :

2 “Asg!arl:ls final passage is concerned, if the motion to recommit fails, neither
the House Republican Policy Committee nor the House Republican Con!.'er'enchoi
have recommended any guidelines . . . , Many of my Republican colleagm’ Ty
weighing the Republican portions of H.R. 6675 against the administration’s pa
of the same bill, with understandable logic will vote for the bill on final passnge.
On the other hand some of us, including myself, have strongly and conslubentliy
opposed the regressive payroll tax methods of financing hospital care for it he
aged. In my judgment, that portion of H.R. 6675 _which is unsound, ontwelz 8
the good. In the final analysis it is one’s own conscience not a Republlcal}'po icy
position, that will determine how Republicans will vote on final passage. (Qon-
, April 8, 1985 : 7T175).
Wﬁf&”@%ﬁmﬂm&mﬂ attention has been focused on national health
insurance proposals, In this area, Congressman Ford has co-sponsored the Ho:;e
version of the Nixon Administration's National Health Insurance Pnrtnesz hp
Act of 1971 (H.R. 7741, introduced into the 92nd Congress by Oongresslmagl moln
Byrnes). A review of hearings on national health insurance proposals eld in
1971 by the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance g()l!h
mittee indicates that Congressman Ford presented no testimony at tha‘t me.
His remarks in the Congressional Record commending President Nixon's mes-
sage on health -care in 1972 appear to givg some indication of Congressman
! g h regard to health care needs:
Fo‘fffsu%ﬁ?grvg: w-ltg the President that we should build on our present healtlh
care delivery system, not tear down what we have and srnrt from scratch sim% y
because we are plagued by some deficiencies. My party’s position is sound. h be
should meet our health care problems by improving the present system. :10 hyn
scrapping it and erecting a horrendously costly Federal bureaucratic structure
its place.” (Congressional Record, March 2,1972: H-1684).

HEALTH RESQURCES LEGISLATION

tain
ddition to programs which help to finance the health services of cer
po})ltlﬂ:tl%n groupsp (e.g., the aged, the poor, ete.), Congress has, ove;lthe z::r:f.
enacted a varlety of legislation that is intended to promote the dev opl;s ae
health resources in the United States—manpower, facilities, special nterv til'Ccm
so forth. A review of the Congressional Record, however, shows that. un ol
gressman Ford hecame the minority leader in 1965, he made no major pron !g:) >
ments regarding health resources development legislation. §1nce 1965, Mr.
has consistently supported his party’s and administration’s position regaé(ung
specific health resource measures. For example, he has repeatedly urged tl;i (é!tl); d
to sustain Presidential vetoes of a number of health bills returned to ,ie o
gress, Generally speaking, Congressman Ford, in his remarks on such leg sla; mon
has x;ot dealt with the content of specific measures, but rather with st:g\;dmg i ll;:
as budgetary or fiscal considerations or other policy positions prescr 4
e 0, e Hill-Burton
or example, on the House floor, regarding the vetoed
1.%1&33& f(Medlcal pF‘aciutlesl Construction and Modernization Amendments),
Congressman Ford said:
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“The vote to be taken very shortly is not a question of support for or tion
to the Hill-Burton program. Members on both sides of the aisle over a ({gg:llong
period of time have voted for the authorizations and voted for the appropriations.
A vote to sustain the veto today is really a reafirmation of the bill that was
passed by the House, and it is a denial of the bill passed by the other body. The
issue is really only section 601. As a matter of fact, the issue here today is not
the Congress vis-a-vis the President; it is the House and the President against
the other body ; if we are to uphold our House position, we should vote to sustain
the President here t?day." (Congressional Record, June 25, 1970: H-8025-26),

Congressman Ford’s support of Presidential actions apparently arose over the
question of potential inflation in the mandatory spending provision and alleged
incursion into Executive prerogatives embodied in section 601 of the legislation, a
provision which would have required all money appropriated for health programs
Fresident can claln hallc 2 peyumses 3 o said those who vote to sutain the

ng to do something affi i
Folnd ;&tgd - lmln . e ety g affirmative about inflation.

n , Spes’ on the vetoed HEW appropriations b

ou‘;i-mnrlu;d his teetl'h’)!gu u‘ss follows : o o e B
n my judgmen this appropriations bill is approved in this form, wil
seriously weaken our efforts to do something affirmatively about the probqeem o:
inflation . . . One of the worst features of this legislation is the mandatory
spending provisions included in the bill . , . If you include this mandatory expendi-
itnuer:i &lbolvyiuiono::emlngm‘;lhedl’reﬁi cl!)tl!nt to spend the money in these limited areas,
T y desirable programs will have to suffer.”

menh Janu:rty 2&, 1970: 1651). OH 1 S
regard to the Emergency Medical Services 8 ngress-

me'x]x: l“lord v:ltt:mi his opposition as follows: TIRE S oL 10T At

0 no nk this issue of the Public Health Service h
herring. I believe that we should have emergency medical mo:ipclez‘llsegli:l:ﬂﬁ
1 disapprove of the Public Health Service hospital provisions which, although
nongermane to the EMS bill, were tacked on. . . . I assure the Members of this
body who are here that I can be sufficiently persuasive to convince the President
of the United States that he should sign an EMS bill minus the Public Health
mthe ':; ttl::mturesu f.rg!:n;v ceo;tnv%% :lm‘tvl 'ﬁe can get it through the White House if
a report it out of commi e ongre.
#ional Record, September 12, 1973 : H.7768) © i sosilicvinging
Congressman Ford voted to sustain the President’s veto of the legislation.

MINE SAFETY AND BLAOK LUNG

Congressman Ford voted for final passage of the confere
Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1989 ( Decembernf:, ;ggg!;tc% Ytgf
115, part 29, p. 39721) but he did not participate in debate. In addition, he
previously voted for a motion to recommit that conference report (December 17,
1869; OR vol. 115, part 29, p. 89720) but given his lack of public comment on
th;' ?:‘;xe. ot::d reaeoxi::.rtor this latter vote are not clear,
A { aga passage of the conference report on the BI

Benefits Act of 1872, but did not participate in debate. (May 10, 19732¢:;kHI§111§

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH

Congressman Ford indicated his support for some of Federal 1
;elaﬂng to occuPaﬂonal safety and health with atz&etement of sn;gl::t. t}?;:
thresldent Nixon sumunge calling for such Congressional action., Ford noted

at l,t,l this field “many of the State programs . . . have proven sadly inade-
ggmt. Further, he applauded the President for “not preempt[ing] the role of
be:ttgt“ [but] instead . . . develop[ing] a plan to help them play their role
- er.” (August 6, 1969; CR vol. 115, part 17, p. 22548.) He voted for the con-
erence report on the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 but did not
participate in debate. (December 17, 1970; CR vol, 118, part 31, p. 42209,)

POVERTY—OEO LEGISLATION

Congressman Gerald Ford has generally voted ainst legislati
the anti-poverty program, as reflected in lzcouor:n.'nleag Opport:nlgity le(:slt:tlon. H:
voted against the establishment of the Office of Eeonomic Opportunity, and
subsequently voted against many of the early bills to appropriate additional
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funds for the program. He has voted in favor of some OEO legislation during
the Nixon Administration, however.

In 1967, during debate on an amendment to channel Community Action Agency
funding through local public officials, Ford expressed his position with regard
to OEO when he stated, “I am not here to speak up for the Office of Economic
Opportunity. My record here is clear in voting for a substantial reduction in the
funds in the overall program.” (Congressional Record, Nov. 14, 1967—p. 323865.)

Listed below are Congressman Ford’s votes on major OEOQ legislation.

1964-—Ford voted against the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, authorizing
the establishment of the Office of Economic Opportunity.

19685—Ford voted in favor of reducing the FY 1966 authorization of $1.9 billion
to $947.5 million, and against authorizing $1.9 billion for OEO in F'Y 1966.

1966—Ford voted in favor of a motion to kill the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1966, and in favor of substituting the Republican “Opportunity
Crusade,” which would parcel out various OEO programs to other Federal
agencies, leaving OEO with the Community Aection Program and VISTA. Ford
voted against a bill authorizing $1.75 hillion for QX0 during FY 1967.

1967—Ford voted in faver of reducing the FY 1968 authorization for anti-
poverty programs by $460 million, from $2.1 billion to $1.8 billion. Ford subse-
quently voted against authorizing $1.6 billion for anti-poverty programs in FY
1968.

1968—Ford voted against an amendment to cut appropriations for OEO by $100
million. Ford voted in favor of a metion to authorize a $5 million supplemental
appropriation for Headstart, instead of $25 million as proposed by the Senate.
1969—Ford voted in favor of a motion to give control of OHO programs to state
governments. Ford voted against the OEO authorization bill, which would extend
the program for an additional 2 years. .
1971—Ford voted against an amendment to establish a comprehensive child
development program to provide educational, nutritional, and health services free
taged children. Ford also voted against the conference
report on the 1971 Beonomic Opportunity Amendments, which would extend OEO
for 2 additional years, authorize $5 billion for programs administered by the
agency, create a child development program, and establish a national legal serv-
ices cerporation. The House adopted the conference report, despite what the
Congressional Quarterly described as “an intemsive effort by Minority Leader
Gerald R. Ford . . . to defeat the conference agreement becanse of [Administra-
tion] objections to the child care sections.” In floor debate, Ford stated, “The
‘White House is epposed to this legislation and is doing as any Administration
has sought to do where it differs with a legislative conclusion.” (Congressional
Quarterly Almanac, 1971, p, 518)
1972—Ford voted for the adoption of the conference report authorizing $4.75
billion over 2 years for anti-poverty programs, extending OEO through FY 1974,
and continuing the legal services program within OEO.
1978—TFord voted in favor of an Administration bill to establish an independ-
ent legal services corporation to replace ORO's legal services program. Ford voted
in favor of an amendment to reduce appropriations for:OEQ from $383.8 million
to $141.8 million for FY 1074.
3 VEMERANS

Congressman Gerald Ford introduced eight bills pertaining to veterans between
1949-1954 (and none since that period). He testified four times before Congres-
sional Committees considering .veterans’ benefits, most recently in 1965. He has
consistently supported Committee recommendations and voted with the majority
in all areas of veterans benefits, including cempensation, pension, medical care,
and education. He has not actively participated in floor debates on this issue.

WELFARE AND S0CIAL BECURITY

Congressman Gerald Ford has generally voted in favor of proposed amend-
ments to the Soclal Security Act which have contained provisions pertaining to
public assistance, with the exception of the Amendments enacted in 1062 and
1965 (of which, in the latter instance, the establishment of the Medicare program
was actually the most significant issue). Since 1949 he has introduced several
bills seeking to enforce court-ordered child support obligations, primarily by
making support orders enforeeable in Federal courts and by making it a erime
to travel in interstate and/or foreign commerce to avoid complianee with such
orders.
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4. Position on welfare reform

In August 1969, Mr. Ford addressed the House in strong support of the Presi-
dent’s newly issued welfare reform plan (the “Family Assistance Plan”), rec-
ommending especially the measures included in the plan for expanded work
opportunities for welfare recipients, incentives for maintaining the family unit
intact, and ensuring greater equity for the taxpayer (Comgressional Record,
8/11/69, H-28146). In 1970 and 1971, he again participated in the House debate
by urging support for the proposed amendments to the Social Seeurity Act
which contained the Administration-endorsed Family Assistance Plan. During
the House debate on H.R. 1 he lauded the bill as a “result of coliaborative effort
(addressing) the essential issues related to welfare”, and included among these
wox:k requirements and incentives, training, child care, puhlic service employment,
national standards, and program integrity (CR, 6/22/71, H-5603). His vote was
east, against the amendment pronosed by Rep. Al Ullman which would have
eliminated the Kamily Assistance Plan from the bill, and in favor of the bill
as reported out by the Committee on Ways and Means. Upon voting to adopt
the Conference agreement on H.R. 1 (which did not contain provisions pertain-
ing to the family program). Mr. Ford stated that he recognized the difficulties
that had been confronted by the Conference committee due to the number of
differences between the House and Senate versions of the bill, but cited that
nonetheless, the failure to act on reforming the family program represented
a “'Congressional failure to the American people” (CR, 10/17/72, H-10218).

B. Child Support

Since 1949, Mr. Ford has several times introduced legislation seeking to provide
Federal enforcement of child support obligations. In an appearance before the
House Judiciary Committee in August 1949 (during hearings on this issue, in
which two of his bills were being considered), he cited the enforcement of sup-
port orders as a Federal problem and stated that the threat of Federal enforce-
ment “will have a salutary effect and will assist materially in bringing about a
change in the attitude of the people who will cross State lines with the very
definite intention of evading their family responsibility” (Hearings, p. 22), Mr.
Ford introduced similar bills in 1951, 1871, and 1978 ; upon introducing H.R. 2300
on Jan. 18, 1973, he reiterated his belief that the Federal government should
become involved in the enforcement of supports orders (OR, 1/18/73, H-339).

. OASDI

Since Mr. Ford came to Congress there has been (starting in 1950) an almost
total revision of the social security program, including 10 general benefit in-
ecreases—providing a cumulative 362 percent increase in benefits, Although he
has not generally spoken out in debate on these amendments, Mr, Ford has voted
for them with one notable exception. The exception came in connection with the
1965 amendments (IL.R. 6675) which in addition to changes in the cash benefits
program (including a 7 percent general benefit inerease) created the medicare
and medicaid programs. (This is discussed at length in the section on “Health
‘Care Financing.”)

ENVIRONMENT AND NATUBAL RESOURCES

NATIONAL ENVIBONMENTAL POLIOY AOT

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 92-190) is umbrella
legislation which requires the Federal agencies to enumerate the environmental
impact of their actions. Mr. Ford voted for the NEPA bill (H.R. 12549)7 but
made no supporting statement of record. Lack of legislative activity on NEPA
makes it impossible to gauge his current attitude toward the Act, nor has Ford
made definitive pro-con statements concerning his position. Judicial review
of the NEPA environmental impact statement is limited by the Alaskan Pipeline
Bill (H.R. 9130) : ® ¥ord voted against the Dellenback amendment to eliminate
the restrictions on the NEPA proeess,’” and supported the bill entirely.

The pipeline issue was a complex mixture of environmental and energy supply
considerations, so Ford’s action on the bill is difficult to evaluate on strictly
environmental grounds.

The only other biil introdnced to suspend the requirements of NEPA, the
temporary nuclear licensing provisions (H.R. 14655, P.L. 92-307) was not

f (ongressional Record, Vol. 119, dition, H7232, Angust 2, 1973,

T longressional Record, Vol. 135: z{vsso. September 23, 1969.
® Congressfonal Revord, Vol. 119, Daily Bdition, H7282, August 2, 1978.
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by roll eall vote® Ford did introduce a strong pro-environment bill, a
;lefi::geguigcmm action proposal (H.R. 2288) in the 82d Congress, which would
relax the jurisdictional problems of bringing environmental lawsuits. Of signifi-
cance in interpreting this action, it should be noted that Michigan was the first
state to adopt such a measure at the state level.

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

Mr. Ford has consistently supported clean air legislation since 1963 when
the 1l'h'si: Clean Air Act was passed. (P.L. 88-206, HR. 651%). He has voted
in favor of the 1987 Air Quality Act (8. 780, P.L. 90-148) ;' the 1969 exten-
sion of the law (H.R. 12085, P.L. 91-137)* to permit additional research in
air pollution resulting from fuel combustion; the 1970 Clean Air Act Amend-
ments (H.R. 7255, P.L. 91-604) 5;13;1)1(11‘ the one-year extension of this legis-

973 (H.R. 5445, P.L, :

latl-il?i::tl:rzduce((l two air pollution-related bills in 1971; HL.R. 2288, providing
a private right of action to protect the nation’s air, water and other natuyal
resources and the public trust therein; and H.R. 9852 permitting coordination
and cooperation in accelerated research and development of devices and equip-
ment to meet Federal standards for motor vehicle exhaust emigsions and air
pollution abatement. His 1978 air pollution bill, H.R. 4942 would exempt
manufacturers from antitrust requirements to foster cooperative research and

velopment in low ssion auto engines.
deMr. IJ)J‘orfl has note’)?aiade any statements relative to his position on this issue
at any time, as far as can be ascertained, nor did he pa icipate in the debate
preceding the House roll calls in which he voted.

PESTICIDE REGULATION

Mr. Ford made no statements on the floor about any of the two major or several
minor pesticides bills that have passed Congress since 1849, On Federal Environ-
mental Pesticides Control Act of 1972, a major bill}*** Mr. Ford opposed two
amendments, thereby supporting the Agriculture Committee position ; but he was
absent for another amendment vote, the final vote, and the conference report
vote. He was absent for a vote on a minor bill, HLR. 4487, in 1964." Other legis-

lation passed by voice vote.
TOXIC SUBSTANCES

Mr. Ford has not engaged in floor discussions of toxic substances control leg-
isiation, which was originally proposed by the Administration in 1971. In 1972
he voted for 8. 1478, Toxic SBubstances Control Act of 1872 ** (which was not en-
acted because of adjournment). Mr. Ford was absent when similar legislation
again passed the House, in 1973

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL

Congressman Gerald R. Ford has consistently supported water pollution con-
trol legislation. He voted for the Federal Water Pollution Control Aet Amend-
ments of 1972 (P.L. 92-500) and for the over-ride of the President’s veto of this
bill prior to this, he voted for every major water pollution control legislation
from 1956 through 1970.

The1 1!ollowinug8 actlzviues are illustrative of Congressman Ford’s interest in
water pollution. In 1955, he sponsored H.R. 8550 to encourage the prevention of
air and water pollution,® and H.R. 2289 in 1971 to prohibit dumping of dredgings
and other refuse in navigable waters.” In 1967, he was a co-sponsor of H.R. 14208
to require water supply and waste dlsposal systems to comply with health and
safety standards.® He co-sponsored H.R. 5066 in 1971, to amend the Federal Wa-

10 (longressional Record, Vol. 118, Dally Edition, H4048, May 8,1972.
1 Congressional Record, November 2. 1967, p. H14452.

12 Qongressional Record, November 25, 1969. p. H11360.

13 Congressional Record, June 10. 1970. n. H5388.

1 Qongressional Reoord, March 32, 1973, p. H2090.

18 (ongressional Record, v, 118 (October 12, 1972), p. H9798.
 Comgressional Record, v. 117 (November 9, 1971), pp. H10768-H10774,
17 Congressional Record, v. 110 (September 1, 1964), p. 21184,

18 (Jongressional Record, v, 118 (October 18. 1972), p. H9930.

# Qongressional Record, v, 119 (July 23, 1973), pg. H6467-HB514,

20 Congreseional Record, Vol. 101, Pt. 1, p. 1121 ; 84th Congress, 1st sessien, .
# Qongressional Beeord, Vol. 117, Pt. 1, p. 523 ; 92nd Congress, 18t session.

5 Jongressional Record, Vol. 113, Pt. 25, p. 84210 ; 90th Congress, 1st session.
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ter Pollution Control Act.® However, a review of the Congressional Record did not
disclose any substantial contribution by Mr. Ford to floor discussion or debates
on water pollution legislation. Gerald Ford’s views and continuous support for
water pollution control are best summarized by his statement :

“The Federal Government should be setting an example for the States, loca.,}i.-‘
ties, and private industry in our effort to restore and preserve our environment.

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE IN RURAL DEVELOPMENT

During the paé}; 25 years, great strides in agricultural productivity have com-
bined with a lure—however valid—of urban job opportunities to inspire an out-
migration of unprecedented proportions, from rural America. The decline in pop-
ulation—primarily a result of a change in agricultural production methods involv-
ing a shift from high labor inputs to high capital inputs—has caused a severe
economic and social decline in rural areas. To date, most rural development ef-
forts have originated at the national level through loan and grant programs ad-
ministered through the Departments of Agriculture and Commerce, and by in-
dependent commissions such as the Appalachian Regional Commission. Mr. Ford
has recognized the need to give special assistance to rural Americans,

At the beginning of his career in 1949, Mr. Ford voted for passage of the Na-
tional Housing Act—one title of which provided the first major Federal rural
housing assistance program.® Though he was not present to vote for the Rural
Pevelopment Act of 1972, Congressman Ford indicated in a Congressional Quar-
terly poll that he would have voted for the bill.* Mr. Ford’s approach to rural
development programs has generally been one of streamlining the Federal Gov-
ernment’s role: “But if we keep all three programs going, the rural development,
the EPA. and the rural water and sewer, we have this never ending duplication
and proliferation of programs;”” and of minimizing direct Federal assistance
and encouraging local initiative and planning as evidenced by hi‘s. support of Mr,
Nixon’s proposed program of Special Rural Revenue Sharing.

MINERAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

Over the past 25 years, Congressional activity on mineral resources has con-
cerned jurisdiction over the submerged lands and the continental shelf, leasing of
public lands, regulation of natural gas, and establishment of national policies
relating to mining and minerals and public lands. Mr. Ford has not been partic-
ularly active on any of these issnes.

Wgencgle House, in 1953 passed the Submerged Lands Act (P.L. 83-81) giving
States title to resources out to the three-mile limit, he voted in the affirmative,
but made no statement for the record.® Mr, Ford voted for passage of the Outer-
contipental Shelf Lands Act (P.L. 83-212) in 1953, which extended Federal
control over OCS land to include the contiguous zone; but he is not recorded as
having participated in debate on the measure.” The partial exemption from FPC
regulations of natural gas was provided in the Natural Gas Bill (H.R. 6645),
passed by the House in 1955. Although he personally favored it, President Hisen-
hower vetoed the bill on discovery of the attempt by a lobbyist to bribe a Sena-
tor, Mr. Ford voted against the bill,® but did not participate in debate on the
mensure. In the 1964 House action approving establishment of the Publie Land
Taw Review Commission (P.L. 88-60), he neither participated in the debate, nor
is he recorded on the vote, having paired with Mr. S8heppard.”

Mr. Ford did not participate in House debate on the Geothermal Steam Act
(P.L. 91-581) in 1870, which provided for leases for development by private in-
dustry on public lands. The record of House action in 1970 on the National Min-
ing and Minerals Policy Act (P.L. 91-631) to establish a national minerals policy
and promote efficient use of mineral resources on public landr reveals no formal
position taken by Mr. Ford. He did not participate in debate on House passage of

= Congressional Record, Vol. 117, Pt. 5, p. 8041 : 824 Congress, 1st session.

% Congressional Record, Vol. 116. Pt. 9, n. 11868 ;: 91st Congress. 2nd session.

= (ongress and the Nation, 1945-1964. Congreasional Ouarterly, p. 53a.

“ Congressional Onarterly Almanae, Vo), XXVIIT, 1872, p. 60H.

:;I ‘9’& 5)fnml Water and Sewer Grant Program, Congressional Record, April 10th, 1978,
L ® Congressional Record, March 10, 1871, i’ HER4S.

™ Congressional Record, Vol. 99, April 1, 1933. p. 2638 (83d, 1st).

= (‘fongreasionul Record, Vol. 99, May 17, 1958. p. 4885 (R83d, 1st).

8 Oongressional Record, Vol. 101, July 28, 1855, p. 11980 (84th, 1st).

8 Congressional Record, Vol. 110, March 10, 1964, p. 4875 (88th, 24),
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a bill to regulate surface mining of coal, on October 11, 1972; in the vote on
that measure, he paired with Mr. Annunizo.®

OIL IMPORT CONTROLS

The U.S. oil import control program originated as a restrictive amendment to
laws otherwise designed to promote trade relations globally, The 1855 Reciprocal
Trade Extension Act (P.L. 84-86) included a provision delegating to the Presi-
dent the responsibility of limiting oil imports to the level needed to maintain
“national security” and this was reenacted in successive trade expansion laws.
The 1957 voluntary import control program, the 1959 mandatory import control
program and President Nixon’s 1970, 1972 and 1973 moves to relax oil import
quotas were objects of extensive legislative debate.

There is nothing in the record of Mr, Ford’s votes or remarks to indicate any
specifie oil import position from 1956 up to 1978. While he voted consistently for
the reciprocal trade expansion legislation, there are no votes of record on the oil
import provisions or comments of record onr the President’s 1970 and 1972 moves
to relax quotas. He endorsed only in very general terms the President’s April
18th 1973 Energy message, which included announcement of elimination of “all
existing tariffs on imported crude oil and refined products.”* However, in the
course of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline debate, he strongly articulated the need for
U.S. independence of foreign oil sources as required by “national security in-
terests”, in terms fully consistent with the historical oil import protectionist
philosophy.®

WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Water resource programs of the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclama-
tion and other agencies of the Federal Government have not undergone basic
revision in the last 25 years. However, creation of the Small Watershed Program
of the Soil Conservation Services and passage of the Water Resources Planning
Act of 1965 were important developments in water resource policy.

The Small Watershed Program (P.L. 83-566) passed the House in 1854, but
without a recorded vote. The Water Resources Planning Act (P.L. 89-80) passed
the House in 1965, and Ford is recorded under the “yea” votes; there were no
dissenting votes. In the 83rd Congress, Ford veted for establishment of the St.
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation and for adding additional power
facilities at Niagara Falls; on both issues Republicans were strongly in favor,
and Democrats about evenly split.® In the 86th Congress, the fiscal 1960 Public
Works appropriation bill contained many unbudgeted projects, and was subse-
quently vetoed ; a revised bill was passed, and it too, was vetoed, but the second
veto was overridden. On the vote to override, Ford was paired against—most
Rernblieans opposed the vote to override. In the &rd and. 84th Congresses, he
opposed efforts to increase water diversion from Lake Michigan through the
Chieago Sanitary and Ship Canal® In 1952, as a member of the subcommittee
which produced the fiscal 1958 Public Works appropriation, he helped to man-
age its passage.® Otherwise, he has made few comments in the House relating to
water resources. In the past four years, Ford has not testified before appropria-
tions hearings on projects in his district. .

WILDERNESS PRESERVATION

Representative Ford voted in support of the establishment of a National
Wilderness Preservation System on July 30, 1964 when the measure was ap-
proved by a vote of 374-1.” He did not participate in floor debate on the proposal.
He has since served as sponsor of several additional wilderness proposals in-
¢luding the administration omnibus wilderness expansion proposal in the #2nd
Congress (H.R. 9965) and a current proposal for the designation of wilderness in
Isle Royale National Park in Michigan (H.R. 5462).

# ("ongressional Record. (dnaily summary). October 11, 1972, p. H9610.
* Congressional Record, Vol. 119, Daily Summary, April 18, 1978, p. H2292, 93rd Con-
gress, 1st session.
‘ongressional Record, Vol, 119, Daily Summary, August 2, 1973, pp. H7266, 98rd Con-
gress, 18t session.
:- gongreas‘and'tge Na’tliog‘lr, yo}.o 11, pgngn—-Mn. "
ongressional Record, Vaol. b), pp. 9991-9 - - 5
tl:g](vauon, V,ol. 1,- ~ ”d 55, ’’ ; ), PP 993, 1002-1003, and Congress and
‘onaressional Record, Vol. 9 52). pp. 3205-3300. 5578-5581.
* Congressional Record, Vol. 110, July 30, 1964, p. 17458. Roll call vote no. 197.




743

The Wilderness System is to protect specific areas of National Parks, National
Forests and Wildlife Refuges from development and to maintain the areas in a
natural condition.

Mr. Ford has not been particularly active in the matter of wilderness pro-
tection or related National Park issues. When he has spoken on these items he
has taken a position which seems to favor utilization of recreational resources
rather than preservation. In debating the establishment of Sleeping Bear
Dunes National Lakeshore in Michigan, legislation which he cosponsored, Mr,
Ford said the residents of the area had done a commendable job of protecting
the natural conditions. He added : i

But I think we have to recognize that the more certain way, the more positive
way to see to it that this area is not only preserved but open to more people or
to all the people is by the enactment of this legislation. I just feel that this is the
better course of action in trying to save an area in our State, not only for the 8
million residents of Michigan but also the literally millions and millions and
millions of other Americans whe, we hope, will come to see this gorgeous spot
and be inspired by the sight and the natural beauty of that area of Michigan.“

ForkieN PoLicy AND NATIONAYL DEFENSE

UNITED STATES POLICY IN INDOCHINA

Representative Ford has been a consistent supporter of U.8. policy in Indo-
china since the administration of President Truman, though he did question the
application of that policy during the latter part of the administration of Presi-
dent Lyndon Johmson, He supported President Nixon’s efforts to end the war in
Vietnam and in the 1970-1973 period opposed legislation aimed at setting a cut-
off date for U.S. military operations in Indochina. However, he voted for a
proposal, accepted by the White House, which set an August 15. 1973, deadline
for U.S. military operations in Cambodia. He summarized his approach to Viet-
nam policy in a speech on the House floor on August 10, 1972, in which he said
he believed that Presidents Truman, Bisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon
had all done their utmost to solve and settle the problem.”

Tn June 1964 he said that he and other members of the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee had been concerned ahout the Vietnam problem for some time
and had urged the Executive Branch to adopt firmer policies and strategles “for
that area of the world.” The United States conld not, he added. run away from
it obligations. Congress must exert every effort to urge the President to seek
a “just and honorable solution for Southeast Asia and give our assurance that
we will back np any decision based upon just and honorable terms, no matter
how difficult they may he.” ©

Representative Ford in Angust 1964 voted for the Tonkin Gnif Resolution.
but said this did not mean that he approved without analification administration
policles toward Vietnam in the previous 814 years. He said he had been critical
of certain administration policies in Southeast Asin and that he would point
out any deficiencies he saw in the new policies. Past policies, he noted, had not
prodnced victory; more positive U.S. military action “affecting our own grovnd
forces on prior occasions might have turned the tide our way much sooner.” *

On April 28, 1965, Representative Ford said he had both privately and publicly
supported the President’s “present firm policy” in Indochina. He said that a “very
high degree of bipartisanship” was necessary to prevent the North Vietnamese
from miscalculating on the bagis of statements made by any public official in-
eluding any Member of Congreag.*

Representativer Ford and Laird in August 1965, in a discussion with reporters,
said they would nrge the President and Members of Congress to cut back on
domestic expenditures in order to meet the growing expenses of the Vietnam
war. Both said they would not criticize the President for his course tn Vietnam
until there had been time to see whether the troop buildup had been effective.”

In January 1966, Representative Ford said that neither he nor any other
Republican in the Congress had sought to make the war a political issue: “No

® Congressional Record, Vol. 116, Septemher 22, 1070, p. 331486,

@ (‘ongressional Record, [daily ed.] v. 118, August 10, 1972 : H74R3,

4 Oongressional Record, [daily ed.] v. 110, June 1, 1964 : 12250-12251.
# Congressional Record, [daily ed.] v. 110, August 7, 1964 : 18551,

& (ongressional Record, [daily ed.] v. 111, April 28. 1965 : 8648,

& Qongressional Record, [daily ed.] v, 111, August 4, 1965 : 19461,
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Republican bad called this the President’s war. No Republican has called this
McNamara’s war,” ® On January 31, 1966, Ford said that the President’s decision
to resume the bombing of North Vietnam was one of the most critical in American
history and “We . . . hope and pray that this decision is the right one.” ©

On August 8, 1967, in a major speech on Vietnam, Ford rose to voice misgivings
“which have been growing for many months” about the conduct of the Vietnam
war. He said he had given complete support to the President in the past, to the
extent that he had been “branded a hawk, and worse” for urging firmness and
for using U.S. conventional arms to “compel a swift and sure peace.” The United
Btates, he said, was pulling its punches in regard to the use of military power,
particularly its air power, He said that whatever military plans the U.8, had
‘Ffor ending the war were not being used, or were being tried plecemeal, A war of
.gradualism, he added, could not be won, as the enemy was able to match each
U.S. buildup. He said that present policy had produced a stalemate, that Re-
publican warnings about getting involved in a land war in Asia had béen ignored,

‘that a Republican recommendation for a quarantine of Halphong Harbor had

been rejected. Ford said the Republicans were not urging escalation, but urging
better use of present conventional weapons and s selection of more vital milifary
targets. The President, he said, had indicated he would continue the “same
inadequate level of pressure permitted in the past,” He concluded by asking, “Is
this any way to run a war”?—and said that ending the war should be given
first priority among national aims, otherwise the U.,S., would continune to “wallow

-and weave and wobble.” ©

Ford has given strong support to the Vietnam policy of the Nixon administra-
tion. In May 1969, he opposed an amendment to the supplemental appropriations
bill for fiscal 1969 which would have eliminated $840 million in procurement
¥unds for the Army. This amendment, he said, would “slow down materially
hinder and hamper” the attempt to turn over more of the fighting to South
Vietnamese troops.”

He strongly supported the President’s peace initiatives in 1969 and after,
arguing that the program of phased troops withdrawals and Vietnamization were
parts of a “carefully drawn plan to end the war.” He noted after the Qctober
1969 “moratorium” protest on Vietnam that press reports regarding the size
of the crowds participating were exaggerated and that a sizable majority (ggf
Americans supported President Nixon's efforts to achieve ‘“‘peace with hanor.”

Ford supported the sanctuary operations in Cambodia in May-June 1870,
arguing that the operation would shorten the war and would enable the U.B
to continue withdrawal of combat forces from Vietnam. After the President’s
interim report on the Cambodian operation, Ford said the President had kegt
his word to the American people and deserved the broadest possible support.
He said in September 1970 that the sharp decline in U.S. casualty rates since the
Cambodian operation had borne out President Nixon’s prediction.”

Representative Ford supported the bombing of North Vietnam following the
invasion of South Vietnam across the DMZ in April 1972, In May 1972 he said
President Nixon must be supported in the mining and blockading of North Viet-
namese ports to shut off the supplies that were feeding the invasion of South
Vietnam. He said that the mining was right and proved to the world that Amer-
ica’s word was good.™ .

In the 1970-1973 period, Ford voted consistently to oppose any cutoff date
limiting the President’s authority to conduct military operations in Southeast
Asia. However, he supported the bill to end bombing operations in Cambodia on
August 15, 1973. He said in a speech to the House that the President would acoept
and sign such a bill, and “if military action is required in Southeast Asig after
August 15, the President will ask Congressional authority and will abide by the
decision that is made by the House and the Senate.” In the same speech, Ford
summarized his past approach to cutoff date legislation ;
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My record is very clear #rom the beginning. I have time after time after time
opposed any cutoff date, period, I have resisted many efforts by Members on

the other side of the aisle who have repeatedly over a span of years sought to
get the Congress to approve amendments that would limit the authority of the

President to conduct military operations in' Southeast Asia.

... But we have a different situation today. It seems to me that we should
now, at this critical juncture, accept the language of the appropriation bill . . .
It is & compromise that in my judgment reasonable people can accept as we facea

very critical problem in the Us"®
U.8. POLICY IN THE ABAB-IBRAELT CONFLICT

Ford has advocated bipartisan support for a United States
the Middle East which would (1) maintain the military bal-
ance in the region by providing arms for Israel, (2) provide U.B. assistance for
“moderate” Arab governments committed to a peaceful solution-of the Arab-
Israeli problem, (3) seek an Arab-Israeli peace settlement derived from direct
negotiations between the Arabs and the Israelis, and (4) stop the Soviet Union
from undermining U.8. security interests in the Middle East.

Stating that it is “. . . in the best interests . .. of the United States (and)
the free world . . n® ¢4 gell jet aircraft to Israel, Congressman Ford has sup-
ported the U.S. policy of maintaining the arms balance and not allowing it to
“turn against Israel.” ® He has supported U.S. assistance to “moderate” -Amb
governments so that they could resist “radical forces” in the Middle Bast® and
he has opposed giving assistance to “demagogues” such as Bgypt's anser’and
favored the passage of legislation which restricted PL 480 sales to Egypt. In
Mr. Ford’s expressed opinion, the Soviet Union is collaborating with the Arabs
to impose & peace settlement on Israel, while the United States is against an
{mposed settlement and seeks a directly negotiated peace.” Congressman Ford
has stated that “. . . the fate of Israel is linked to the national security in-
terests of the United States . . .” and that the Soviet Union is trying “. . . to
create a sphere of influence in the Middle East that would undermine vital
American security interests . . .” o

Mr, Ford’s interest in Middle Eastern affairs appears to have emerged recently,
particularly since the 1967 war, which he said was %, . . instigated by Com-
munists. . . " ® He has consistently advocated a bipartisan approach to foreign
policy in the Middle East, although he was eriticized by some of his colleagues
in the House of Representatives for using American policy toward the Middle

East for an attack on a prominent Demoecrat.®
0.8, POLICY TOWARD WESTERN EUROPE

Congressman Gerald R. Ford has spoken only briefly and infrequently on
Kuropean questions during his service in the House of Representatives, He has
jimited his remarks on these occasions chiefly to defense issues and relations
with the Soviet Union. On both of these topics he has generally taken uny{elding
positions, although he has adopted a more positive attitude toward detente since
President Nixon’s visit to Moscow.

In June 1973 Congressman Ford hailed the Brezhnev-Nixon meeting in June as
having strengthened peaceful relations between Washington and -Moscow and
having been fruitful and productive.* In the same month he spoke favorably of
MBFR negotiations as providing an opportunity of reducing U.8. treops in
co——
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Hurope without weaking NATO defense.® In 1972 h
: e cosponsored a joi Sim
olution approving the acceptance by the President of the interim aj;rgefml:nst
on the limitation of strategic offensive weapons.* At the same time he warned
:ig:;r-n:fsalgg;vi%g ?tl(:y fgreign power to achieve overwhelming military superiority
buI(Lget." nited States and strongly supported the President’s military
1969 he expressed the view that the United States sh
h 1 ould seek enf
:cg;leembedents“with the Soviet Union aimed at avoiding a third world waromagl:
vi a8 “the greatest hypocrisy” closing “our eyes to the wrongs that the So-
3 ;133 Eanéi?a!:x sla?ngzgg !::gemill,ipssloftlﬁuman beings deprived of individual freedom
nee. n the same speech he cited with a 1 D
Acheson’s view “that the United States should ente: Hations with
r into negotiati i
ltnhetaSg::eI(:) fUaizn I(J):}geémsﬁa t"t::;e strongte;t possible position.” *® Ing 1938 (;lnes s;;:f:l;
s strengthening NATO militari '
gtiggfghgegggpﬁ%meigﬂtg c;)x;tribut‘e their fair share.” II’;x ai?xg spaolﬁg ;‘:32{'
S sp of false co-existence” and describ
?ﬁibelieft that if the United States should furnish trade and aid to lfglgihae x;g)tnh
19849§ of the captive nations, “the Communist monolith would breakup.” 7 In
. ;n s;ufmmarizmz a rgport entitled American Strategy and Strength prepared
y lin::t £ orce of Republican Congressmen of which he was a member, he warned
%ga:)e o ti:::u:qptl?eb;llle;gh:t survival against the Communist threat, has ceased
5 » qUO rom an earlier report a st 3 is “
sound economic alternative for the cold Warpowhfad: :Vt:;n file‘;ceilggdtg?zl;asqg
2{:::5‘1:3}&; :‘1233’3;1 2;%p£edn§s:iind lthe pfreservation of economic freedom and
exploring plans for nuclear sharing am the
“Big Four”, entertaining the possibilit b Rigih
I y of new command struct
NATO alliance and urged a new entente cordiale wi el g
1 th France. He attack
Democratic Administration for abandonin lfltfz i et
viet Union for parity and charged that thegzldmi ryt e e ta
f r stration had weakened NAT
by negotiating unilaterally with the Soviet Uni n.” In oo ]
1 .# In 1963 he opposed E -
Import Bank loans to communist countries for (;?1 g o
A D e purch in.”
ihe ttl.,lefended U.S. financial contributions to NATO.'? In : s:p::cgr;l;n ihelri!nlwagg
al;u ese same year he called for a gregber sharing of defense burden by NATO
A suq‘ported., 'the doctrine of massive retaliation, attacked the strategic co
ee;%h of a “pause,” and stressed the gravity of the Sino-Soviet peril. =
3 el(-lougho;:t hig career in the House Congressman Ford has sponsored or sup-
D 1 resolutions protesting the Soviet subjugation of captive nations aer
%;ilznmamgt&t;:#g’lly gng-Sovlst statements on Ukrainian, Polish, Lithuanian
: n ungarian national days, and on th mﬁ t
the Soviet invasion 'of Czechoslovakia. In 1971 he ¢ vIn i g
) . ke in favor of givi
President the right to determin reecee g oece.sgiv i
o“é . e when aid to G: is justified as n sary for
ongressman Ford's voting record has followed the sam
b e
rEeag:l?x;]za ﬁgﬂ:ﬁd ﬁ;l-;llnistraﬁonﬂmggsﬁ for Department of %aetft:nr:é b?l?igg::
ews a8 re his voting record : n
1952 against limiting the amount specified in th t SE b oas Bt
e military budget to $48 bil)
and his vote in favor of the fi g e o
et D nancing of a special committee to investigate the

U.8. ROLE AND POLICY WITH RESPECT TO INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Congressman Gerald Ford has, in general, su
4 8, ral, supported the Uni
:lzgnzedl :ogx ctmuge?ﬂsn .ss‘i particirt g)ation in and eooperatione vgi?hbi(}lneNggm ill\%ld
2 ort, ] hasi 3 1
as ;vgieled (f}:))r firm control oegr U.N.mhe i g & Gt
e Congressman Ford did, in 19850, vote against H.J. Res
creased the authorization on U.S. contributions to five in'temaﬁm :gﬁgilﬁi
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tions and which also required the President to report to the Congress annually
on the extent and disposition of all U.S. financial contributions to the interna-
tional organizations in which the United States participated, bis record since
then supports the statement made in the first paragraph.™ He voted in 1958 in
favor of a resolution calling for the development of U.N. peace forces,™

Three years earlier, he had spoken out against the transfer of the U.N. Nar-
cotics Division from New York to Geneva. In his remarks on the House floor in
January 1955 he observed,

In fighting this international evil the U.N. needs the complete cooperation and
assistance of the United States and the United States needs the same from the
United Nations. This mutual cooperation and assistance will not be increased by
moving the U.N. Narcotics Division to Geneva.”™

When he spoke out on this issue in March 1955 he voiced concern over the cost
involved in building and equipping a new Narcotics Laboratory in Geneva, when
at that time the Narcotics Division in New York was able to use the U.S. Treasury
Department’s laboratory in New York “at no additional expense to the United
States or the United Nations.” He indicated he would recommend that “the
House Committee on Appropriations reduce the appropriation, namely the United
States contribution, for the general operation of the U.N. by $80,000 if the Nar-
cotics Laboratory is transferred to Geneva. * * * To deduct $30,000 will not
destroy the effectiveness of the United Nations, but it will indicate to the Sec-
retary General that the Congress is opposed to this uneconomical, unwise, and
unnecessary transfer of the Narcotics Laboratory.” ™

Representative Ford also supported the authorization of funds for expansion
of the U.N. Headquarters in 1970. He voted against recommital of the resolution
to committee and in favor of passage of the resolution.®

In support of his vote he said: “as disappointed ns I sometime am with the
United Nations, and I think this is a reaction many of us have from time to time,
I do believe it is important to keep the United Nations alive so that it ean
hopefully do a better job in the future.

* * * The United Nations ir a hope for peace and we should not back out at
this erucial hour when the U.N. can perform a useful function. To defeat the rule
on the bill, undoubtedly, the U.N. will be fragmented and New York and the
TUnited States will lose the benefits of this organization.” ®

During the South Asian conflict in 1971 Congressman Ford urged the United
States to “take the lend in shifting the India-Pakistan cease-fire resolution away
from the Security Council and placing it before the General Assembly. Oniy
there can the peace-loving nations of the world work their will.”

ITe noted, in concluding, his view that “any nation that refuses to cooperate
with the U.N. in its peace-keeping efforts should not expect a receptive atmos-
phere in the Congress or by the American people.” @

Mr. Ford's statement on not appropriating funds for the Narcotics Division
fllustrates his concern with fiscal responsihility as early as 1955. In the 1960's
the Congress passed legislation which authoviged and appropriated funds for the
1.8, hond loan to the United Nations (in 1962) and passed a resolution (in 1964)
which urged the United States to coniinue efforts to secure payments by UN.
members of assessments in arrears. Representative Ford spoke and voted in
sunoort of each of these measures.™ In 1964 he said :

“I would like to state categorically that I fully support what I believe to he
the intent of this concurrent resolution, but in my support of it T want it clearly
understood that the President and omr representatives at the United Nations
shall he very hard and tough. There is no room for compromise. Our U.N. dele-
gates should demand that those other nations make their payments as they are
required to do under the charter and the World Court deeision. This is not a
negotiable issue in the U.N. Payment is to be made, or else.”®

™ Congressfonal Record, v. 96, June 22, 1950 : 9092-9093.

7 Congressional Record. v. 104, Angust 21, 1958 : 1R973—-18074.

™ Congressional Record, v. 101, January 11, 1955 : 232-253.

™ Congressional Record, v. 101, March 29, 1955 : 3927.

® Congressional Record, v. 116, December 21, 1970 : 43131.

# Congressional Record. v, 116, December 21. 1970 : 43111,

’: !E‘nnm-nss.!innm] %N'orr‘ll. V. 1110'53. %ﬂtothet‘;?eﬁ. %497}\9 44893.48

ongressional Record, v. , September 14, 1962 : 190485-10486 ; Congressional Record

Y. 110. Anrist 17, 1084 : 10886-19887. Statement in 1962 : ongressi Record, - :
Sentemher 14, 1962 : 1948719468, g ok ~ v N A

% Congressional Record, v. 110, August 17, 19684 : 19884.
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During the 1972 discussions in the House on reducing contributions to the
United Nations and its agencies to 25 percent of the total budget of each agency,

‘Representative Ford voted and argued in support of the Derwinski amend-

ment which would have restored the cuts made by the House Appropriations

Committee.

Ford acknowledged that much of the progress made by the United States in
getting its assessments reduced throughout the years was due to the “pressure
from that Congress . . . that we have been contributing too much.” He noted
that, “the mere fact that the Committee on Appropriations recommended this
cut ought to be a signal to our people up at the United Nations and to the other
nation members that we anticipate at the next negotiation, which takes place in
1978, that our contribution had better be down to 25 percent or less.” * .

However, Congressman Ford pointed out that if the United States should
default on its obligations, U.8. credibility in getting other nations to pay up
would be eroded very serinusly. (The Derwinski amendment was rejected, 156
.ayes, 202 noes, 72 not voting.)™

THE MULTILATERAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND PUBLIC LAW 480

Representative Ford’s position on both the multilateral financial institutions
and P.L, 480 is basically the same : he has consistently given strong support to the
basie goals of the programs and to assure their continuation, but at various times
has opposed specific aspects or amounts proposed.

From the beginning of P.L, 480 in 1954, he has supported the program and,
except for 1962,” has voted for final passage of the successive bills. However, he
was in favor of prohibiting P,L. 480 sales to any countr{‘ trading with North
Vietnam,* and against P.L. 480 sales to Egypt.*™ During the major overhaul of
P.L. 480 in 1966, he opposed granting 40-year dollar credits on sales because he
felt that the loans would most likely not be repaid such a long time after the
food was consumed. In addition, he indicated his feeling that any country poor
enough to qualify for the 40-year credits should be considered under the pro-
visions of the bill grants in place of sales.® That year he voted to recom-
mit the P.L. 480 authorization and, when that failed, voted in favor of final pas-
sage of the bill.® This pattern—opposition to specific provisions, perhaps sup-
port for recommitment, then a favorable vote on final passage—has been com-
mon in Congressman Ford’s votes on P.L. 480,

Congressman Ford's support for the multilateral financial institutions has
been fairly consistent over time, He voted for the creation of the Development
Loan Fund in 1957,” and for the increased U.S. subscription to the World Bank
and the IMF in 1959.” He supported the creation of the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank in 1959,” and the International Development Association in 1960.%
In 1966, he favored U.S. membership in the Asian Development Bank,” and in
early 1972 spoke out clearly in favor of the third replenishment of the IDA
and m'tavor of a U.8. contribution to the Special Fund of the Asian Development
Bank.

In 1964, he supported the increase in the U.S. subscription to the TDA™ byt
opposed the increase in the U.B. quota to the IMF in 1965 on the grounds of
his concern over President Jo! 's management of the economy.® His 1967
votes to reduce the U.8, share of the increase in the Fund for Special Operations
of the Inter-American Development Bank, and to recommit the bill were cast be-
cause of his reluctance to “rubber stamp” decisions made by President Johnson at
Punta Del Este®

# Congressional Record [daily ed.] v. 118, May 18, 1972 : H4690, >
® Congressional Record [daily ed.] v. 118, May 18, 1972 : H4695,

* Congressional Record, v. 108, July 19, 1962 : 14198, and September 20, 1962 ; 20129.
@ Congressional Record, v. 112, August 30, 1966 : 21288,

% Congressional Record, v. 111, January 20, 1965 : 1190.

® Congressional Record, v. 112, June 9, 1966 ; 12861.

% Congressional Record, v. 112, June 9, 1966 ; 12893, 12894,

% Congressional Record, v. 103, July 19, 1957 : 12226.

" Congressional Record, v. 105, March 25, 1959 : 5259.

% Congressional Record, v. 105, July 27, 1959 ;: 14369,

% Congressional Record, v. 106, June 26, 1960 : 14967.

¥ 1966 Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1p 854,

% Congressional Record, v. 118, February 1, 1972 ; H483,

# Congressional Record, v. 110, May 13, 1964 : 10722,

% Congressional Record, v. 111, April 27, 1965 : 8575,

% Congressional Record, v. 113, July 26, 1967 : 20231,
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THE U.S. BILATERAL AID PROGEAM

Speaking in 1961 Congressman Ford stated, with reference to the foreign aid
program : “Also the record should show that I have consistently supported the
program both for the authorization and the appropriation.”* He particularly
supported the military assistance program and the defense support program, sev-
eral times offering amendments to restore cuts or increase expenditures in those
areas. He also backed the Development Loan Fund. Howeve:, he opposed long-
term Treasury financing of aid as “backdoor financing,” and during the early and
mid 1960’s a pattern appeared in his voting record whereby he voted for motions
whose effect was to reduce the amount of assistance, and then voted for the final
authorization or appropriation bills, This dual pattern'is no longer apparent.

The substance of Congressman Ford’s position is that he supported U.S. foreign
assistance, but his support was more vocal with respect to military assistance
and defense support than with respect to economic aid. However, the purpose
of the Development Loan Fund was economic, and Ford was a steady supporter
of its full funding in its early years. When, in 1961, he opposed long-term develop-
ment lending, he made the point that such a program would weaken Congres-
sional control over the foreign aid program. He also argued that long-term plan-
ning was possible without Treasury financing, citing the phenomenal improve-
ment of Formosa under traditional methods of Congressional review, and de-
fended the record of Congress in funding administration foreign aid requests.’

As indicated gbove, Congressman Ford's position changed during the years a
Democratic administration was in power, but only to the extent that he would
vote for amendments or recommittal motions which aimed at reducing the
amounts to be authorized or appropriated for foreign aid. Thus on August 23,
1963, he voted to recommit the Foreign Assistance Act in order to reduce the for-
eign aid authorization by $585,000,000, and on the same day voted for the final
passage of the authorization.® On May 25, 1965 he voted to recommit the Foreign
Assistance Act to reduce funds for development loans, and then vote for passage
of the authorization bill, again on the same day.* He consistently voted for the
final authorization and appropriations bills. This pattern emerged before Mr. Ford
became Minority Leader. With a Republican administration in power, he has con-
sistently supported the administration’s position. Thus, for example, he was
paired for the foreign aid authorization adopted on January 25, 1972°

The Congressman’s record may be said to have featured a strong anti-Commu-
nist position. His strong backing for military aid and defense support reflected
this point of view. In 1960, for example, he sponsored amendments to both the
authorization and appropriation bills which would have substantially increased
the defense support program.® In other words, his emphasis in supporting foreign
aid is on building up the military strength of the non-Communist nations. The
record shows somewhat more space devoted to expounding this phitosophy than
to advocating the economic benefits of aid, either to the developing countries or
the United States.

U.8. FOREIGN POLICY (SELECTED ISSUES)

In the area of general foreign policy it is difficult to characterize or find a
pattern in Congressman Gerald Ford’s remarks on any one subject. Therefore,
an attempt is made in this brief report to give an overall picture of the Congress-
man's views by looking at his statements on several subjects,

One issue which Congressman Ford addressed again and again throughout the
fifties and sixtles was Congrese' role in foreign policy making. In 1950, for
example, he sponsored legislation which would prohibit the unreasonable sup-
pression of information from the Congress by the President,” and in 1951 he
sponsored legislation which woulud set up a select committee on foreign policy."
In a floor speech in 1968 on legislation allowing the President to make Export-
Import Bank loans to certain Communist countries, he stated: “Mr. Speaker,
there is nothing in the Constitution which precludes the Congress from having
an impact on or playing a role in the determination of foreign policy. As a matter
of fact, since dollars have become 8o involved in the execution of our foreign

1 Congressional Record, v. 107, August 15, 1961 : 15813.

3 Congressional Record, v, 107, August 15, 1961 : 15813,

8 Congressional Record. v, 109, December 24, 1963 : 25589,
¢ Congressional §uarterly Almanac, v, 21, 1965 : 962,

¥ Congressional Quarterly Almanac, v. 28, 1972 : 2-H.

® Congressional Record, v. 106, June 17, 1860 : 18117 ; August 81, 1960 : 18693,
7 Congressional Record [daily ed.], v. 97, October 2. 1851 : 12500.

® Congressional Record {daily ed.], v. 96, August 26, 1958 : 18571,
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h foreign aid legislation, the Congress has a specific responsibility
?gl%'gipmgr&%ge and dfll']ect foreign policy. Over the years, the Gongrﬁss, wfhetllzer
there was a Democratic or a Béepuflim;ldl'resgig:gg ’}1.as helped to shape foreign

e various foreign aid pro B

po}!i:glli)eyr'tl;g uls@emg.r httl[‘r. Ford made a speech on Executive Privilege. At that ﬂm:
he said concerning the role of the Congress that “The investigatory 3owe:hot
Congress is well founded in law and so basic to its legislative func onCh ak
without freedom to investigate thoroughly Congress can have no eﬂectivde ei

on the executive branch. It should be sup%rﬁuons to.say that without ai eqil‘l:il1 e
information no investigation can succeed.” * Further in the speech he s;x de £ er
«It is one of the great legislative challenges of our time and we must e thgn ace
it. or accept the certainty of continued assaults mpon Congress’ right to gw.d

In June 1959, during the debate on the foreign aid bill, Congressman mi‘d
spoke in favor of limiting the executive’s discretion in the use of foreign a
funds with the reasoning that the Congress must retain fiscal control over the
foreign aid program. He stated that “the Congress should retain certain cpntrol
over how these programs should be administered ; and if this provision is left
in the bill we will lose fiscal control for the Congress. I think that is bad for the
country." o

1 a statement made by Congressman Ford in 1970 may indicate
a c}:’&\;e:é:h lgeizs{‘s, feeling on thtlis ;ulll)jecit. Dl:ritng anstpeech in the House on Febru-
1 . Ford made the following statement.
ar‘y‘l?ﬁlllg?&xra basie tenet of our government that while we may be divided at
home on foreign policy matters we are nevertheless willing to permit our Goveanx;
ment to deal in an orderly and diplomatic manner with other governmepts.

In discussing actunal foreign policy matters Congressma.n Ford in a Novem-
ber 19, 1970, statement said that the “greatest single American national interest
is the avoidance of a Third World War—a war which could destro_‘v all man-
kind.” ® He elaborated on this further by stating the need to deter the “predatory
instinets and appetites of aggressors” by a world system of collective security
arrangements. Furthermore, he stated: “In all of these free world collective
gecurity arrangements, there is one constant ingredient : The power of the United
States of America and the credibility of this power—the recognition by the world
at large of the fact that the United States will use its power to deter aggression
and support its friends and allies if they come under attack. The credibility of
the American deterrent is vital to the prevention of aggression—either by calt'-.u,-‘
lation or by miscalculation—aggression which could lead to a third world war.‘

Among the friends and allies which should thus be supported in order to m.'t.n:
tain U.8. credibility, Congressman Ford consistently mentions the state of Israel :
“the United States Government must continue to give Israel the backin_g neces-
sary to maintain the credibility of our friendship. This is in our own self-interest.
We will not dip the Stars and Stripes in retreat and defeat in the

15
M‘I!git:r;g:::l?on April 24, 1969, Congressman Ford stated: “I firmly believe
that the fate of Israel is linked to the national security interests of the .United
States: I therefore cannot conceh:?. of a situation in which the U.8. Administra-
swill gell Israel down the Nile."
ﬁ?_l!'lhe same sentiment was again reiterated in a speech in April, 1971, when he
said: “It is vital that we retain our unity in snpporting the Ysraeli canre. The
Soviet Union, collaborating with the Arabs. is trying to impose a unilateral peace
that would compromise Israel’s future. The Arabs would achieve through diplom-
acy what they failed to \’a'vgl on the field of battle. The Russians would serve
gereseive ends.

th;:‘r mt?on to giving verbal support to Israel, Congressman Ford has supported
giving Israel U.8. arms: “I am very gratified to be part of an Administration
that responded to the realities in the Middle East by providing Israel with some
of the finest U.8. weapons.” **

» Congressional Record [dally ed.]. v. 112. October 21. 1966 : 28601.
gTes daily ed.], , Apri ¥ ]
 Gon e Becord, [aatly %. v, 105, June 18, 1959 : 11304

11 Congressional Record [daily ed, .

1 Congressional Record [dally ed.], v. 118, February 24, 1970 : 46186,
1 (‘.nng»ﬂslonu Record [dafly ed.], v. 116, November 19, 1970 : 38240,
14 Congressional Record [daily ed,]. v

15 Congressional Record [daily ed.],
1 Congressional Record [daily ed.],
17 Congressional Record {dully ed.],

" 117, April 30, 1971 - 12953.
18 Congressional Record [dally ed. 1

7. April 30, 1971 : 12953.
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Congressman Ford also expressed support for the establishment of “defensible
frontiers” for Israel: “Israel, the victim of aggression, is entitled to reasonable
¢Inims for new and secure boundaries. Israel has every right to seek a defensible
frontier which may not correspond identically with the frontiers of 1967 when
the forces of aggression imposed an unwanted war upon Israel.”

In discussing United States foreign policy in its relations with states in the
Western Hemisphere, Congressman Ford in 1965—speaking in support of H. Rex,
560 (Resolution on Communist Subversion in the Western Hemisphere ) —stated :
1 specifically endorse the resolution because of two features: First, the 1"act that
it reaffirms against the Monroe Doctrine after some lapse and doubt aboui_: its appli-
cution in the last several years ; and gecond, it does call for collective action lg the
Organization of American States. Such joint action is most important.”

He stated further that he would support and in fact had supported (specifically
in the case of the Dominican Republic) action taken by the Chief Executive
against Communist subversion in the hemisphere. He concluded this statement,
Towever. with the reservation that: “I want to make it erystal clear that by our
voting for the resolution it does not mean that . we, in advancg, endorse any
specific mehod of meeting the challenge of Communist subversion in the Western
Iiemisphere.” *

Congressman Ford's 1970 statements concerning the events around the death of
Dan A. Mitrione, chief safety advisor for AID in Uruguay indicate some elements
of hir view of the U.8. aid role: “Indeed he was trying to belp the police assume
their proper role in Uruguayan society.” "

In vemarking on what United Stater policy should be in viey of the tragic
event. Congressman Ford stated : “It is suggested by some that this tragedy raises
questions a8 to whether the United States should be engaged in this activity. I
submit that it proves how important it is for us to persevere in this essential
tnek. "= ) .

Moreover, Congressman Ford denied the existence of the “political prisoners”
whose rolease was sought: “The frequent reference we have heard to :politicnl
prisoners’ is totally misleading. The MLN demanded release of all political
prisoners” held by the Government as ransom. It should be noted that these
penple are not being held nor were they convicted hecause of their political
hetiofs, They are criminals arrested for murder, bank robbery, extortion, and

hio like. Constant reference to them otherwise hy us all gives an errf::xeous
impression as to why they are being held by the Urugnayan Government.”

T1.8. NATIONAL DEFENSE POLICY ! GENERAL 1

Tepresentative Gerald R. Ford, Jr.. was appointed to the House Appropriations
Commitien in 1951, two years after he entered Congress. In 1953 he hecame a
menher of the Department of Defense Suhcommittee where he served from the
S7rd through the 8Rth Congress. During the administration of Dwight D. Bisen-
hower, Ford hecame known as a Republican spokesman on defense and mutual
security policies. In addition to supporting close adherence to overseas commit-
ments, he has econsistently advoeated adequate active duty and reserve force
levels, balaneced and powerfnl weapons systems, and attractive and equitablﬁ
conditions of military service. In terms of current policy. he endorses the “triad
concept of strategic deterrence. backs the all-volunteer tnrce._ and supports the
“total force concept.” He has reservations, however, concerning the depth and
Anrability of detente, the promptiness with which reserve forces can be. made
combat-rendy following call to duty. and the country’s capability to sustain the
riging en<tz of military pay and incentives.

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT POLICY

Thronzhont the 19808 Congressman Gerald Ford was a member of the large
Wnartisan House majority supporting authorizations and appropriations for the
U.8. Arma Control and Disarmament Azency, and supporting U.8. participation
in arms limitations negotiations, In 1972, Ford endorsed the interim SALT
aureement with the Soviet Union, urging House approval of the agreement.

™ Caneressiona) Record [dally ed.].
» Congressional Record [dally ed.],
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Ford did not record a vote on 1961 legislation initially authorizing the Arms
Control- agency. In 1963,% 1965, 1966,” and 1970, however, he voted in favor of
extending the Agency’s authorization. (In 1965 he voted with the House majority
to limit the authorization to 3 years instead of the Committee-recommended 4
vears; in 1968 he again voted with the majority to limit the Ageney’s authoriza-
tion to 2 years, although the reported bill had recommended 3 -years.) While
supporting the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and the achievements
of the SALT negotiations, Ford has never argued for cuts in U.8, defense spend-
ing. Tn a2 1972 speech supporting the SALT agreement, he maintained that “we ean
have peace in the age of nuclear weaponry and so-called wars of liberation only
if we remain strong.’”’ He described the effect of the agreement as “slowing the
Russiang’ headlong rush into nuclear superiority”; while the agreement would
limit the quantity of U.8. weapons, “we can still maintain the quality of our
nuclear weapons.”® In urging support for a House resolution approving the
SALT agreement, Ford noted that the agreement should not he considered a uni-
lateral Executive action, hecause throughout the negotiation process the Presi-
dent must bear in mind the attitndes and opinions of Congress.®

ATOMIC ENERGY

The nominee appears to have few remarks on the record associated with atomie
energy. Three instances of discussion in an atomic energy context have been found
in the Congressional Record Tndex—in 1957. 1967, and 1972.* In 1958, a one-page
discussion of H.R. 12575—creation of a civilian space agency—was presenfeqd
by the nominee, which included favorable mention of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission as an example of the kind of agency which ought to be estahlished.” The
nominee appears to have voted with the prevailing side in the princinal enact-
ments relating to atomic energy ® which are taken to be the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, and the extension in 1985 of the (Price-Anderson) amendments which
provide for Federal indemnification of AEC licensees and contractors, in the
event of liability in excess of that avallable from private insurers. Both of
these enactments may be regarded as for the purnose of apening un the develop-
ment of atomic energy to the private sector: under the Atomic Energy Act of
1946. atomic energy had heen the domain of government.

[NoTE. See also profiles on Arma Control and Disarmament Policy (p. 89) and
Strategic Policy and Weapon Program (p. 88)]
INTERNAL SECURITY

From his first days in the Congress, Mr. Ford has spoken of the influence of
Communists in the United States. On August 8 1950. he decried Owen Latti-

% Congressional Record, v. 109, part 17_Nav, 20 1963 : 22538,

% Congressional Record. v. 111, part 3. Feh, 17, 1985 : 2014,

7 Congressional Record, v. 114, nart 5, Mar. 6. 1968 : 5427,

% Congressional Record. v. 116, part 10, April 28, 1970 : 1324413245,

# Congressional Record, v. 118 [daily ed.]. June 20. 1972 : E6339. Speech before VFW
convention, Grand Rapids, Mich,

% Congressional Record, v. 118 [dally ed.]. Aug. 18. 1972 : HT9BA.

% Ford, Gerald R. Authorizing appropriations for the Atomic Eléerz,v Commission (debate
in the Honse) Congressional Record v. 103. Ang. 8, 1957 : Pp. 14116, 14125, 15523,

Ford, Gerald R. Action_taken by Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to correct farmat of
bill (floor discussion in House), Congressional Record, v. 113. June 29, 1967 : Mr. Ford's
remark thanking the committee for correcting the format of a bill iz on p, 17894.

Ford. Gerald R. Addition to legislatiye program (floor discussion in the House), Con-
gressional Record (dally edition), May 1, 1972. Mr. Ford elicited comment from Mr.
as to the relationship of the bill heing schednled to a bill passed the previons week. The
bill heing scheduled was H.R. 14655, authorization for the Atomie Ene);rzy Commission to
issue temporary operating licenses for nuclear power reactors. Pp. HATH0-H3TO1,

32 Ford, Gerald R. National Aeronautics and Outer Space Act of 195% (debate and vote
in the House). Congressional Record, v. 104. June 2. 1958. P, 9939. Mr. Ford spoke in
favor of the bill under consideration, commented on AEC programs in space nuclear propul-
sion and stated : ‘‘Civilian control . . . is a must. . . . It will not jeopardize our military
effort. We have after all the example of the Atomie Energy Commission. The AEC hag per-
fected the A-bomb and H-homb capability for the military. while at the same time bullding
a whole new world through its advances in the fleld of peaceful nuclear and thermonuclear

energy.” .

-ﬁ)rd. Gerald R. Voting and attendance record. Congressional Record, v. 101, May 10,
1955, P. 6007 and V. 111. Oct. 22, 1965, P. 28716, The record shows that Mr. Ford 3oted'
against recommittal and for passage of H.R. 9757, the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (passed
231 to 154). On Sept. 16, 1965, the nominee was absent; a footnote indicates that, if

resent, he would have voted yes to S. 2042 : extending authority of the Atomic En
: ;;:zntus;ié))n to indemnify licensees and contractors for public liability. The bill
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om he described as a “fellow traveller”—for his urging of a UN seat for
ggdre(-l_hm andeon August 29, 1950, he praised Richard Nixon in his fight against
the “insidious Communist forces that would destroy our Nation.” 96 Cong. Rec..
11996, 18787, In 1965, Mr, Ford qualified his support of a resolution which would
have given the President support in any action he may take “to prevens in a
timely manner Communist subversion in the hemisphere” by stating that “those
of us on the minority side of the aisle must reserve independent judgment as to-
the precise way in which the challenge to subversion is undertaken by our Gov-
ernment in Latin America.” 111 Cong. Rec. 24352 (8/20/65). Alleged communist
influence in anti-war demonstrations led by Mr, Ford in 1867 to demand a report by
the President on the extent of Communist influence in the October 21, 19687
demonstration at the Pentagon. 113 Cong. Rec. 33708 (11/22/67).

During the 1967 riots, Mr. Ford decried the exploitation of the disturbance
for partisan purposes and criticized President Johnson’s alleged delay in allow-
ing use of Federal troops in Detroit and his explanation of the riots as being
due to Congressional rejection of Democratic legislation such as the rat eradica-
tion bill. 113 Cong. Rec. 19949 (7/25/67). He also supported granting subpoena
power to the National Advisory Commigsion on Civil Disorders. 113 Cong. Rec..
20605 (9/31/67).

Antl(-w/ar /lnd) student demonstrators came in for criticism by Mr. Ford in the-
Jate sixties and seventies. On March 25, 1969 he supported withholding of finan-
cial aid to disruptive college students. 115 Cong. Rec. 7384. On November 24,
1969, he outlined in the Record the cost of the “destruction and violence engageg
in by the relatively small radical elements among the [Nov. 15] demongtrators.
115 Cong. Rec. 85540, On November 19, 1860 he contrasted the “astronauts and the:
spirit of American courage exemplified by them and the radicals who pulled down
the American flag at the Justice Department last Saturday and raised the Viet-
cong flag in its place,” 115 Cong. Rec. 84972-8. He decried the tactics of Mayday
demonstrators in 1971 :

oy To try to block trafic and keep others from getting to their jobs is an-

action which cannot be tolerated. Such tactics are counterproductive.

1 congratulate the authorities for handling the situation as skillfully as
they have. Law-abiding citizens owe them a debt of gratitude, 117 Cong. Rec.
18104 5/3/71). :

On May 1, 1971, Mr. Ford !mlliegs clsgt college protests as being the “most lack-
ing in logic.” 92d Cong., 2d Sess., 2

i | Fglrd has suppngrhed the repeal of the Emergency Detention Act (117 Cong.

M
Rec. 31768 (9/14/71)) and making it a Federal crime to illegally possess, use-

or transport losives (116 Cong. Rec. 9377 (8/25/70) ). On January 23, 1973, Mr.
Ford r:}’tern:exg his support of the work of the House Committee on Internal

Security and opposition to a resolution to abolish it. 119 Cong. Rec. H390"

(1/28/73) and on May 28, 1973 he stated his support of President Nixon's state-
ment on Watergate and national gecurity. 119 Cong. Rec. H3970.

Throughout his twenty-five years in the U.S. Congress, Mr. Ford has voted in
favor of such major national security legislation as the Internal Security Act
of 1950, the Communist Control Act of 1954, and the Espionage and Sabotage
Act of 1954. More recently, Mr. Ford voted in 1971 to repeal the Emergency De-
tention Act of 1950 (Title II of the Internal Security Act of 1950).

MILITARY MANPOWEE AND RESERVE AFFAIRS

As an advocate of a strong military defense, Representative Ford has generally
supported administration requests for active duty and reserve personnel strengths,
On June 27, 1961, he not only supported the Kennedy administration’s recom-
mendations for 25,000 more active duty personnel than proposed by the outgoing
Tisenhower administration in January, but also called for retention of 70,000
reserve billets which had been scheduled for elimination by both administra-

tions. On this same occasion, however, Ford remarked that he had “grave-

doubts” that a new program announced by President Kennedy would make it
possible for sizeable reserve forces to be deployed overseas within two to four
weeks after activation for federal duty. He regarded four to five months as
a _more realistic goal for gnttlng National Guard and Reserve divisions into
combat in the event of war.

While somewhat skeptical of the prompt deployability of major reserve units,
which s a key assumption in today’s “total force concept,” Ford has emerged as

et
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“a firm, strong supporter of the volunteer military force,” another major tenet
of the Nizon administration’s thinking on defense policy.”® He is aware that
increased personnel costs associated with the volunteer force are responsible
for a large share of growing defense costs but has stated that he happens “to
prefer getting the people for our Defense Department by & volunteer method.” *
As precautionary measures preparatory to the launching of the all volunteer
force, Ford urged a two-year rather than a single-year extension of the draft,
and sufficient funding to enable the Selective Service to continue registration
{but not induction) of young men. Earlier, he had resisted attempts to remove the
draft exemptions of undergraduate college students and of divinity students.

Ford has supported pay increases for active duty military personnel, but he
has shown concern that raises 'and incentives designed to attract and retain
men and junior officers might be applied too liberally.to the higher grades. He
once worked to reduce hazardous duty payments (principally flight pay)
to general officers whose primary duty did not involve aerial flight or comparable
risk. Ford has introduced measures to increase the family allowances and to
improve the housing of military personnel. He also successfully urged that
military personnel be permitted to retire at the highest grade ever held while on
active duty in any one of the services. He voted for recomputation of retired pay in
1960 but voted against it in 1963, pointing out that in the interim he has become
aware of the enormous cost implications of the provision. He admitted that
disallowance of recomputation might entail a breach of contract on the part of
the government but pointed out that in that event opportunities should be explored
for review and renegotiation of the issue.”

Attempts to secure disability benefits and retirement credit for reservists
marked Ford’s early years in the Congress. He was particularly concerned that
reservists on active duty receive treatment equal to that accorded personnel of
the regular services. Although resistant to cuts in reserve strength, he has not
tended to regard the reserves as a substitute for an adequate force in being.
During the Cuban missile crisis in 1962, he proposed that reserve eall-ups be
limited to Air Force and Navy elements, and in 1965 he opposed Presidential
mobilization of the reserves without congressional endorgement.

MILITARY COMMITMENT AN'i) OPERATIONS ABROAD

From the outset of his career as a Congressman, Representative Gerald Ford
has been a forceful and consistent advocate of a strong U.S. national defense.
He has supported an active role for the United States abroad, involving close
working ties with this country’s allies and a willingness to confront serious
challenges to the nation’s security whenever and wherever such threats might
appear. In this regard, he has on 8 number of occasions criticized the adminis-
trations of Democratic Presidents Truman, Kennedy, and Johnson for not re-
sponding firmly enough in the face of provocations and hostile acts. In 1851,
during the height of the Korean War, he called for the bombing of Communist
China’s supply bases and a blockade of the coast.® He criticized the withdrawal
of vital support by the administration of John F. Kennedy in the abortive 1961
Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba.® Four years later in 1965, Representative Ford
urged the administration of Lyndon Johnson to crack down on Cuba because of
its snuspected involvement in the Dominican Republic revolt.” He also criticized
the Johnson Administration in 1967 and 1968 for not prosecuting the war in
Indochina with sufficient vigor.®

The inauguration of President Nixon in January 1968 marked the beginning
of an historic transformation in U.S, foreign policy toward longstanding rivals—
the People's Republic of China and the Soviet Union. This change also involved
a rearrangement of the country’s approach to military commitments and activities
abroad. A key feature of the so-called Nixon Doctrine has been the withdrawal
of 11.8. combat forces overseas and greater self-reliance by American allies on
their own armed forces in the time of Crisis. An important corollary of the Nixon
Doctrine and has been U.S. willingness to provide generous military support

‘to its allies in the form of material assistance and advice. Representative Ford

% Congressional Record [dally ed.]. v. 119, June 22, 1973 : H5232.
% Congressional Record [dally ed.], v. 119, Jan. 31, 1973 : H589.
 Congressional Record, v. 109, May 8, 1963 : 8073-8074.

2 Congressional Record, v, 97, Jan. 19, 1959 : 454,

® Congressional Record, v. 110, June 29, 1964 : 15284,

4 Now York Times, May 4, 1965 : 21.

-#1 Congressional Quarterly Almanac, v. XXIII, 1967 : 939.
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has supported the Nixon Doctrine and its provisions, an observation which is
consistent with his reputation of party adherence on most major policy issues.

In introdncing President Nixon's February 1970 report to Congress on U.S.
foreign policy, Representative Ford endorsed those provisions relating to the
country’s military commitments and activities abroad. He stressed that the un-
derlying theme of the Nixon Doctrine was “a willingness to help those who are
willing to help themselves.” * However, the Congressman’s statements on the
Nixon Doctrine have not precisely mirrored those of the current Administration.
1t is possible to detect in his views a difference in degree if not in direction. He ap-
pears, for example, to exhibit greater wariness towards the People’s Republic
of China and the Soviet Union and their international intentions. He also appears
to place a somewhat greater stress on the need for firm and unwavering U.S.
support of its allies around the world. Over the years, Representative Ford has
regularly supported the Mutual Security Act appropriations and similar legis-
lation providing military grant aid and credit sales to deserving allies. During the
administration of Dwight Eisenhower he even sought to increase these programs
to a level higher than that recommended by the Républican leadership.®

STRATEGIC POLICY AND WEAPON PROGRAMS

The legislative activities and public statements of Representative Ford during
his 25 years in Congress have evidenced consistent support for a strong U.S.
military posture predicated on the strategic doctrine of nuclear deterrence vis-
a-vis the Soviet Union and China and involving reliance on the “triad” concept
of land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles, sea-launched missiles, and stra-
tegic bombers. At the same time, he has advocated the maintenance of strong and
balanced conventional forces and air defense capabilities,

For example, during the 1859 debate on Defense appropriations Representative
Ford argued in favor of a mixture of air defense weapons including various Army
and Air Force missiles systems then in operation or under development as well
as fighter-interceptors and manned aireraft programs. Declaring that “this air
defense program is bigger than any service, bigger than any contractor,” Ford
observed that it involved “the national security of our homeland,” and he de-
plored interservice rivalry in matters of such national importance. During this
debate Ford also expressed his support for aircraft carriers which he deemed
esrentinl for “small wars such as the Lebanese crisis” of 1958.“ Since that time,
Ford has adhered to the main thrust of these positions and has generally sup-
ported the development and deployment of most of the major weapon systems
proposed by the Defense Department. When the FY 1974 military procurement
bill was before the House in July 1973, Ford was recorded ar voting against
efforts to halt or limit development of such programs as the CVAN-70 nuclear air-
eraft carrier and the B-1 strategic homber.®

An active supporter of the anti-ballistic missile (ABM) defense program.” Rep-
resentative Ford argued in 1969 that the ABM program would not hinder dis-
armament talks with the Soviet Union and, in fact, might make a positive con-
tribution to these negotiations. He observed that shortly after President Johnson
announced deployment of the Sentinel ABM the Soviets had asked for strategic:
arms limitation talks (SALT) with the United States. “If the United States enters
into negotiations naked,” Ford stated during the 1969 ABM debate, “we will
come out of these negotiations naked.” He compared the ABM decision with Pres-
ident Truman’s decision to proceed with development of the H-bomb despite ob-
jections from some members of the scientific community.” The view expressed by
Ford in 1969 to the effect that continued development of weapon systems furthers
negotiations with the Soviets in the area of arms control has characterized his
position on current weapon programs and the ongoing SALT activities.

During his early vears in the Congress, Representative Ford expressed some
concern over the high cost of defense programs, although in later years he has
not heen outspoken on this point and has generally opposed efforts to reduce
military spending. In 1851, Ford addressed the House on the problem of cost
escalation in weaponry and stated that “the high cost of our military defense

42 Congressional Record [daily ed.], v. 116, Feb. 18, 1970 : H25.
« Congressional Quarterly Almanae, v. xiv, 1958 : 188.

# Congreasional Record, v. 105, June 2, 1959 : 9599-8600.

+ Congressional Record [daily ed.], v. 119, July 31, 1973 : H8932, HE950.
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programs should make us realize that inflation as well as Communist aggression
is damaging our national security.” ® However, in 1952 Ford was one of i1 Re-
publican members who voted with 120 Democrats in an unsuccessful effort to
defeat an amendment to the F'Y 1953 defense appropriations bill limiting military
spending to $46 billion.” More recently, Ford has repeatedly opposed similar lim-
iting amendments, such as the one offered by Representative Aspin in 1971 and
another passed by the House in 1973. As on earlier occasions, Ford voted in 1973
against the Aa;:oin amendment which would have placed a celling on over-all de-
fense spending.
WAR POWERS

Congressman Gerald Ford has consistently maintained the position that the
‘Congress should take a greater role in decisions concerning U.S. involvement
in undeclared wars. However, Ford has opposed current proposals which would
‘terminate a Presidentially initiated involvement of U.S. forces if Congress takes
mo action to approve the involvement.

In 1970,* 1971, and 1972* Ford voted with a nearly unanimous House in sup-
port of legislation which would have required the President to consult with the
‘Congress whenever he introduced U.S. troops abroad. In a 1970 House floor
statement Ford noted that the proposed resolution would, in effect, change nothing
under the Constitution. At that time he also stated that “without hesitation or
qualification I know of no Presidents [during his tenure in Congress] who have
been false or deceptive in the information that has come from the White
House.” ™ In addition, in a 1971 address before an Ameriean Legion convention
in Pittsburgh, Ford called for legislation stating that any military action begu
by a President must be approved, altered, or terminated by Congress within 33
days of its initiation.” He did not formally submit such a legislative proposal. to
which the Administration reportedly was opposed at that time. In the 98rd Con-
gress, Ford argued and voted against the war powers bill ® reported by the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, maintaining that if the Congress does mot want a
military conflict continued it “ought to have the guts and will” to vote against the
action, rather than expressing disapproval by doing nothing, He supported an
amendment comparable to the legislation he called for in 1971 which would have
required Congressional action either to approve and authorize eontinuation of
U.8. military Involvement or to disapprove and require discontinuation of the
action.” When the amendment failed, he voted against final passage of the war
powers bill and against approval of the conference report. During debate on
initial House passage of the 1973 war powers act, Ford read a telegram from
President Nixon which indicated the President’s intention to veto the bill as
reported, while expressing Presidential interest in “appropriate legislation” to
provide for an effective contribution by the Congress.®

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

AID TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS (PAROCHIAID)

Although a one-time detractor of many Federal aid-to-education programs,
Gerald Ford has recently been a staunch supporter of Federal aid, particularly
by tax credits, to parochial education.

Gerald Ford did not support the Federal Government’s earlier programs of aid
to elementary and secondary education. He voted against the Elementary and
‘Secondary Bducation Act of 1965, which included aid to parochial schools, Cong,
Rec. 6152, 89th Congress, 1st Session 1965. He voted against the 1966 amend-
ments, Cong. Rec. 25588, 89th Congress, 2d Session, 1968, and the 1967 amend-
ments to that act, Cong. Rec. 13899, 90th Congress, 1st Session, 1067,
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In 1969, however, Mr. Ford, supported amendments to the Elementary and
Becondary Education Act of 1985. Cong. Rec. 10099, 91st Congress, 1st Session,
1989, Since that time he has supported such aid to parochial schools.

In 1973 Gerald Ford introduced three bilis relative to aid for parochial schools.
His bills, H.R. 1176, H.R. 2989 and H.R. 13020 all provided for tax credits to be
granted for tuition paid to private nonprofit schools including parochial schools.

CIVIL RIGHTS ®

Although not a vocal supporter of civil rights, particularly in his early years,
Mr, Ford is recorded as voting yea on passage of the score of major and minor
civil rights bills enacted during this period. Not infrequently in the early legis-
lative stages, he has registered support for Republican sponsored alternative pro-
posals, This is particularly true since election by his Republican colleagues as
Minority Leader in the mid-1960’s. Although his elevation to the Republican
Yeadership position generallv marks the end of his floor silence on civil rights
concerns, it also coincides with a number of procedural votes, viz., votes to recom-
‘mit, seemingly at odds with his ultimate vote to pass the legislation in question.
Notwithstanding statements explaining these apparent equivocations in proce-
dural terms, these actions are resented by civil rights groups. The Washington
Post, Thursday, October 18, 1978, at A2. In particular, his position on Fair Hous-
ing in 1988, and his backing for the Administration alternative proposals on
voting rights in 1970 and equal employment opportunity in 1972, are denounced
a8 attempts to “gut . . . the final product.” Ibid. Neither his apparent switch
on Fair Housing nor his consistent yea vote on passage seems to have effectively
altered this image. [

In the immediate post war years, the civil rights drive focused on legislation
to outlaw the poll tax and to guarantee equal employment opportunity (then
called fair employment practices). On at least three occasions in the 1940’s the
House passed poll tax legislation which went on to die in the Senate. The last
of these came in 1949, Mr. Ford’s first year in the Congress. Of the four roll call
votes on the measure, Mr. Ford is recorded as voting yea on the rule, on con-
sideration and on passage and nay on the motion to recommit. 95 Cong. Rec.
10097, 10098, 10247, and 10248 (1949).

Two lesser civil rights related measures were subject to House roll call votes
in 1949. On one of these—an unsuccessful effort to recommit the Military Hous-
ing Act of 1949 to conference because it did not contain a non-discrimination
clause—Mr. Ford is recorded as not voting, 95 Cong. Rec, 10294 (1949). The sec-
ond proposal, a bill to establish a woman’s Coast Guard reserve was recommitted
after the House adopted an amendment barring segregation or discrimination
because of race, creed, or color. Mr. Ford voted yea on the amendment. 95 Cong.
Rec. 3806 (1949). There was no record roll call vote on the motion to recommit.

In 1950, civil rights supporters were successful in bringing an equal employ-
ment opportunity (FEPC) bhill to the House floor for the first time. The reported
bill provided for a compulsory FEP commisgion having broad powers and recourse
to the courts for enforcement. However, on the floor Pennsylvania Republican
Samuel K. McConnell Jr. offered an amendment substituting a voluntary FEPC
without any enforcement powers. The substitute was adopted. Mr. Ford voted
vea to substitute the voluntary bill, nay on the motion to recommit it, and yea
on passage. 96 Cong. Rec. 2258, 2300, 2301 (1950). 3

In another development, Mr. Ford voted with an averwhelming maijoritv of
House Members against recommitting the Railway Labor Act Amendments of
1950 with instructions to insert an anti-diserimination amendment. 96 Cong.
Ree. 17061 (1951). The motion had been offered by Mr. Smith of Virginia, an
acknowledged opponent of the legislation.

On June 6, 1951, Mr. Ford joined 222 Members in killing (i.e., striking out the
enacting clause of) a bill for construction of a veterans’ hosgpital for Negroes in
Virginia. 87 Cong. Ree. 6201 (1851). The measure had been denounced as “class
legislation” by Representatives Dawson and Powell.

In the interval between 1950 and 1956—in the latter year the House began
laying the foundations of the 1957 Civil Rights Act—Members acted on countless
clvil rights matters, principally Powell amendments which would have banned
discrimination in a variety of contexts including public housing, public schools
and the National Guard. A great many of these proposals were disposed of either
procedurally or by standing or teller votes. Because of this and the absence of

% This report deals with legirlative develonment= in the post World War II years to
improve the politieal, economic, and soclal status of the Nation's black population. Treated
alsewhere are the related subjects of school desegregation and busing,
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relevant floor remarks by Mr. Ford, it is virtually impossible to discern his posi-
tion relative thereto.

On July 23, 1956, the House passed a bill embodying virtually all of the Eisen-
hower Administration’s civil rights recommendations, In conformity with the
Px_'es.ident’s 1956 State of the Union Message, the bill created a bipartisan Com-
mission on Civil Rights to investigate charges that “in some localities . . . Negro
citizens are being deprived of their right to vote and are likewise being subjected
to unwarranted economic pressure.” Additionally, the bill provided some new vot-
ing rights and civil rights safeguards and authorized an Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral to head up a Civil Rights Division in the Department of Justice. Mr. Ford is
recorded as voting nay on a motion to recommit and yea on passage. 102 Cong.

-Rec. 13998, 13999 (1956).

In 1957, the House considered and passed a bill much along the lines of its 1956
passed measure. The latter had come too late in the session for Senate action. In
all, five roll call votes were taken by the House in connection with the bill : three
of these came during consideration of the rule on the bill and on the bill proper;
two were prompted by virtue of later Senate amendments to the House-passed bill.
Mr. Ford voted with the majority in each instance: yea on the reselution to con-
sider the bill ; nay on the recommittal metion ; yea on passage ; yea on the resolu-
tion to consider the Senate amended version; and, yea to accept the Senate
amendments. 103 Cong. Rec. 8416, 9617, 9518, 16112, 16112 (19857).

_Although the focus of activity in 1957 was on the groundbreaking general civil
rights legislation, civil rights proponents continued their efforts to attach anti-
segregation riders to other measures. For example, during House consideration of
the Labor-HEW appropriations bills, a pair of amendments were offered to pro-
hibit use of hospital construction funds for hospitals that segregate patients, Mr.
Ford's position on these proposed amendments is not documented in the Congres-
sional Record since one was ruled out of order and the other was defeated by &
70-123 standing vote. Congress and the Nation, supra, at page 1624.

A year later the Congress placed the Civil Rights Commission en a more solid
ﬂnanc!al footing. A committee amendment to the General Government appropria-
tion bill for fiscal 1959 authorized $750,000 as the Commission’s first regular ap-
propriation. Previously the Commission had been operating on an allocation of
$200,000 from the President’s Emergency Fund. Mr. Ford voted yea on the amend-
ment. 104 Cong. Rec. 5987 (1958).

The House took action on at least three civil rights-related measures in 1959.
However, none of these appear to have been subjects to a roll call vete.

As in 1957, the bill enacted in 1960 was based on Administration proposals. As
modified in both the House and the Senate, the legislation authorized judges to
appoint referees to help Negroes register and wote. It also provided criminal
penalties for bombing and bomb threats and meb action designed to obstruct
court orders. Mr. Ford is recorded as not voting on the resolution to consider the
bill, nay on the motion to recommit, and yea on passage. 106 Cong. Rec. 5198, 6511,
6512 (1860). He subsequently voted to accept the bill as amended by the Senate.
106 Cong. Rec. 8507 (1960).

On August 27, 1962 the House approved a proposed constitutional amendment
barﬁng payment of a poll tax as a qualification for voting in federal elections
and primaries. Mr. Ford voted yea on the resolution which became the 24th
Amendment when finally ratified by the required 38 states in 1964. 108 Cong. Rec.
17670 (1962).

Following a wave of protests which produced a “domestic crisis” in 1863,
President Kennedy submitted new far reaching legislation. Congress spent the
greater portion of the year on hearings and other preliminary action which paved
the way for possible passage in 1984 of the Administration proposal which
covered voting rights, school desegregation, fair employment under federal
contrgcts, access to public accommodations, and the use of federal funds without
discrimination. Republicans in the House offered their own omnibus ecivil rights
proposal, some of whose provisions—for example, so-called Title IIT which pro-
rosed to give the Justice Department wide powers to combat civil rights depri-
vations—went beyond the Administration’s reguest. The bill elicited Mr. Ford’s
support, in what appears to be among his first floor remarks on the general subject.
He expressed regret that Committee work had made it impossible “to participate
in this floor discussion on the House Republican proposals for better civil rights
legislation.” He continued: “If it were not for this demanding responsibility
involving our national security I would have actively participated in this debate.



T want it elenrly known. however, that T do favor action taken hy Republican
wmembers of the House Committee on the Judiciary. I fully endorse their con-
structive efforts to offer sound proposals in this area.” 109 Cong. Rec. 1573
(1963). The Republican hill additionally called for a permanent Civil Rights
Commigcion, equal employment opportunity, school aid to the states, and pre-
suming literacy for voting purposes for all persons who completed at least the
sixth grade of education, :

Toward the end of 1963. the House approved a Senate oné-year rider to a
minor House-passed hill extending the Commission on Civil Rights. Mr. Ford
voted yea to accept the Senate amended bill. 109 Cong. Rec. 18863 (1963).

In early 1964, following more than a week of debate, the House passed a broad
gauged civil rights bill. Mr. Ford voted yea on passage. 110 Cong. Rec. 2804
(1964). Some of the House-passed provisions, particularly the public accommoda-
tiong and fair employment sections, were viewed by Senators as going too far.
Accordingly. the Senate leadership in consultation with the Justice Department
came up with a substitute which placed greater emphasis on attempts to work
out the problems by local agencies before the Justice Department took action. To
avoid any further complications, the House aecepted the Senate substitute and
sent it to the President. Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352, 78 Stat.
241 (1964). Mr. Ford voted yea on the resolution to concur in the Senate amend-
ments, 110 Cong. Rec. 15897 (1964).

Congress in 1965 responded to a series of Negro demonstrations against voting
discrimination in the South hy passing the landmark Voting Rights Act of 1965,
Public Law 80-110, 79 Stat. 437 (1965). The Act, based on a proposal submitted
to Congress hy President Johnson on March 17 and signed into law August 6
represented a complete break with recent voting rights laws in that it provided
tor direct federal action to enable Negroes to register and vote, rather than the
case-hy-case approach.

The legistation suspended the use of literacy tests or similar voter qualification
devices and authorized the appointment of federal voting examiners to register
Negroes in states and counties in which voter activity had fallen below certain
specified levels, The legislation brought the federal registration machinery auto-
matically to bear on six Southern states, Alaska, 28 counties in North Carolina,
three counties in Arizona and one county in Idaho.

In the Housce, debate contored on an attempt by Republicans to substitute their
own hill for the Administration measure, For a while, the Republican substitute
anpeared to have a good chance of adoption, but it lost Some support when Repre-
sentative Tuck and others fell hehind the Administration bill as the less “ohjec-
tionable” of the two hills. The House then rejected the Republican substitute and
approved the Administration bill. Although rejection of the substitute came on a
166-215 teller vote, Mr. Ford’s position is clear since he and Representdtive
MeCulloch were its chief sponsors. Describing the bill as “comprehensive, expe-
ditions and fair.’ he submitted a lengthy statcment describing its principal
terms and comparing it with the Administration measure, 111 Cong. Rec. 6891
G802 (1985). See also 111 Cong. Ree, 15709-15710, 16213-16214, 16218, 16280

(1965). During the dehate Mr. Ford voted in support of Representative Cramer’s
amendment making it n crime to engage in certain vote frauds such as giving
fnlse information to federal registrars. 111 Cong. Rec. 16280 (1965). In all, Mr.
Ford voted yea on the resolution to consider the blil, yea on the Cramer amend-
ment, nay on Boggs’ amendment (re listing procedures), nay on the Gilbert
amendment (re 6th grade literacy presumption), yea on the motion to recommit
and veport back the Ford-McCnlloch bill. and vea on passage. 111 Cong. Rec.
157643, 16281, 16282. 16282, 16285, 16285 ( 1965). During consideration of the
Senate-passed substitute. Mr. Ford expressed the helief that the House conferees
liad given up too much ground and accepted “a weaker bill than that which passed
{he House on July 9.” 111 Cong. Rec. 19197-19198 (1965). Accordingly he voted
to recommit the conference report. 111 Cong. Rec. 19200 (1965). When the recom-
mittal motion was defeated, Mr. Ford voted to accept the conference report. 111
Cong. Rec. 19701 (1965). - 3

Alsn in 1965, the House took mp a bill to strengthen and broader the equal
onportunity provisions of the 1984 Civil Rights Act. The bill, supported by civil
rights groups “but not the Administration in 1965,” was scheduled for floor action
in October. However, action was put off until the second session. The House took
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one roll call vote on the issue before postponing action, On September 13, by a
235_0-121 roll call, the House adopted an open rule for floor action. Mr. Ford
joined the majority. 111 Cong, Rec. 23607 (1965). In 1966, he joined the majority
in voting yea on passage. 112 Cong. Rec. 9153 (1966). The Senate did not take
any action on the bill.

Far and away the most significant actions in 1966 come in connection with
House passage of the Administration civil rights bill. The bill’s most notable-
geatnre—the open housing provision—provoked a storm of controversy. Other
important provisions included safeguards against discrimination in the selec-
tion of federal and state jurors, authority for the Attorney General to initiate-
desegregation suits and protected civil rights workers. The House added a num-
ber of other provisions including a prohibition against interstate commerce
travel for the purpose of inciting to riot. The bill was passed by the House on:
August 9 on a 259-157 roll call vote. The Republican leadership noted for recom-
mital of the bill and also for passage, with the exception of Representative Poff,
secretary of the House Republican Conference, who voted for recommittal and
against passage. Mr, Ford urged support for the motion to recommit explaining
that the debate had revealed a “great uncertainty as to the construction of the
various provisions in Title IV. There have been many, many interpretations of the
several provisions, There are many ambiguities involved in this very contro-
versial area. We know there is some doubt—I say some doubt—in the minds of
good lawyers as to the constitutionality of this title. . . . When we add up all
of the problems, it seems to me that we would be far wiser to send this title back
to the Committee on the Judiciary for further consideration. I so urge such
action.” 112 Cong. Rec. 18397 (1966). See earlier statement regarding “misuse,
or irregular use of the 21-day rule,” 112 Cong. Rec, 16837 (1866), Mr, Ford's
votes included nay on the resolution to consider the bill; nay on the Mathias
amendment (rereal estate brokers to follow discriminatory instructions of their
principal) ; yea on the Cramer amendment (anti-riot provisions) ; yea on Whit-
f::tli amend(tinent (re complalntlligvglg to geeln writing) ; yea on the recommittal

on; and yea on passage. 112 Cong. 3 11 it
18789 (1966). P g g e 1683g 18737, 18737, 19788, 18739,

Congress voted in 1967 to extend the life of the Civil Rights Commission for
a(nla gggfliﬁonal five years. Mr. Ford voted yea on passage. 113 Cong. Rec. 18280

The House on August 16, 1967 by a 327-93 roll call vote passed a bill to pro-
tect persons exercising or urging others to exercise certain federally protected
rights, The legislation was intended to curb violence directed at Negroes and
civil rights workers in the South. Mr. Ford voted yea on the resolution to
consider the bill and on its adoption. A year later, this bill formed the basis of
what became the Civil Rights Act of 1968, Public Law 90-284, 82 Stat. 78 (1968).
To the civil rights criminal safeguards, passed by the House, the Senate added
a fair housing title, antiriot provisions. and a bevy of Indian rights safeguards.
In the House, a controversy broke out on whether the House should send the
bill to conference or should accept the Senate version without ¢hange. Demo-
cratic leaders decided on the latter course and proposed a resolution to accept

the Senate amendments. “Republicans were divided on the procedure for han-
dling the bill. Minority Leader Gerald R. Ford (R. Mich.) argued that it should
be sent to conference because the House had no opportunity to consider most of
its provisions. (Open housing had passed the House in the previous Congress,
not the 1967-68 90th Congress). Mr. Ford, who had opposed open housing legisla-
tion in 1966, publicly expressed support for the principle of open housing for
the first time March 14 but indicated that he would like a broader exemption
for single-family houses. He rejected the pleas of two Republican presidential
candidates, Richard M. Nixon and Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller (N.Y.), to ac-
cept the Senate version.” Congress and the Nation 1965-1968, at page 382,

After some delay, the Rules Committee turned back a motion to send a bill
to conference and approved the resolution sending it to the floor. During consid-
eration of the bill, Mr. Ford urged that it be sent to conference following “the
time-tested principles of parliamentary procedure.” adding, however, that he
nnly spoke for himself. 114 Cong. Rec. 9609-0613 (1968). The House accepted the
Sen&te ame{xdments lt)ly a 253—172 roll call vote. Mr. Ford voted nay on the motion
on the previous question and yea on the resolution to agree to e >
ments. 114 Cong. Rec. 9620. 9620 (1968). = she Begsie pheas

Tn 1969, the House considered a bill extending the Voting Rights Act of 1965
for an additional five years. The extension had been recommended by the Oivil
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Rights Commission and endorsed by President Johnson in his final State of the
Union Message. Both the Commission and the President felt that this step was
necessary in order to solidify the gains already made and insure permanent re-
moval of obstacles to voting rights. See 115 Cong. Rec. H275 (daily ed. January
14, 1959). Under the terms of the Act, states and counties automatically covered
would be free after August 6, 1970, to petition a three-judge district court im
the District of Columbia for an order permitting them to reinstate their own,
requirements including heretofore suspended literacy tests. Since all such fests.
had l::n suspended during the preceding five years, the court order seemed;
assu

During House consideration of the simple 5-year extension reported by the.
Judiciary Committee, Mr. Ford offered an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute on behalf of the Administration. 115 Cong. Rec, 38511-38512 (1969). The
substitute called for a nationwide ban on literacy tests rather than the selective .
and largely regional ban imposed by the 1965 Act. Much more controversial,
however, was a provision calling for elimination of the requirement that states
covered by the law had to clear new or changed voting laws or procedures with
the Attorney General. Instead the Administration proposal would have requied,
the Justice Department to file a suit to abate the discriminatory law. Other rec-
ommended changes contained in the Ford-backed proposal included authority for-
the Attorney General to assign voting examiners and cbservers and creation of a
Presidential commission to study voting discrimination and corrupt voting prac-.
tices. On December 11, 1969, the House voted 208-203 to accept the substitute for
the reported bill. The vote to pass the bill thus amended was 234-179. Mr, Ford;
voted yea on both roll calls. 115 Cong. Rec. 38535, 38536 (1969). The bill returned
to the House by the Senate bore little resemblance to the House-passed version.
In addition to the 5-year extension of the 1985 Act, the Senate had added provi-
sions lowering the voting age to 18, establishing a 38-day durational residence re-.
quirement for voting for President and Vice President, suspending literacy tests
in all states until August 6, 1975, and establishing an alternative triggering for..
mula based on the 1968 presidential election. During debate on accepting the.
Senate version of the bill and sending it to the President or rejecting it, thereby-
sending it to conference, Mr. Ford gquestioned the constitutionality of the vating
age provision. Asserting personal support for the 18 year old vote, he cited various.
legal schools who felt that it could only be accomplished by constitutional amend-
ment. 115 Cong. Rec. 20196-20197 (1965), The vote to recommit the Senate bhill:
was defeated by a vote of 224-183. The bill was passed by & vote of 272-132,
Mr. Ford voted yea and yea respectfully. 115 Cong. Rec. 88535. 38536 (1989).
':(l'lh:ﬂ;;otlnx Rights Acts Amendments of 1970, Public Law 91-285, 84 Stat. 814

In 1970 Mr. Ford voted yea on a bill authorizing annual appropriations of-
$3,400,000 for the Commission on Civil Rights through January 31, 1973. 116 Cong. .
Rec. 87360 (1970). The action came under suspension of the rules.

Because of the Supreme Court's ruling restricting the 18 year old votes feature-
of the 1970 Act to federal elections, the Congress passed a resolution proposing a
constitutional amendment universally lowering the voting age to 18. Mr. Ford’
voted yea on the resolution which became the 26th Amendment when finally rati-.
fied by the required 38 states in July, 1971. 117 Cong. Ree. 7569 (1971).

In 1971-1972 the House renewed efforts it began in 1965, supra, to strengthen.
and broaden coverage of the equal employment opportunity provisions of the 1964
(ivil Rights Act. In many respects, the course of this legislation followed the pats.
tern of the 1970 Voting Rights Act Amendments, that is, civil rights supporters.
where frustrated in the House by adoption of an allegedly weaker Administration.
bill, but were somewhat mollified by Senate passage of a “stronger" bill which.
ultimately prevailed.

The Committee's recommended measure, generally supported by civil righta.
groups, would have given the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.
(EEOC) the power to issue cease-and-desist powers. Instead, the House approved
the Erlenborn Administration-backed substitute which granted the EEOC the
power to bring suits in the federal courts to enforce federal laws against- job dis-.
erimination. The bills differed in a number of other respects, but it was this dif-
ference in enforcement that constituted the prime source of contention. Mr. Ford:
supported the Erlenborn proposal on grounds that the courts were the proper
forum for the eettlement of human rights. 117 Cong. Rec. 82091 (1971). Accord-.
ingly, Mr, Ford voted yea on the substitution of the Erlenborn bill, nay on the re-.
commital motion, and yea on passage. 117 Cong, Rec. 32111, 3211%; 32112 (1871)..
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The Senate-passed measure—a “stronger” proposal than that adopted by the
House, but somewhat short of that desired by civil rights groups—was accepted
by the conferees and, in turn, by the House and Senate. Mr. Ford voted yea to
accept the conference report. See Legislative History of the Equal Employment
Opportunity Act of 1972 [Committee Print], Senate Labor Subcommittee, 92d
Cong., 2d Sess., November 1972, at 1872-73.

In a pair of minor bills, Mr. Ford voted yea on extending the life of the Civil
Rights Commission for five years and five months, authorizing funds for its opera-
tions, and adding sex diserimination to its jurisdiction, and yea on a proposal to
require questions of race and occupation to be answered by persons filling out
federal juror’s qualification forms. The latter was to assure non-discrimination
in the selection of jurors. See 1972 Congressional Quarierly Almanac at pages 26H
No. §2) and 12H (No. 3G

CONGRESSIONAL AND ELECTION ETHICS

Mr. Ford has supported legislation to guarantee full and accurate reporting
of political contributions and expenditures for candidates to Federal office; and
he has also supported efforts to establish guidelines for the official conduct of
Members of Congress and the Supreme Court.

From the mid-sixties Mr, Ford introduced and/or worked for Republican-spon-
sored election reform legislation. He supported and voted in favor of the Federal
Campaign Act of 1971. In a statement in support of the President’s proposal for
a bipartisan Commission on Federal Election Reform, Mr. Ford stated : “Clearly
the Federal Campaign Act of 1971 needs improvement in the light of experi-
ence. ... I have always felt that timely disclosure before election day is a better
way to ensure clean campaigns than the most severe punishment afterwards.”
(Cong. Rec., [Daily Ed.], v. 119, May 16, 1973 : H3698)

In the late gixties Mr. Ford favored the creation of a House ethics committee,
voting for the creation of the House Select Committee on Standards and Conduct
in late 1966. Early in 1867 he sponsored a resolution calling for the creation of
a select Committee on Standards and Conduct. Later that year he voted for the
House resolution that created a standing Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct. In 1968 he supported the resolution which continued this committee as a
permanent standing committee of the House; established a -code of conduct for
Members, officers, and employees of the House ; and provided for limited financial
disclosure.

Although Mr. Ford has never gone beyond the House Rules in disclosing his
business and financial transactions, he has stated that as a Vice Presidential
nominee he will completely disclose his financial status. (Grand Rapids Press,
Oct. 14, 1973, pp. 1A and 3A). Previously, according to the Nader Congress Proj-
ect report on Ford, he stated that he saw “no reason to make his entire income
public.” He is further quoted by the Projects’ interviewer,” I don’t think a Mem-
ber of Congress ought to be treated any differently than other citizens in this
regard. T honestly believe the people here [in Congress] have a higher degree of
integrity than any group I have ever worked with.”

“I have lived up to the law,” he said about disclosing his income. “I think that’s
the responsibiiity I have.”

Mr. Ford told the Nader interviewer that he has an open-door policy in his
office, and he said “I think it is my responsibility to listen to all groups—labor,
husiness, professionals—anybody has access to an interview with me.” In 1968
Mr. Ford was made a director of a bank in Grand Rapids. He received criticism
for aceepting the position and resigned. “I don’t think it was a conflict of in-
terest,” he told the Nader Project, “but it wasn’t worth it . . . if the people thought
it was. I resigned before I ever attended a board meeting.” According to the
Nader report on him, Mr. Ford was, in 1972, serving as director of a small label
manufacturing company in Grand Rapids and attends board meetings every two
months. The company has no Federal business. Therefore, Mr. Ford believes his
role there does not confiict with his role as Representative. (Nader Congress
Report on Ford)

In January 1967, during the Adam Clayton Powell seating controversy, Mr.
Ford offered the resolution which referred to a special committee the question
of Congressman Powell’s right to his seat in the 90th Congress. (Cong. Rec.,
v. 118. January 10, 1967: 24) Mr. Ford initially supported the committee’s rec-
ommendation that Congressman Powell be seated, censured, and fined ; but hav-
ing heen on the losing side in this matter, he switched on the final vote in favor
of excluding Powell from the 90th Congress. (Cong. Rec. v. 113, March 1, 1967:
5020. 5036-5039)
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In April 1970, Mr. Ford initiated efforts for the impeachment by the House of
Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas. (See separate profile of Mr. Ford’s
Philosophy on impeachment).

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Home Rule: Representative Gerald Ford made his first public statement on
the issue of home rule for the District of Columbia in 1965. In the course of
floor debate in that year on the Johnson Administration’s home rule bill, H.R.
4644, Mr. Ford presented two minimum conditions for his support of home rule:
1) that elections be nonpartisan in character, and 2) that the budget for the
District of Columbia be subject to review and approval by the full House and
Senate and their respective Appropriations Committees (Cong. Reec., v. 111,
September 27, 29, 1965 : H25183-25184, 25424). In 1965 Ford voted against the
Sisk amendment (charter commission) to H.R. 4644, then voted for the final
bill, as amended, which passed the House overwhelmingly.

Mr. Ford did not speak out again on the home rule issue until the debate on
H.R. 9682 (Democratic House leadership home rule bill) on October 10, 1978.
On that occasion Mr. Ford said that “local District of Columbia judges should
be appointed by the President” (Cong. Rec. [Daily Ed.], v. 119, October 10,
1973: H8822). An amendment to this effect carried. Ford also voted for an
unsuccessful amendment to make the local chief of police a presidential ap-
pointee. On the final vote for passage of H.R. 8682, Ford voted in the affirmative.
It is worth noting that H.R. 9682, as finally amended, contains the two qualifica-
tions Ford had stated in 1985 as being minimal for his support.

District Representation: In a floor statement in 1970 on the question of pro-
viding for non-voting District Delegate representation in the House, Mr. Ford
argued that such a step ought to be taken without delay. Ford subsequently
voted against amending the bill (H.R. 18725) which would have inserted a
provision for a District Delegate in the Senate as well. Ford argued that a non-
voting Delegate in the House was “Constitutionally correct” and supported by
“precedent (Cong. Rec.. v. 116, A st 10, 1970: H28060). The Delegate bill
pax-ed overwhelimingly, and since 1971 the District has had a non-voting Delegate
in the House.

The Congressional Record does not reveal Mr. Ford's position on amending
the Constitution to provide District of Columbia presidential electors (23rd
Amendment, ratified 1961) or proposals to provide, by Constitutional amend-
ment, the District of Columbia voting representation in the House and Senate.

ELECTION CAMPAIGN REFORM

The most significant piece of legislation concerning campaign reform that was
enneted into law during Congressman Ford’s tenure in office was the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971. Congressman Ford spoke in favor of this measure
(Cong. Record H97, 1/19/72) and voted for its passage (Cong. Rec. H99,
1/19/72). This position by the Congressman was consistent with his previous
actinns and statements calling for reform of campaign procedures and financing,

In 1963 Congressman Ford voted in favor of suspension of the equal time
provision for Presidential and Vice Presidential candidates during the 1964
Presidential campaign (109 Cong. Rec. 11185). During the debate in the House
on the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 the Congressman spoke against
the repeal of the equal time provision for Presidential, Vice Presidential and
Senatorial candidates only (117 Cong. Rec. 43149). However, he supported and
voted for the repeal of the equal time provision for all candidates to Federal
elective office (117 Cong. Rec. 43149, 43167).

As to campaign reform in general, the Congressman stated on August 1, 1966:
“Mr. Speaker, the genuine interest and strong support for a fair and workable
election reform law which exists throughout the Nation is seen in the editorial
expressions of our most thoughtful and objective newspapers.” (112 Cong. Rec.
17790-91). The Congressman then placed in the Record newspaper articles
calling for reform of the campaign financing system.

In 1971 Congressman Ford made a statement in favor of prohibiting the exten-
sion of unsecured credit to political candidates by federally regulated corpora-
tions. (117 Cong. Rec. 31321). During the debate on the 1971 Federal Election
Campaign Act, the Congressman voted against the Hanson amendment which
allowed corporations and labor unions to establish voluntary, segregated political
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funds. (117 Cong. Rec. 48801). The Congressman, however, voted in favor of the:
entire E(Iouse carfxpaign bill which contained this provision. (117 Cong. Rec. 43416).
In 1972 the Congressman spoke in favor of H.R. 15276 (92d Cong., 2d Session)
which exempted corporations and labor unions from the prohibitions of 18 U.8.C.
611, allowing these organizations to estaglish voluntary, tsegretgazetag gxl:xéi% ggr
olitical purposes even though they _bave government coptracts. -
lg)r*eisu!mtinpst!:.lpte(l: gl Am.coﬁﬂnée';ﬁm 1eisiation is go_dg!ﬁ_ggts_lntlon, and I
urge the Members on both stdes of the aisle tg yoté for it.” AT
(Cong. Rec. H8960. 10/2/72). Congressman Ford veted sgainst the measure,
howeyer, because of his provious position that publiciheésrings should be held

" on proposed amendments to the Federal Hlection Oampqlg}v Act of 1971, (Cong.

Rec. H8963, 10/2/72).

As to the pu/l?l{c financing of campaigns, Congressman: Ford voted in favor of .
the income tax checkoff provisions for payments to the Presidential Election
Campaign Fund as originally passed in 1968. (112 Cong. -Rec. 28255). In 197
the Congressman also voted in favor of the checkoff for the Presidential Election
Oampalgn ¥und as provided for in HR. 10947, the Revenue Aect of 1971, (117
Cong. Rec, 45871). ' . =

Additionally, the Congressman cosponsored various bills in the 92d Congress.
Session dealing with campaign ethics and campaign reform: (H.R. 011‘}. H.R.
6112, HR. 6113, H.R. 6114 [117 Cong. Rec. 67791 ; H.R. 5089, H.R. 6092, H.R.
5095 [117 Cong. Ree. 8877]).

ELECTION REFORM

Direot election of the president and the vice president

Congressman Ford has long supported direct election of the President and
Vice President, He has indicated willingness to support several different pro-
posals to modify the existing Flectoral College system, albeit he has conslstent-
1y voiced preference for direct, popular election, !

On February 21, 1968, Congressman Ford noted: “f feel very strongly that
it is better that the will of the people, as expressed in November, be the decision
as to the individual who should be President rather than for the Fovse of
Representatives to be called upon to make that decision in January of next year,
1969.” (114 Cong.. Rec. 3698. The Congressman was referring to the possibility
that neither major-party candidate would garner enough Electoral College
votes, because of the third-party candidacy of Mr. Wallace, to avoid having
the outeome of the election postponed until ‘decided by the House of Rﬁpresenta-
tives.) Then, on September 16, 1969, the Congressman explained, ‘“The con-~
cern I had was that under the present method of selecting the President of
this country, the world at large might well have been faced with the prospect of
ourselves not knowing who the next President of the United States would be
from November to January 20. The uncertainty, in my judgment, would have

. been harmful to the United States and detrimental to the world at large.”

115 Cong. Record 25616). And, on September 30, 1969, it was observed : “Ap-
éx:ximately ten days ago we had the overwhelming vote in the House of Rep-
resentatives for the direct or popular method of selecting the Pregident of the
United States. If my recollection is correct, over 80 percent of all Members sup-
ported the committee’s recommendation and further, if my memory is accurate,
80 percent of the Members on the Democratic side supported it, and 85 percent of
the Members on our side of the aisle supported the direct method of choosing
a President . . . Again, Mr. Speaker, I say that I hope the Senate will resp’ond,
and I trust that the necessary three-fourths of the States will do likewige,” At
various times, the Congressman has proposed amending the Constitution to pro-
vide for direct election of the President and Vice President. For example, see
H.J. Res. 924, submitted October 18, 1971 (117 Cong. Rec. 86081).

Nationwide presidential primaries

Congressman Ford has favored direct, popular nomination ef presidential
candidates.

Speaking in-favor of a constitutional amendment he proposed on April 12,
1972, Congressman Ford noted : “After observing the antics of presidential hope-
fuls in the various State primaries this year, I feel we. shonld put an end to this
chaotic situation by having one same-day primary throughout the Nation, Unlike
the present primaries, the national primary 1 proposed would decide something.
It would, with a runoff if necessary, give us our presidential candidates.” Under-
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the proposal, “, . . political parties would continue to nominate the vi
idential candidates and to adopt party platforms.” (118 Cong. Rec. Hsocfsgi:;-
[See also : Election Campaign Reform, p. 117]

IMPEACHMENT

Rep. Ford’s position on the suhject of impeachment was most clearl;
during the attempt by the House of Representatives to impeach Associate guzﬁﬁ
Court Justice William O. Douglas in 1970. Ford was a principal participant in
that effort. At the time Ford stated: “What, then, is an impeachable offense?
The only honest answer is that an impeachable offense is whatever a majority of
the House of Representatives considers to be at a given moment in history : con-
viction results from whatever offense or offenses two-thirds of the o‘ther'body
considers to be sufficiently serious to require removal of the accused from office.”
(chﬂg. el;.::hmﬂy ]13‘11']’ v'i]ﬁmti:Al]))m 15, 1970 : H 11913) "

4 onal issue e Douglas case concerned Article IIT,
of the Constitution which states: “The Judges, both of the Supreme’ as:;t}grnegg:
Courts, shall hold tgeir offices during good bebavior,” and Article II, Section
Four which states; “The President, Vice President, and all civil officers of the
United Btates, shall ‘be removed from office on impeachment for, and conviction
-of, treason, ‘bribery, or other high crimes and misdemeanors.” The relationship
of these provisions has been the subject of controversy in every impeachment
proceeding brought against a Federal judge and was not resolved in this instance,
A House Judiciary subcommittee ruled that evidence presented by Ford ami
otl;ers v?u: not t;ﬂequac ts%ift?x impeach Douglas.

In arguing the Con tional grounds for impeaching Dou :

No conensus exists as to whether, in the cagg of Fgedemlglj?égigr?nfg:ﬁ:

:ex;;x:’:eust depg:d upon conviction of -one of the two specified crimes Yoi' treason
demeano:z.’(”’r within the nebulous category of ‘other high crimes and mis-

“. . . impeachment resembles a regular criminal indictment an
not the same thing. It relates solely to the aceused’s right to hold %i‘;?la;ﬂti)g: ;1;3):

court of law. By pointedly avoiding any immunity an accused might claim

::lm double jeopardy principle, the framers of the Constitution cleitlycesmbm
hat m:ho’:fc? tl: o: un]:que po‘littiem%l device, designed explicitly to dislodge
from e who are j

p??hmy o i patently unfit for it, but cannot otherwise be

‘The President and Vice President, and all persons holdin,

gleasure of _the President, can be throw,n out of office by the voterg a(ﬂg;s: gveﬂ:;

. years. To remove them in midterm—it has been tried only twice and never
one—would indeed require crimes of the magnitude of treason and bribery.”
(Cong. Rec. [Daily Bd.], v. 116, April 15, 1070: H11918) €

LOBBYING

Rep. Ford has had little to say publicly about lobbying, either
the present statutes, or about his personal relationsh.ipg;nd resz?ob::: ::f:x!:ci:f
interest groups. A survey of the Congressional Record revealed that Ford has
not supported efforts to close some of the so-called “loop-holes” in the 1046
Regulation of Lobbying Act, the principal target of most lobby reform measures,
He lms- said that he feels he hag the personal responsibility to listen to all
groups.” Interest group ratings of Ford reflect generally conservative positions
on most issues; he tends to receive high ratings from conservative groups such
::cﬁm::lcm :lo; g:n:gl!tult)ignal Act?otk and low ratings from more Uberal groups
Ame! MOCT:
Poiiltiiealumdumﬁon." atic Action and the AFL-CIO Committee on
iegations concerning Ferd's activities on behalf of certain
mmc r:l;;:d in a recent book, The Washington Pay-0F: 4An Imider'sma: 1‘171}::‘1;95 :;
orrup n Government by Robert N. Winter-Berger, Winter-Berger, who
elaimed that as a Washington lobbyist he had worked directly out of l'Pord's
office, wrote tb_st Ford was “a good example of power corrupting what had been,
in my estimation, one of the few honest and sincere men in ‘Washington.” @
- o i
Foad:;" En:ﬁglig%z . Ralph Nader Congress Project; Citizens Look At Congress; Gerald K.
bt g‘rmml Quarierly Weekly Report, Oct. 17,1978, p. 2.
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Winter-Berger asserted that Ford was eager to repay contributors by using his
influence on their behalf “, . . once the money issue was settled, Jerry Ford pro-
bably worked harder to carry out his end of the bargain—that is, to pay a favor
for value received—than anyone else I knew in Washington.” ®

Ford has steadfastly denied these accusations and has said he is prepared
to answer any questions that might arise about the book during his confirma-
tion hearings. Concerning his relationship to special interest groups, Ford has
said: “I think it's my responsibility to listen to all groups—labor, business,
professional—anybody has access to an interview with me.” %

MABS8 MEDIA AND BROADCASTING

Over the last 25 years, Gerald Ford has made very few statements in the
Congress concerning the mass media and the broadcasting industry. A survey of
the Cungressional Record Index for this period did not reveal Mr. Ford’s posi-
tion on the charges made by former Vice President Agnew as to the liberal bias
of the media, nor did it document Mr. Ford’s support or lack of support for
newsmen’s shield legislation (offering newsmen statutory protection of confi-
dential sources and information) pending before the curremt Congress. Mr.
Ford did enter the floor debate and took the Administration position on a bill
to extend the Public Broadcasting System. The Administration position advo-
cated limited funding and more direct control over PBS by the White House.
‘While Mr. Ford took a conservative position on PBS, he voted for a measure
to réject a Congressional motion to issue a contempt of Congress citation to
the Columbia Broadcasting Corporation and its president, Frank Stanton.

Mr. Ford’s position on the bill to extend funding for the Public Broadcasting
System appeared to be dictated by his role as House Minority Leader. As such,
he represented the Administration’s point of view that the Public Broadcasting
System, as it was constituted at the time, represented the threat of a “fourth
network.” The original bill H.R. 13918, which Mr. Ford voted against, was
vetoed by the President. This bill called for substantially increased funding of
PBS. (Cong. Rec. [Daily Ed.], v. 118, June 1, 1972: H 5169). On August 15. Mr.
Ford voted for an Administration backed version of the PBS bill, S. 3824 which
was signed into law. (Cong. Rec. [Daily ¥d.] v. 118, August 15, 1972: H 7654).

According to the CQ index of key votes, Mr. Ford voted with the House leader-
ship, six committee chairmen, most liberal Democrats and freshmen Repre-
sentatives as well as some conservatives in rejecting the motion made by Harley
0. Staggers, Chairman of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,
recommending that the Columbia Broadcasting System and its president, Frank
Stanton be cited for contempt of Congress. On June 24, 1971, Dr. Stanton had
refused to comply with a subpeona issued by the Committee requesting film
and sound recordings edited from the network’s controversial documentary,
“The Selling of the Pentagon.” (1871 CQ Almanac: p. 67).

ORGANIZATION OF THE POST OFFICE DEPABTMENT_/U.B. POSTAL SERVICE

Although speaking infrequently on the issue, Mr. Ford has urged that the
organization governing the postal service in the United States be constructed in
such a manner that the optimum mail service system might be employed.

In 1950, Mr. Ford monitored the recommendations of the Hoover Commission
as they related to better organization in the Post Office Department. (Cong. Rec.,
v. 96, June 7, 1950: A4288- ). In remarks on the postal deficit, Mr. Ford urged
that some Congressional action be taken * .. to adopt every measure which
legitimately seeks to make the mail service self-sustaining, and thereby relieve
our already overstrained Federal budget.” (Cong. Rec., v. 99, April 15, 1958:
3158). He was urging adoption of the policy which would eliminate the franking
privilege of TVA and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, which were
assumed to be profit-making agencies. Following the President’s Message on Postal
Reform, Mr. Ford announced his pleasure in cosponsoring bi-partisan legislation
to reform the postal service (Cong. Rec., v. 115, May 28, 1969 : 14170, 14177). Mr.
Ford stated that he is opposed to any effort on the part of Congress to enact
legislation which would make the U.8. Postal Service less independerit than it
now is: “I believe that in the long run we are far better off to let professional

8 Ibid.
¢ McRlroy, op. cit.
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management run the Post Office Department. . . .” (Cong. Ree., v. 119, [Daily
Ed.], July 12, 1873: H6043).

Note: There appears to be no substantial change of policy on this issue over
the years by Mr. Ford, and there was no evidence of the issue being placed in
either a philosophical or ideological context.

PRAYER IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Mr. Ford at an ealy date injected himself into the controversy surrounding the
issue of prayer and Bible reading in the public schools. Throughout his congres-
sional career he has publicly criticized the Supreme Court decisions in the Pray-
er Cases which effectively banned official prayer and devotional readings in the
schools, His public position on the issue has been one of fundamental disagree-
ment with the First Amendment principle propounded by the Court's majority
in the Prayer Cases and he has frequently identified himself with the dissenting
view of Justice Potter Stewart in his public statements on the matter. His posi-
tion appears to be that the prayer question is peculiarly one which may more
properly be resolved at the state and local level and that Congress has a “Consti-
tutional” obligation to afford the people an opportunity to determine public
policy on the issue, As such, Mr. Ford has lent hix support to various efforts in
Congress over the years to overcome legal obstacles to public school prayer by
means of proposed amendments to the Federal Constitution.

In a newsletter to constituents dated June 26, 1963, Mr. Ford outlined his
views on the subject as follows:

The action of the Supreme Court in declaring unconstitutional a state re-
guirement that the Bible be read and the Lord’s Prayer recited was not un-
expected. But this does not make it right. I strongly disapprove of the major-
ity decision which in effect is a backward step in the development of those
principles which have contributed go much to our nation. (115 Cong. Rec.
18828 (July 9, 1969).)

In this same letter, he endorsed the minority position of the Court in the Prayer
Cases, stating :

Justice Potter Stewart disagreed with his eight colleagues and wrote a 13-
page dissent. His opinion is eminently sound and recognizes the need for the
broad view if our children are to have the most comprehensive educational

experience.
Fully agreeing with the majority that the government must be neutral in
the sphere of religion. Justice Stewart wrote: “ . . .°A compulsory state edu-

cational system so structures a child’s life that if religious exercises are held
to be an impermissible activity in schools, religion is placed as an artificial
and state-created disadvantage. Viewed in this light, permission of such
exercises for those who want them is necessary if the schools are truly te
he neutral in the matter of religion. And a refusal to permit religious
exercises thus is seen, not as the realization of state neutrality, but rather
as the establishment of a religion of secularism, or at least, as government
support of the beliefs of those who think that religious exercises should be
conducted only in private.” The effect of the Court’s decision is to grant to
a small minority power which it would not possess as the majority. This
hardly seems consistent with broad constitutional principles. 115 Cong. Rec.
18824 (July 9, 1969)

That letter concluded with a pledge to his constituents: “I will support a res-
olution to submit to the state legislatures a constitutional amendment to overrule
this decision of the Court.” 115 Cong. Rec. 18824 (July 9, 19869). .

More recently, a petition was circulated in the 92nd Congress to discharge com-
mittee consideration of H.J. Res. 191 and receive the requisite number of signa-
tures. Mr. Ford’s name did not appear on this petition. 117 Cong. Rec. 32578
(September 21, 1971). He did, however, vote in favor of the subsequent motion
to discharge the Committee on the Judiciary from further consideration of H.J,
Res. 191. 117 Cong. Rec. 39889 (November 8, 1971). On that same day, Mr. ¥ord
made a statement on the floor supporting the resolutiori which would have per-
mitted nondenominational prayer and/or voluntary prayer in the public schools,
saying :

There are three reasons why I endorse the amendment: The Supreme
Court erred in its interpretation of the first amendment as it applies to prayer

768

in school, the Congress has a constitutional responsibility to give the le
an opportunity to decide this specific issne, and the proposed amen?l;?gﬂ*
deserves approval on its merits.
L L * * * t *
Mr. Speaker, whether we think the Supreme Court erred or not, I believe

we have not only the right but also theé duty to permit the people to decide
this question. 117 Cong. Rec. 39952 (November 8, 1871)

On November 8, 1971, Mr. Ford voted in favor of the ed

gt B - 5 proppsed resolution. 117

BEPARATION OF POWERS

The separation of powers concept, rooted in the Constitution, may be under-
stood in & publie policy context by examining certain issue areas where the
branches of the Federal government functionally overlap and conflict : Bxecutive
accounting to Comgress by providing requested information, congressional dele-
gation of authority to the Executive, war powers, the impoundment of appropri-
ated funds, and oversight of executive agreements,

In terms of the public record of Rep. Gerald R. Ford (R.-Mich.), a position
has been evidence on only the first and the third of these issues. (The impound-
mgnt} issue ti;m dls;‘l:md eilsewi}‘gre as a separate topic).

nforma lding: Ford entered this policy sphere in 1951 by introdu

a bill (H.R. 5564) “to prohibit unreasonable suppression of informyation bydt,ll;g
Hxecutive Branch of the Government.” Although never acted upon, the measure
would have overturned E.Q. 10290, a directive issued by President Truman that
same year establishing an information security classification system for non-
military agencies having a role in “national security” matters. Speaking on the
floor of the House in January, 1959 (Cong. Rec., v. 105, January 15, 1950 : 688)
on the matter of Executive Branch witnesses testifying before congressional
comm}ttees, Ford said: “It should be reemphasized that as long as all witnesses
are given clearance to express their personal views when interrogated by a di~
rect question there will be no interference with the responsibility of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations to carry out its duty to determine the validity of budget
or executive programs.” Ford’s most recent comprehensive statement in this area
was made in 1963 (Cong. BRec,, v. 109, April 4, 1963 : 5817-5819) when, in a dis-
cussion of the Administration’s refusal to allow certain military and civilian
personnel to testify on the Bay of Pigs debacle, the Minority Leader sald “even
if intelligence matters were involved, this would not justify refusal to tell the
members of the [Defense Appropriations] subcommittee the full facts. . ..”" Ford
rejected security classification as a basis for withholding information from Con-
gress, and apparently also rejected the concept of “executive privilege” saying
“To maintain that the executive has the right to keep to itself information spe-
cifically sought by the representatives of the very people the Executive is

posed to serve is to espouse some power akin to the divine right of kings.”sgz
argued that “the power to collect facts from many witnesses, challenge the accu-
racy of those facts and analyze their importance—that power belong to Congress.”

War powers: In 1970 Ford supported a measure (H.J. Res. 1855) reaffirming
the role of Congress in declaring war and requiring the President, when utiliz-
ing troops in a combat situation or enlarging the military forces, to submit &
written report to Congress detailing the circumstances for such action, the au-
thority for same, and the scope of the mission, as well as other details of infor-
mation which the President felt would be useful. Voting in the affirmative on a
question of support for the bill (Cong. Rec., v. 116, November 16, 1970 : 37407),
Ford indicated he did not feel the provisions of the measure would hamper the
President in dealing with emergencies in the same manner as prior Presidents
had domne, In 19738 Ford did not support the major war powers bill (H.J. Res.
§42) and specifically opposed provisions which required congressional sane-
tion of the use of troops in combat or compliance with a congressional recall of
the armed forces from s combat situation.: Begardless of certain amendments
made on the floor, Ford voted against (Cong. Rec. [Daily Ed.], v. 119, July 18,
1978 : HG6284) the measure, first in the initial house vote and again (Cong. Rec.
{Daily B4d.], v. 119, October 12, 1973 : H8068) when the conference report was
to be adopted.

SUPREME OOURT

It does not appear from an examination of the Congressional Record that Mr.
Gerald Ford has either sponsored significant legislation or spoken extensively
with respect to the Supreme Court, its operation and jurisdiction, its members
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.or nominees. Although usual matters of appropriations would, of course, have
been considered by the Congress during Mr. Ford’s twenty-five years of service,
“Mr, Ford appears to have been silent w.th respect to the Court’s activities, al-
. though he may well have taken positions on legislation triggered by court deci-
sions. (See, in partieular, papers on Ford re Crime and Justice, Civil Libertles,
Civil Rights, ¢tc.) One notable departure from this neutral stance involved the
proposed impeachment of Justice William €. Douglas in 1970,
. Gerald Ford was one of the first Members of the House of Representatives to
«cailfor an investigation of the conduct ¢’ Justice William O. Dougias for his
-+ petivities both on and off the bench. In a speech given on the floor of the House
on Aprit 18, 1970, Mr. Ford outlined severaf criticisms of Justice Douglas includ-
ing. his fiaancial asszociations and publications written by him, particularly a
T book “Points of Rebellion” and an article published in “Evergreen” magazine.
Mr. ¥ord filso commented on his understanding of the purpose and procedure of
impeachment. 116 Congressional Record 11912-11919 (1970).
One of the most widely quoted remarks made by Mr. Ford about impeachment
may e found at 116 Congressional Record 11914 (1970) :
Y What is an imyeachable offense?
“TTe only honest answer is that an impeachable offense is whatever a ma-
“Jority of the House of Representatives considers to be at a given moment in
Listory'; ‘eonviction results from whatever offense or offenses two-thirds of
the ‘otlier body considers to be sufficiently serious to require removal of the
‘accused from office. Again, the historieal context and political climate are im-
«myrtant ) there are few fixed principles among the handful of precedents.”
The House Tudiclary Committee ultimately undertook an investigation and
issned two reports relating to impeachment and Justice Douglas’ activities. No
further action was taken by the House. During the period of investigation, Mr.
Ford made several additional comments about the matter, including the presenta-
tion of 'a brief explaining impeachment and other articles relating to Justice
Douglas. Some of these remarks may be found at 116 Congressional Reocord
12918-12919, 27670-27673, and 2809128090 (1970).

WOMEN'S RIGIITS

An analysis of the career philosophy of Representative Gerald R. Ford, Jr.,
on this issue suggests that Mr. Ford has been neither a leader in the legislative
effort for women’s rights, nor has he been a leading opponent of this effort.

\T11 1987, Mr. Ford made a floor statement on the oceasion of the anniversary
of the birth of Susan B. Anthony and the fiftieth anniversary of the first woman
in Cofigress, Jeannette Rankin (Cong. Rec., v. 118, Fcbruary 28, 1067 4818).

The equal rights amendment reached the floor of the House of Representa-

tives for the first time in 1970, after Rop. Martha W. Griffiths was successful
in_obtainipg the requisite 218 signatures on a discharge petition to, free the
measure from committep. Mrs, Grifliths said luter that Mr, Fard “supplied some
ren! ‘'moxie, too: He lined up 15 or 16 names right at the end.” (S8herrill, Robert,
That Flgual Rights Amendment—What, Iixactly, Does it Mean? New York Times
Magnazine, fepteraber 20, 1970: 101).
“"Tie House debated and voted on the amendment on August 10, 1970. In re-
Hiarks on the floor that day, Rep. Ford said, “I would like to -point:out that I
bad something to do with the fact that 15 .of the last 16 Members to sign
the petition discharging the House Judiciary Committee from jurisdiction over
Hoiise' Joint Resolution 264, the Women’s Equal Rights Amendmeat, were Re-
publicans. In all seriptuisness, I am delighted to have had a hand in bringing to
the ‘House floor” the ERA, (Cong. Rec., v. 116, August 10, 1970: 28016).

Mr. Ford was not one of the.218 signers nf the discharge petition (Cong. Res,,
v 116, Tuly 20, 1970 24900-25000). He voted for the amendment on August 10,
1970 (Cong. Rec., v. 118, August 10, 1970, 28037). In remarks on. the floor cited
ah¥e, he referred to the fact that the amendment was tied up in committee for
47 >éars: *“¥oun would a'most think there had been a conspiraey . .. (the amend-
ment's) time has come just ag surely as did the 19th amendment to the Con-
stitutitn 50 years ago, giving women the right to vote. , .."”

¢ The ‘Senate 1aid aside the amendment in the 91st Congress. When the amend-
ment came up for a vote sgain in the 92nd Congress, there was an attempt in the
House to add the so-called Wiggins amendment to the measure to specify that it
would not affect Federal laws exempting women from the draft or Federal
or State laws promoting and protecting the health or safety of women. In his
1970 floor statement, Ford had referred to the fact that the House was then
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“passing the amendment free and clear of ‘anything like the Senate’s Hayden
rider (1850 and 1953) which threw in a qualifier unacceptable to women.” In
1971, Mr. Ford was marked absent on the vote on the Wiggins amendment
(Cong. Rec., v. 117, Oct. 12, 1972: 35813) and paired in favor of the amendment
in the final vote (Cong. Rec., v. 117, Oct. 12, 1971 : 35816).

In 1871, Representative Ford voted against the Brademas amendment to the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1871, establishing a comprehensive child
development program (Cong. Rec., v. 117, Sept. 30, 1971 : 84291).

In 1971, Mr. Ford voted for an amendment allowing the EEOC (which ad--
ministers Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibiting discrimination.
in employment based on sex and other categories) to bring suit against dis-
criminatory employers in Federal court, rather than allowing the EEOC the
stronger enforcement powers of issuing cease and desist orders to such employers
(Cong, Rec., v. 117, Sept. 16, 1971: 32111).

On March 28, 1973, Mr. Ford and others introduced H.J. Res. 488, proposing
an amendment to the Constitution which would provide that “nothing in this
Constitution shall bar any State or territory or the District of Columbia, with
regard to any area over which it has jurisdiction, from allowing, regulating,
or prohibiting the practice of abortion.”

Scmror Pouioy
EXECUTIVE BRANCH BCIENOE POLICY ORGANIZATION

Mr. Ford has not been an active spokesman in matters of science policy or
executive branch organization for the formulation of it during his tenure in
Congress. Nevertheless, his record shows that he has supported the establishment
of many of the science-policy-oriented executive branch organizations which
have been created over the past two decades, and he is on record in support of
the most recent changes in science policy organization which became effective:
on July 1, 1973, by the implementation of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1973.

Among the organizations which Mr. Ford has approved, either by remarks or
“yea-and-nay” votes have heen NASA,® the Council on Environmental Quality.®
the Environmental Protection Agency and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration.” Mr. Ford voted against the establishment of the National
Bcience Foundation in 1950 and he also voted against the establishment of the
National Science Foundation in 1950 and he also voted against the removal of
the $15 million limitation on the NSF budget in 1953. However, he voted in
favor of the 1968 amendments to the National Science Foundation Act of 1950,
which greatly expanded the functions and mission of the Foundation.®

In a statement issued on January 26, 1978, when Reorganization Plan No. 1

.of 1978 was presented to the Congress. Mr. Ford said that the plan ‘“‘seems to

make a good deal of sense. . . ..The President is seeking to restructure his
Executive Office. He is personally eonvinced his plans would promete greater
efficiency. I believe Congress should concur in his plans.” ® The Reorganization
Plan transferred important science policy advisory and coordimating functions
formerly lodged in the Office of Science and Technology in the Executive Office
of the President to the Director of the National ‘Science Foundation in an
16%1:: assignment as Sclence Adviser to the President and to the Executive

HEALTH RESEARCH ISSUES

. During his career of some 25 years as a Republican representative of the
U.8. House of Representatives from Michigan, Gerald R. Ford, Jr. has supported.
the major legislative issues related to the establishment and expansion of health
research facilities as well as NTH health research and training programs. He
has generally voted in faver of annual Health, Education, and Welfare appro-
priations during this period. However, he has not until very recently personally
addressed major health research issues.

Harly in his career, Mr. Ford participated in a ananimous House vote in favor
of the Health Research Institutes Act (8. 2581) of 1849. More recently. he
A —
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supported the National Cancer Act of 1971.™ In 1972, he openly supported and/or
co-sponsored a number of major health bills concerned with diabetes, sickle cell
unemia, Cooley’s anemia, and the National Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung, and
Blood Act of 197277 Although Mr. Ford has generally supported HEW appro-
priations proposed by the House and Senate, he has recently supported Admnin-
istration vetoes of these appropriations. In 1972, he supported expenditure limita-
tion as the “only way to ensure that the loaded and bloated appropriation bill
will not be vetoed”.™ Although he initially voted in favor the HEW appropriations
bill (H.R. 15417) for FY-1973, he later voted in support of the Administration’s
veto of that bill.™ He later voted in favor of the amended HEW appropriations
for FY—1973. Mr. Ford has generally tended to support the present Administra-
tion’s position on most major health issues.

OCEANE POLICY

The record indicates that Representative Gerald R. Ford has consistently
supported a progressive United gtates policy toward research and development
of the oceans' resources, and has demonstrated his concern for the maintenance
of vur nation’s navigable waters through various legislative measures aimed at
water pollution control.

Representative Ford has given indication of his general support of the Admin-
istration's ocean policy.” ™ The main points of this policy are contained in H. Res.

330™: . .. (1) protection of the freedom of the seas, beyond a twelve-mile
territorial sea, . . . (2) recognition of ... international community in-
terests. . . . (3) an effective International Seabed Authority to regulate orderly

and just development of the mineral resources of the deep seabed. . . . and (4)
conservation and protection of living resources with fisheries regulated for max-
imum sustainable yield. . . .” These objectives reflect the sense of the President’s
Ocenng Policy Statement of May 23, 1970. Mr. Ford also voted in favor of the
Marine Protection. Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1971, which proposed

to . . . regulate the transportation of material for dumping into the oceans,
congtnl. and other waters, and the dumping of material by any person from any
source if 1hie dumping oceurs, in waters over which the United States has juris-

diction. . .” He has algo introduced legislation in past Congresses aimed at pro-
hibiting the dnmping of dredgings nand other refuse materials into navigable
waters® In 1968, he sponsored a Joint Resolution declaring the policy of the
United States regarding the establishment of a Territorial Sea.™ Mr. Ford's re-
murks concorn Sea-Grant College and Program Authorizations have also heen
favorable™

RCIENCE IN THE DEFENRE ERTABLISHMENT

Gerald Ford has been a consistent supporter of a strong defense posture—on
record in past and present years as favoring substantial military research, devel-
opment. test and evaluation programs. Ford has favored the continued develop-
ment, procurement and deployment of weapons systems considered essential for
national reourity.™ Tn reference to the specific irsue of seience in the defense estab-
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lishment, For is not on record as having made definitive statements about his.
position. The issue of military support for scientific research eame forward in
1069 with the introduction of the “Mansfleld Amendment” to restriet military
support for research, The smendment was pasgsed by both Senate and House as
Section 203 of the Military Procurement Authorization Act of 1970. The section
prohibited the Department of Defense from doing any research which did not
have a “direct or apparent relationship” to the defense mission. Although re-
tained in the Senate’s version of the military authorization act for FY 1971, it
was omitted from the House version, and, as a result, it was reported from Con-
terqnce in a greatly modified form. The provision was passed in the final author-
ization act for FY 1971 as requiring that milltary-funded research must demon-
strate a potential relationship to a military function or operation. The provision
r&sz.e;chadgl e:étlrely tro(;n the authorization act for the subsequent year, F'Y
or not on record as registe: a specific poin rega
the “Mansfield Amendment”. v e - Py o
SPACE PROGRAM

Gerald Ford has consistently and unwaveringly throughout his carrer sup-
ported the space program. As a member of the Select Committee on Space he
ghared the task of drafting the enabling legislation for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration,® and has continued to vote for its appropriations. He
has vigorously opposed cuts in the NASA budget on the grounds that the United
States should acquire and maintain world leadership in the space program.

Mr, Ford has also supported an international agreement for joint cooperation
in the advancement of scientific developments which are the product of outer space
exploration.

SPACE SHUTTLE

Congressman Ford 18 a supporter of the space shuttle. While there has never
been a separate Hounge roll call vote on the shuttle, Mr. Ford has consistently
voted for the NASA authcurization bills which contained funding for the shuttle.

On April 20, 1972, during debate on the NASA authorization, Mr. Ford spoke out
on behalf of the shuttle. The heart of his argument, against postponement of the
shuttle program, is contained in the following paragraph:

“It would be very ill advised to postpone a decision on this matter because
it would get us back into what we have done too frequently in the field of
military weapons development and in many other scientific developments,
that is, where we start something and stop it mid-way, we break up the
organization, and then at a subsequent date try to reassemble and get the
momentum going again. In other words, a peak and valley program.” ®

THE SUPERSONIC TRANSPORT

During the life of the supersonic transport which
and ended with the Congressional vote to bermmpm pmmmb;i?nlmm, égg
gressman Ford consistently supported development of the mic transport.
Mr. Fo