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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

THRU: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 15, 1974 

WILLIAM E. TIMMONS 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF "" : .,-:- t 

VERN LOEN 

Veto of H. R. 11873, 
Animal Health Research 

Rep. John Melcher, D-Mont. who literally shoved this bill through 
subcommittee and full Agriculture Committee, was livid about the 
veto, but could not argue with the reasons behind it. Rep. Bill 
Scherle, R-Iowa another strong backer of the bill,accepted the veto 
in good grace, said he agreed with every reason listed and urged 
the President to continue the same policy toward inflationary measures, 
particularly arts and humanities. 

Rep. Bill Wampler, R-Va. ranking on Agriculture, was not upset. 

Melcher said there would be no attempt to override the veto,.but was 
trying to reach the President by telephoning this morning in the belief 
that 'today was the final day for decision on the bill. 

cc: N. Ross 
F. Zarb 

$.T· -



MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: 
( 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 13, 1974 

/ 

FOR) B'T4i};-qt.I14..~S / 

~IM CAVANAUG't'/ 

VETO OF ANIMAL HEALTH RESEARCH BILL 

The last date for action is Wednesday not today 
as Dave Gergen states. However, we would like 
your reaction as soon as possible. 

\ 
~{ 

12n 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 
( 

THE: WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 13, 1974 

WARREN HENDRICKS 

DAVE GERGEN 

Veto of Animal Health Research Bill 

We were notified this afternoon that the President would veto this 
bill. As you know, the last day for action is today. In view of the 
time pressures, I would urge that you quickly circulate this revised 
version of the statement among all principals, including Cavanaugh, 
Duval and Timmons. (I can be reached in the East Room from 
4-5 p. m.} 

cc: Jerry Jones 



{Coyne)DG August 13, 1974 

VETO STATEMENT -- ENROLLED BILL H. R. 11873 - ANHv£AL 
HEALTH RESEARCH 

I am returning today without my approval H. R. 11873, an 

act authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to encourage and 

assist States in_ carrying out programs of animal health research. 

I believe, as do proponents of this bill, that veter'nary ,.. 

research has helped to make American livestock the healthiest 

and most productive in the world. We must continue to maintain 
.. 

high standards of research. 

But I also believe that this bill adds little to the existing 

programs of the Department of Agriculture and other agencies. 

We are, presently spending over $40 million on programs 

involving animal health research, and nearly every land grant 
.:,.. 

college and college of veter'nary medicine in the United States 

is participating in these programs. 

This bill, however, would establish a new categorical grant 

program that would require the expenditure of an additional $47 

million annually and would be duplicative of r:iany programs that 

already exist. The overlapping would be especially true of programs 

in fish and shellfish research and predator control. 



~-·--· ,... 

-2-

In addition, this bill would allocate substantial portions of 

the proposed grants simply on the basis of the value of domestic 

livestock and poultry production in a given State, rather than on 

the basis of the research capability of an institution within that 

State. 

Because this bill would further strain the Federal budget 

·without significangy meeting national needs and would only add 

to inflationary pressures within the economy, I feel that I must 

withhold my approval. I intend, however, to .work with the Congress 

to develop a truly comprehensive, non-inflationary progra·m of 

animal health research that ·will make maximum use of Federal 

resources in the ·most effective ·manner. 

# # # 



TO: 

PURPOSE: 

VIA: 

RECOMMENDED BY: 

BACKGROUND: 

TALKING POINTS: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 16, 1974 

RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL 

Representative John Melcher (D-Mont) 

To return Congressman Melcher's phone call 
concerning the veto of the Animal He~lth 
Research Bill, H.R. 11873. 

William E. Timmons 

Max L. Friedersdorf ?>-».~. 

1. Congressman Melcher, a sponsor of H.R. 11873, 
called Thursday morning, August 15, 1974, for 
the President to express objection to the veto. 

2. Melcher had spoken with the Congressional 
Relations staff several times Thursday to voice 
his objections to a veto. 

3. Melcher was concerned the President was not 
aware of the support by land grant colleges 
and veterinarian-related lobbies for the bill. 

4. Staff explained that the President was taking 
all views into consideration before making a 
decision. 

1. John, I know you were a sponsor of this bill, 
and believed it should be signed. 

2. There are many good programs that would be 
desirable if we did not have inflationary 
pressures to worry about. 

3. My veto was based on the duplication and over
lapping resulting from another expensive ($47 
million) categorical program. 

4. I hope you will help me in this fight against 
inflation, and your indication that no override 
attempt will be made is genuinely appreciated. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MAN~GF.MENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. Z0503 

August 23, 1974 

MEMORANDUM FOR: PHIL BUCHEN 

Subject: Pocket Vetoes 

; 

' '). 

With the Senate adjourned from August 22 through 
September., 4 and the House adjourned from August 22 
through September 11, the question of the availability 
of the pocket veto has been raised. As you know, the 
Constitution provides in Art. I, Sec. 7, Clause 2 that 
if the President does not return a bill to the Congress 
within ten days from its delivery to him, then that 
bill shall not become law if "the Congress by their 
Adjournment prevents its Return. 11 The pocket veto, of 
course, cannot be overriden. 

The very recent case of Kennedy v. Samoson in the D.C. 
Court of Appeals has interpreted the meaning of 
adjournment and, although th.e::guestion of seeking 
certiorari has not yet been decided, this case ought 
to be considered should the President wish to veto 
legislation during this or any other period of extended 
congressional absence. 

In a word, the Court of Appeals held that a short 
absence (five days) is not an adjournment for pocket 
veto purposes. Thus the failure of the President to 
act on the family practice of medicine bill within 
ten days had the effect of approving that legislation 
rather than pocket vetoing it because the court said 
there had been no adjournment. Whether the Kennedy 
holding would be stretched' to a significantly longer 
recess, as we have presently, is uncertain. I have 
discussed this matter with several key people at 
Justice who suspect that if a pocket veto were chal
lenged, the Kennedy case would likely be expanded to 
cover the present circumstances. 

While we all want to assure that the President's 
silence won't have the effect of approving legis
lation when his intent is to kill it by pocket veto 

COPY FOR MR. TIMMONS 

·.' 



. 
( 

(as occurred to President Nixon in Kennedy) , at the 
same time it would be unfortunate to set a precedent 
of using ordinary veto procedures when a pocket veto 
may well be appropriate. Such a course.might add some· 
weight to the argument that a lengthy recess, such as 
the present one, is in the Executive's mind the same 
as the brief recess in Kennedy. ; 

' I would recommend, therefore, that the President ~. 
(should.he decide to disapprove any bill) use the _,,,,... 
ordinary veto procedure but in the accompanying 
veto message emphasize his position that by the use 
of an affirJ:!lative veto he does not suggest that the 
pocket veto is inappropriate; rather, he takes such 
a course in order to set forth his views openly to 
the Congress and, in the spirit of shared power, give 
them the opportunity to override his veto. 

Stanley Ebner 
General Counsel 

# ·- ~ ! 

2 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHI T E HOUSE 

WASH I NG T ON 

Novembe r 27, 1974 

WILLIAM E. TIMMONS 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF ~ ·6· 
VERN LOEN JI' L 
H. R. 6191, Zinc Duties Veto 

Doug Bennett of Treasury says Herm Schneebeli is furious 'about this 
veto and will do everything he can to over-ride. It comes up next 
Tuesday after GI benefits veto. 

Apparently it was Schneebeli' s amendment adopted by the conferees 
that caused the veto. It would give a "double dip 11 to Hurricane Agnes 
victims in Pennsylvania and West Virginia and cost $130 million. 

These victims could deduct from taxable income casualty losses suffered 
in the flooding. Schneebeli' s amendment would permit them to escape 
taxation also en any income from tort compensation or the $5, 000 disaster 
loan forgiveness feature . 

In addition to giving preferential tax treatment to a select group, this 
amendment would seem to exceed the scope of the conference, but the 
issue was not addressed squarely in debate on the conference report, 
which, incidentally, received final Senate passage on October 15, but 
was not sent to the White House until November 19. Fear of pocket 
veto, no doubt. 

Treasury sort of let itself get rolled on this and now is fearful of 
fighting Schneebeli because of his Ways and Means clout. Treasury 
will provide fact s-heets, background, etc., but looks like we'll have 
to do all the work to spare the President from having both vetoes 
over -ridden next Tuesday. 



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE NOVEMBER 26, 1 <)74 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 
~ 
t ------------------------------------------··------------·--------;, 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: 

I am returning without my approval H.R. 6191, 
"'To amend the Tariff' Schedules of the United States to 
provide that certain forms of zinc be admitted free of 
duty, and f'or other purposes." 

This b1i1 would suspend until June 30, 1977, the 
present duties on zinc ores and concentrates and zinc
bearing materials. 

Unfortunately, the Congress attached to this desirable 
provision unacceptable tax riders which would grant wind
f"all benefits to individuals ·already compensated for 
property losses resulting from certain disasters in 1972. 
Moreover, the most costly of these riders was added by 
the conference committee; and the significance of this 
rider was not explored during adoption of the conference 
report by the two houses. 

Under current tax law, individuals are generally 
· permitted to deduct casualty losses not otherwise compen-
. sated for by insurance, tort compensation, loan forgiveness, 
Q~ 9~~.- me.aria.~ If--.1nd.1viduals ch.oose to deduct these 
l~ses, h"owever, arid are subsequently reimbursed, the 
reimbursement must be included as income in subsequent 
tax returns. Otherwise, the individ~al could rec.eive a 
tax break for a loss that had not cost him anything. 

H.R. 6191 would provide unwarranted and costly exceptions 
to the present law by allowing certain taxpayers who have 
already deducted their casualty losses to also exclude from 
taxable income any amounts received from tort compensation 
or Federal loan cancellations based on those losses. The 
cost of these benefits to the Government in terms of revenue 
loss would be about $130 million. 

This would result in favored treatment for a select 
group of taxpayers relative to others with identical or even 
larger casualty losses. The individuals benefiting from 
this bill have already been treated more generously by the 
Federal Government than the present, more equitable law 
would allow. Finally, this special tax consideration 
resulting in a windfall to a limited group of taxpayers 
would be a very undesirable precedent. 

If the Congress were to reenact this bill without the 
undesirable tax riders, I would be glad to approve it. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
November Z6, 1974. 

GERALD R. FORD 

# # # # 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 13, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MAX FRIEDERSDOR F 

l 

FROM: BOB WOLTHUIS 

The U.S. Chamber in cooperation with several industry groups. 
has put together a list of legislative opportunity districts designed 
to assist in thGnt of veto override voiS")From their own personnel 
they have assembled a list of the Senate and House people whom they 
think are swing votes in a general sense. 

I would appreciate it if you would look at the list at your convenience 
(not too long of a delay) and give me your input regarding additions or 
deletions. This is a project that has Jack Marsh's blessing. 

cc: Loen 
Kendall/. 
Benn~tt 

Leppert 
O'Donnell 



~ . 

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS 

House of Representatives 

94th Congress 

January 7, 1975 

*Selected new members of Congress appear on this list pending 
establishment of Congressional voting record. 



Maine 

1 

New Hampshire 

1 

New Jersey 

2 

5 

6 

13 

New York 

9 

23 

25 

27 

33 

34 

Pennsylvania 

5 
12 

13 

18 

19 
25 

Vermont 

AL 

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS 

House of Representatives 

94th Congress 

Northeastern Division 

*David Emery (R) 

*Norman D'Amours (D) 

*William Hughes (D) 

*Millicent Fenwick (R) 

Edwin Forsythe (R) 

*Helen Meyner (D) 

James Delaney (D) 

Peter Peyser (R) 

Hamilton Fish, Jr. (R) 

*Matthew McHugh (D) 

William Walsh (R) 

Frank Horton (R) 

*Richard Schulze (R) 

John Murtha (D) 

Lawrence Coughlin (R) 

H. John Heinz III (R) 
*William Goodling (R) 

*Gary Myers (R) 

*James Jeffords (R) 

January 7, l975 



Alabama 

4 

5 

7 

Florida 

1 

3 

5 
8 

11 

Georgia 

1 

4 

Maryland 

6 

North Carolina 

8 

South Carolina 

1 

3 

5 

6 

Tennessee 

3 

7 

Virginia 

1 

5 

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS 

House of Representatives 

94th Congress 

Southeastern Division 

Tom Bevill (D) 

Bob Jones (D) 

Walter Flowers (D) 

Robert Sikes (D) 

Charles Bennett (D) 

*Judge Richard Kelly (R) 

James Haley (D) 

Paul Rogers (D) 

Bo Ginn (D) 

*Elliott Levitas (D) 

Goodloe Byron (D) 

*Bill Hefner (D) 

Mendel Davis (D) 

*Butler Derrick (D) 

*Kenneth Holland (D) 

*John Jenrette, Jr. (D) 

*Marily.n Lloyd (D) 
- . 

Ed Jones (D) 

Thomas Downing (D) 

Dan Daniel (D) 

January 7, 19' 



Illinois 

6 

,' 15 

22 

Indiana 

2 

4 

6 

8 

Kentucky 

1 

2 

3 

6 

Michigan 

2 

5 

6 

8 

11 

14 

17 

18 

Qh!g 

1 

6 

8 

11 

13 

16 

Wisconsin 

1 

3 

4 

7 
9 

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS 

Rouse of Representatives 

94th Congress 

Northern Central Division 

*Henry Hyde (R) 

*Tim Hall (D) 

George Shipley (D) 

*Floyd Fithian (D) 

J. Edward Roush (D) 

*David Evans (D) 

*Philip Hayes (D) 

*Carroll Hubbard, Jr. 

William Natcher (D) 

Romano Mazzoli (D) 

John Breckinridge (D) 

Marvin Esch (R) 

Richard Vanderveen (D) 

*Bob Carr (D) 

Bob Traxler (D) 

Philip Ruppe (R) 

Lucien Nedzi (D) 

*William Brodhead (D) 

*James Blanchard (D) 

*Willis Gradison, Jr. 

William Harsha (R) 
*Thomas Kindness (R) 

4 J. Wm. Stanton (R) 

Charles Mosher (R) 

Ralph Regula (R) 

Les Aspin (D) 

*Alvin Baldus (D) 

Clement Zablocki (D) 

David Obey (D) 

(D) 

(R) 

*Robert Kasten, Jr. (R) 

January 7, 1915 



Louisiana 

6 

8 

Missouri 

4-

6 

8 

New Mexic<>' 

2 

Oklahoma 

1 

6 

Texas 

5 

10 

12 

21 

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS 

House of Representatives 

94th Congress 

Southwestern Division 

*W. Henson Moore (R) 

Gillis Long (D) 

Bill Randall (D) 

Jerry Litton (D) 

Richard !chord (D) 

Harold Runnels (D) 

James Jones (D) 

*Glenn English (D) 

Alan Steelman (R) 
I 

Jake Pickle (D) 

James Wright, Jr. (D) 

*Bob Krueger (D) 

January 7, 197 



~ 
,1 

3 

4 

6 

Minnesota 

1 

2 

3 

Nebraska 

1 
3 

2 

North Dakota 

AL 

South Dakota 

1 

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTIJNITY DISTRICTS 

House of Repre~entatives 

94th Congress 

Northwestern Division 

*Charles Grassley 

Neal Smith (D) 

(R) 

*Berkley Bedell (D) 

Albert Quie (R) 

*Tom Hagedorn (R) 
Bill Frenzel·{R) 

Charles Thone (R) 

*Virginia Smith (R) 
John McCollister (R) 

Mark Andrews (R) 

*Larry Pressler (R) 



Alaska 

.l!iL 

California 

1 

11 

12 

15 

27 

Idaho 

2 

Oregon 

3 

Washington 

1 

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTIJNITY DISTRICTS 

House of Representatives 

94th Congress 

Western Division 

Don Young (R) 

Harold Johnson (D) 

Leo Ryan (D) 

J;lete McCl,oskey> Jr. (R) 

B. F. Sisk (D) 

Alphonzo Bell (R) 

*George Hansen (R) 

*Robert Duncan (D) 

Joel Pritchard (R) 

January 7, 19 



' .. 

BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS+ 

and 

House of Representatives 

94th Congress 

January 7, 1975 

· + Business/Conservative classification results when ACA rating 
is above 50 and COPE rating is below 50. 

* Newly elected members classified Business/Conservative as 
a result of campaign statements and/or state legislative 
records. 



Delaware 

Af.. 

New Hampshire 

2 

New York 

4 

5 

30 

31 

35 

38 

39 

Pennsylvania 

9 

16 

17 

23 

BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS 

and 

House of Representatives 

Northeastern.Division 

~ Pierre du Pont (R) 

James Cleveland (R) -

Norman Lent (R) 

John Wydler (R) 

Robert McEwen (R) 

Donald Mitchell (R) 

Barber Conable, Jr. (R) 

Jack Kemp (R) 

James Hastings (R) 

E. G. Shuster (R) 

Edwin Eshleman (R) 

Herman Scheebeli (R) 

Albert Johnson (R) 



.. 

Alabama 

1 

2 

3 

6 

Florida 

2 

6 

9 

10 

12 

Georgia 

2 

3 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Maryland 

1 

4 
Mississippi 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS 

~ 
House of Representatives 

94th Congress 

Southeastern Division 

Jack Edwards (R) 

Bill Dickinson (R) 

Bill Nichols (D) 

John Buchanan, Jr. (R) 

Don Fuqua (D) 

C. W. Young (R) 

Louis Frey, Jr. (R) 

Skip Bafalis (R) 

J. Herbert Burke (fN 

Dawson Mathis (D) 

Jack Brinkley (D) 

John Flynt, Jr. (D) 

*Larry McDonald (D) 

Bill Stuckey, Jr. (D) 

Phil Landrum (D) 

Robert Stephens, Jr. (D) 

. -~~~--. 
• • -_i:.;;; 

Robert Bauman (R) < 

Marjorie Holt-(R) 
·'-;.f~~---·-;,,;""':.._: .. 

Jamie Whitten (D) 

David Bowen (D) 

Sonny Montgomery (D) 
Thad Cochran (R) 

Trent Lott (R) 

ry 
' 



} -

North Carolina 

1 

2 

3 

9 

10 

11 

South Carolina 

2 

4 

Tennessee 

1 

2 

6 

Virginia 

2 

4 

6 

7 

9 

Southeastern Division (cont.) 

Walt.er Jones (D) 

L. Fountain (D) 

David Henderson (D) 

James Martin (R) 

Jim Broyhill (R) 

Roy Taylor (D) 

Floyd Spence (R) 

James Mann (D) 

James Quillen (R) 

John Duncan (R) 

Robin Beard (R) 

G. Wm. Whitehurst. (R} 

Robert Daniel, Jr. (R) 

M. Caldwell Butler (R) 

J. Kenneth Robinson (R) 

Wi:i. Wampler (R) 



Illinois 

4 

12 

13 

14 

16 

17 

18 . 
19 

20 

21 

Indiana 

5 

7 

Kentucky 

4 

5 

Michigan 

3 

4 

9 

10 

19 

BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS 

and 

House of Representatives 

94th Congress 

Northern Central Division 

Edward Derwinski (R) 

Philip Crane (R) 

Robert McClory (R) 

John Erlenborn (R) 

John Anderson (R) 

George O'Brien (R) 

Robert Michel (R) 
. 

Tom Railsback (R) 

Paul Findley (R) 

Edward Madigan (R) 

Edwood Hillis (R) 

John Myers (R) 

Marion G. Snyder (R) 

Tim Lee Carter (R) 

Garry Brown (R) 

Edward Hutchinson (R) 

Guy Vander Jagt (R) 

Elford Cederberg (R) 

William Broomfield (R) 

\ 



Ohio 

2 

4 

5 

7 

10 

12 

15 

17 

Wisconsin 

6 

Northern Central Division (cont.) 

Donald Clancy (R) 

Tennyson Guyer (R) 

Delbert Latta (R) 

Clarence"Brown (R) 

Clarence Miller (R) 

Samuel Devine (R) 

Chalmers Wylie (R} 

John Ashbrook (R) 

William Steiger (R) 



South Dakota 

2 

BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS 

and 

House of Representatives 

Northwestern Division 

James Abdnor (R) 

' ' 



Arkansas 

3 

Colorado 

4 

5 

Kansas 

1 

3 

4 

5 

Louisiana 

l 

3 

4 

5 

Missouri 

7 

New Mexico 

1 

Oklahoma 

5 

Texas 

3 

4 

6 

7 

11 

13 

17 

. 

BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS 

and 

House of Representatives 

Southwestern Division 

John P. Hammerschmidt (R) 

Jim Johnson (R) 

William Armstrong (R) 

Keith Sebelius (R) 

Larry Winn, Jr. (R) 

Garner Shriver (R) 

Joe Skubitz (R) 

F. Edward Herbert (D) 

David Treen (R) 

Joe Waggonner (D) 

Otto Passman (D) 

Gene Taylor (R) 

Manual Lujan~ Jr. (R) 

John Jarman (D) 

James Collins {R) 

Ray Roberts (D) 

Olin Teague (D) 

Bill Archer (R) 

Bob Poage {D) 

*Jack Hightower (D) 

Omar Burleson (D) 



, 

Texas (cont.) 

19 

22 

24 

Southwestern Division (cont.) 

,.· ·, 

George Ma~on (D) 

Bob Casey (D) 

Dale Milford (D) 

\ 



u 
Arizona 

1 

3 

4 

California 
,/ 

2 

16 

18 

19 

20 

22 

26 

33 

37 

39 

40 

41 

43 

Idaho 

1 

BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS 

and 

House of Representatives 

Western Division 

John Rhodes (R) 

Sam Steiger (R) 

John Conlan (R) 

Don Clausen (R) 

Burt Talcott (R) 

William Ketchum (R) 

Robert Lagomarsino (R) 

Barry Goldwater, Jr. (R) 

Carlos Moorhead (R) 

John Rosselot (R) 

Del Clawson (R) 

Jerry Pettis (R) 

Charles Wiggins (R) 

Andrew Hinshaw (R) 

Bob Wilson (R) 

Clair Burgener (R) 

Steven Symms (R) 

Janaury 7, 1975 



'.1 

January 2, 1975 

ALABAMA 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 

ARKANSAS 

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS 

Senate 

94th, Congress 

Business/Conservative 

James Allen (D) 

Paul Fannin (R) 

Barry Goldwater (R) 

John McClellan (D) 

CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

FLORIDA 

GEORGL.\ 

HAWAII 

Lowell Weicker Jr. (R) 

William Roth Jr. (R) 

San Nunn (D) 

Herman Talmadge (D) 

Lawton Chiles (D) 

Richard Stone (D) 

Hiram Fong (R) 

Labor/Liberal 

John Sparkman (D) 

Mike Gravel (D) 

Ted Stevens (R) 

Dale Bumpers (D) 

Alan Cranston (D) 

John Tunney (D) 

Gary Hart (D) 

Floyd Haskell (D) 

Abraham Ribicoff (1 

Joe Biden (D) 

Daniel Inouye (D) 



Business/Conservative 
IDAHO 

James McClure (R) 
ILLINOIS 

INDIANA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

Robert Dole (R) 

James Pearson (R) 

J. Glenn Bea 11 Jr• (R) ·. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

Robert Griffin (R) 

- 2 -

Swing 

J. B. Johnston Jr. (D) 

Labor/Liberal 

Frank Church (D) 

Adlai Stevenson III 
(D) 

Charles Percy (R) 

Birch Bayh (D) 

Vance Hartke (D) 

Dick Clark (D) 

John Culver (D) 

Wendell Ford (D) 

Walter Huddleston (D) 

Russell Long (D) 

Wm. Hathaway (D) 

Edmund Muskie (D) 

Charles Mathias (R) 

Edward Kennedy (D) 

Edward Brooke (R) 

Philip Hart (D) 



" 

Business/Conservative 

MINNESOTA 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

James Eastland (D) 

John Stennis (D) 

Carl Curtis (R) 

Roman Hruska (R) 

Paul Laxalt (R) 

NEW HAMPSH rR.E 

- 3 -

Swing 

--- No Decision on No·1ember 5, 1974 Election ---

NEW JERSEY 

NEW MEXICO 

Pete Domenici (R) 

NEW YORK 

James Buckley (C) 

NORTH CAROL L~A 

Robert Morgan (D) 

Jesse Helms (R) 

Labor/Liberal 

Hubert Humphrey (D 

Walter Mondale (D) 

1homas Eagleton (D: 

Stuart Symington (I 

Mike Mansfield (D) 

Lee Metcalf (D) 

·Howard Cannon (D) 

1homas Mcintyre (D) 

Harrison Williams ( 

Clifford Case (R) 

Joseph Montoya (D) 

Jacob Javits (R) 



Business/Conservative 

NORTH DAKOTA 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

Mil ton Young (R) 

Robert Taft Jr. (R) 

Dewey Bartlett (R) 

Henry Bellmon (R) 

PENNSYLVANIA 

RHODE ISLAND 

SOUTH CAROL INA 

Ernest Hollings (D) 

3trom Thurmond (R) 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 

Howard Baker Jr. (R) 

Bill Brock (R) 

John Tower (R) 

Jake Garn (R) 

- 4 -

Swing 

Robert Packwood (R) 

Lloyd Bentsen (D) 

Labor/Liberal 

Quentin Burdick (D) 

John Glenn (D) 

Mark Hatfield (R) 

Richard Schweiker (I 

Hugh Scott (R) 

John Pastore (D) 

Clairborne Pell (D) 

James Abourezk (D) 

George McGovern (D) 

Frank Moss (D) 



" 

Business/Conservative 

VERMONT 

Patrick Leahy (D) 

VIRGINIA 

Harry Byrd Jr. (I) 

William Scott (R) 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

Clifford Hansen (R) 

TOTAL 36 

- 5 -

Swing 

6 

Labor/Liberal 

· Robert Stafford (R) 

Henry Jackson (D) 

Warren Magnuson (D) 

Robert Byrd (D) 

Jennings Randolph ( 

Gaylord Nelson (D) 

William Proxmire (D 

Gale McGee (D) 



Election 1974 - 5 

YEARS OF EXPIR1,·r10N OF SENATE TERMS 

1976 
tJ;J Se1111tnn<: ;fl Dem1J("raf.~. 111 H1 p11/11irn11s. one r'm1s1•n•11tirt'. 11111· !111f1·1w111/i•11fl 

Beall, J. Glenn Jr. (R Md.) 
Bentsen, Lloyd (D Texas) 
Brock, Bill ( R Tenn.I 
Buckley, James L. (Cons-R N.Y.) 
Burdick, Quentin N. (D N.D.) 
Byrd, Harry F. Jr. (Ind Va.) 
Byrd, Robert C. (D W.Va.l 
Cannon, Howard W.(DNev.) 
Chiles, Lawton (D Fla.) 
Fannin, Paul J. (R Ariz.) 
Fong, Hiram L. (R Hawaii) 

Abourezk, James (D S.D.) 
Baker, Howard H. Jr. (R Tenn.) 
Bartlett, Dewey F. (R Okla.) 
Biden, Joe (D Del.) 
Brooke, Edward W. (R Mass.) 
Case, Clifford P. (R N.J.) 
Clark, l)ick (D Iowa) 
Curtis, Carl T. (R Neb.) 
Domenici, Pete V. (R N.M.) 
Eastland, James v. (D Miss.) 
Griffin, Robert P (R Mich.) 

Allen, James B. (D Ala.) 
Bayh, Birch (D Ind.) 
Bellmon, Henry (R Okla.) 
Bumpers, Dale (D Ark.) 
Church, Frank (D Idaho) 
Cranston, Alan (D Calif.) 
Culver, John C. (D Iowa) 
Dole, Robert (R Kan.) 
Eagleton, Thoma;, F. (D Mo.) 
Ford, Wendell H. (D Ky.) 
Garn, E. J. (Jake) (R Utah) 
Glenn, John H. (D Ohio) 

•Pending recount. 

Hart, Phili11 A. (D Mich.I 
Hartke, Yance (D Ind.) 
Hruska, Homan L. (R Neb.I 
Humphrt';>. Hubert H. (D Minn.) 
Jackson, Hmry M. (D Wash.) 
Kenned~'. Edward M. (D Mass.} 
McGee, Gale W. (D Wvo.) 
Mansfiel1!, .Mike (D M~nt.l 
Montoya, Joseph M. (D N.M.l 
Moss, Fr1•.nk E. (D Utah) 
Muskie, I:d:nund S. (D Maine) 

1978 
(;J;J Semifm ;: '6 De111ocmf.~. 17 Rep11hlirnt1i<) 

Hansen, 1Jlifford P. (R Wyo.) 
Haskell, J~loyd K. (D Colo.) 
Hatfield, Mark 0. (R Ore.) 
Hathaway, William D. (D Maine) 
Helms, J,~s~e A. (R N.C.) 
HuddlestJn, Walter (Dee) (D Ky.) 
Johnston, J. Bennett Jr. (D La.) 
McClella11, .John L. (D Ark.) 
McClure, JHmes A. (R Idaho) 
Mcintyre. Thomas J. (D N.H.) 
Metcalf, Lea (D Mont.) 

1980 
fS4 Senator.~: :U De111ocraf>1, 11 Repubfictm.~) 

Goldwatt'r, Barry (R Ariz.) 
Gravel, Mike (D Alaska) 
Hart, Gary W. (D Colo.) 
Hollings, Ernest F. (D S.C.) 
Inouye, Daniel K. (0 Hawaii) 
Javits, J~.cob K. (R N.Y.) 
Laxalt, Paul (R Nev.) 
Leahy, P .itriek J. (D Vt.) 
Long, Ru>sell B. (D La,) 
McGovern, George (D S.0.) 
Magnuson, Warren G. (D Wash.) 

COPYlf!GH 1'74 CONGJtUStONAl QUAltfEtt.Y INC, 
lt~pr*ct>o,... P'Oi'•iblt.·d,,. -~ °' m port ••npt by ltditoriai c.1'-ntt 

Pastore .. John 0, (D RI.I 
Proxmire, William (D Wis.I 
Roth, William V. Jr. (R DcU 
Scott, Hugh (R Pa.) 
Stafforcl. Robert T. (R VU 
Stennis, John (D Miss. t 
Symington, Stuart CD ~fo. l 
Taft, Robert Jr. CROhiol 
Tunney, John V. (D Calif.) 
Weicker, Lowell P. Jr. (R Conn.) 
Williams, Harrison A. Jr. (D N.J .. I 

Mondale, Walter F. (D Minn.I 
Nunn, Sam (D Ga.) 
Pearson, James B. CR Kan.) 
Pell, Claiborne (D R.Ll 
Percy, Charles H. CR Ill.) . 
Randolph, Jennings (D W.Va.) 
Scott, William Lloyd (R Va.) 
Sparkman, John (D Ala.) 
Stevens, Ted (R Alaska) 
Thurmond, Strom (R S.C.) 
Tower, John G. (R Texas) 

Mathias, Charles McC. Jr. (R Md.) 
Morgan, Robert B. (D N.C.) 
Nelson, Gaylord (D Wis.) 
Packwood, Robert W. (R Ore.) 
Ribicoff, Abraham tD Conn.) 
Schweiker, Richard S. (R Pa.) 
Stevenson, Adlai E. III (D Ill.) 
Stone, Richard CD Fla.) 
Talmadge, Herman E. (D Ga.) 
Wyman, Louis C. (R N.H.) 
Young, Milton R. (R N.D.)* 
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. MEMORANDUM FOR: 

THRU: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 11, 1975 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF 

VERN LOEN YL 
DOUGLAS P. BENNETT ~ 

Presidential Vetoes 

On the general subject of veto signals, some of the Republican 
leaders have indicated to me that there will be considerable 
reluctance on their part to oppose some legislation based upon 
"horror stories 11 and veto threats emanating from the White House 
or the jurisdictional Executive Department. Barber Conable stated 
that in his view to gain the veto support we will need, veto signals 
will have to be clearer and come earlier. It strikes me that this 
will pose a serious problem to us in the future and of an imminent 
nature with regard to the bill. ready to clear the Ways and Means 
Committee, which provides health insurance for unemployed per
sons. In my view this bill will typify the sort of situation which 
will unfold. The only Administration guidance has been opposition 
to the concept not a constructive alternative approach. Even the 
Democrats on that Committee were looking for guidance from us 
and we were unable to give it other than by registering total op
position to the concept. I understand the policy rationale but, if 
vetoed, which seems to be the existing inclination, this employ
ment/ unemployment/ jobs related legislation may be very difficult 
to sustain. 

Perhaps, this is a matter the Domestic Council and OMB must 
deal with early in the legislative game so that positions may be 
formulated at the subcommittee and full committee levels. Our 
leaders on the committees need and want the help of the Executive 
Branch and, in my opinion, on sorne very irn.portant issues we 
have failed. 

cc: Jack Marsh, Jim Cannon, Paul 0 1Neill, Charles Leppert, 
Bob Wolthuis 
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three approaches talten In the new law, the 
11&l"en-member oommtU., which oonduotecl 
an exhauatlve 18-rnontb ltUdy of the t1111Ue, 
came out ftatly against IP9Ddinr Umtts. 

Their basic o.rirument la that spendl.Dg 
limits raise far more troµblesome questtona 
of free speech and free expresston than are 
Involved with disclosure or celllngs on private 
con'trl.butlons. 

"We believe," says tho committee report, 
"that elfect1ve expenditure limits require 
controls applicable to all spending, whether 
incurred by the candidate hlmaelt, or by tn• 
dlvlduals and groups beyond the candidate's 
control. "In our view, llmlt& on lndepeD.dent 
clttzena and group3 presents subatantlal legal 
questions because of their potential curtail
ment of FlrBt Amendment rtghts." The IBBue, 
very Blmply, ts whether everyone's freedom of 
speech can be abridged by limits applied to 
candidates' spending. 

The new federal law attempted to circum
vent thlB problem by providing a "loophole," 
permitting any voter to spend •t,000 on his or 
her own to advocate any candidate for fed
eral otlice. But In the oral arguments befor~ 
the appeals court, attorneys defending the 
law conceded that was the tougheet provision 
to juatlty In constitutional terms. 

The bar association committee strongly 
suggests that It can't be done. It concludes 
that "the more desirable way or limiting the 
tnftuence or money In the electoral process 
with the minimum of Interference with First 
amendment rights" la through run disclosure 
of private contributions which are limited 
to "reaeonable amounts." By that, the com
mittee means sums "sumctently high to per
mit meaningful expression of support and at 
the same time not so high as to a.lford the 
contributor undue lnftuence or access." 

The practical problems of expenditure 
limits are highlighted In a eepani.te atudy cir
culated last week by Professor Roy A. Schot
land of the Georgetown University Law 
school. 

It queetlons "the fundamental soundness" 
of expenditure limit.a and raises Interesting 
questions about the equity of the ceilings 
on Senate contesta speclfted In the new law. 
Those limits are based on votlng-.ge popu
lation, with a 11.oor provided for small st~tes. 

The Schotland study argues that the limits 
hit small states-those .with leBB than 2 mil
lion eligible votel'll-much harder than they 
do big states. 

If the limits prescribed In the new law had 
been tn effect In 1972 and 1974; Schotland 
says, 29 of 73 candidates In the smaller states 
would have broken the law, while only 8 of 
58 candidates In the larger states would have 
exceeded their limits. 

This does not necessarily prove that the 
limits are too high for the big states or too 
low for the small ones, as the professor ar
gues. Speclal-tntereet groups of both the left 
and right have dumped money Into small 
states In hopes of winning Senate seats for 
much less than It would cost them In any 
of the big states-a practlee that could be 
curbed by contribution limits. 

But his study does at least suggest that 
the Impact of expenditure ceilings would be 
felt very unevenly from one state to the next. 
And that fact underlines the question of 
whether such ceilings are juatUled at all. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. MARTHA KEYS 
or KANSAS 

lN 1"HE HOUSE OP REPRESENT rIVES 

Monda11. July 28, 1975 

Mrs. KEYS. Mr. Speaker on July 25, 
I missed a series of votes taken on 
amendmen'8 to H.R. 5900, the bill pro-

vtdtnr for equal treatment of Cl'a.ft and 
lnduatrial worlcen. Had I been pl'ellellt, I 
wOUld have voted aa follows: RoUcall No. 
f33-yes, rollcall No. fM-co, rollcall 
No. <i35-yes, rollcall No. 438-no. 

THE PRESIDENT IS NOT BELIEVED 
ON GASOLINE 

HON. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS 
or PENHSTLVAllI4 

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES 

Monda11, Jul11 28, 1915 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, Pittsburgh 
teleVision station WTEA occaalonally 
sends reporters and cameramen into the 
streets to determine how the grusroots 
public stands on certain major Issues 
confronting the N'tion. 

The responses in such a survey recently 
on the new gasoline price increases were 
both disturbing and enlightening. Not 
one mint-interview broadcast supported 
the position of the Ford administration. 
Many of those questioned expressed 
doubts about the st.ories which the Presi
dent and his aides are telllng. 

Most asserted that in their minds there 
was no gasoline shortage warranting 
price hikes-aome quoting gas station op
era tors on this point. The consensus aP
peared to be that the people were being 
ripped off to the profit of the giant oil 
companies. Blamed were both these com
panies and the White House. 

Not a single interviewee had been con
vinced by the President that higher prices 
were necessary in the national interest, 
or that there was a Justlflcatton for the 
sock-the-mot.ortst program he had pre
sented Congress. 

This, in my Judgment, ls important be
c~use it shows the width of the com
munications gap which has opened be
tween the President and his energy al~ 
here and the people on the streets of 
Pittsburgh, and, I am sure, elsewhere 
across the Nation. The public in large 
part Just does not believe the President. 
And this certainly concerns us here in 
Congress. 

How can we back the Ford measures 
when so many of our constituents ap
parently think what is being forced in 
Washington is unwarranted, a gouge in 
fact, and a giant hoax? Can there.be any 
wonder why Congress so far has fatle<;f, 
as have the people, to go along with the 
contradictions, the price boosts, the Ford 
import levies, and, indeed, the other ab
surdities of the White House proposals? 

I am in no position to argue for or 
against the need for gasoline conserva
tion. As with the folks at home, I have 
been furnished information o~ this mat
t.er so misleading as t.o make a sound 
decision 1mJ>()IB8ible. But I can say tbts. If 
gasoline must be conserved-if we must 
reduce our dependency on imPort oll
then all other conservation measures 
should have been tried fully before prices 
were pl1shed up t.o a point where the 
necessary motorist is being punished 
severely and a new round of lnftation 
threatens. 

Edward M. Carey, owner of Carey 
Energy Corp., and brother of New York 

Governor Hugh Can1. perhaps summed 
up the attuation beat when he told Time 
magazine the other day: 

I Juet don't understand why we argue with 
the Arabs to lower the prlce or oll and then 
go out and put a tax on tt. 

MW1ons of other Americans, I am sure, 
cannot understand this either. I am one 
of them. This Presidential contradiction 
has not been missed by those who were 
interviewed in Pittsburgh, as WTEA 

·learned. The President and his taxes have 
brought on these new prtoe increases and 
when his spokesmen have the audacity 
to say that, come next year's election, the 
voters will blame Congress and not him. 
Then, in my opinion, they are whistling 
past the gas pumps. 

THE HARRIS SURVEY 

HON. JOHN J. RHODES 
or AJUZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 28, 1975 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, there has 
been con.stdera.ble talk by some Members 
on the majority side t.o the etrect tha.t 
the American people a.re not apprecia
tive of President Ford's use of h1a vet.o 
authority. In point of fa.et, the oPPOSite 
ta true. The people gre8't17 appreciate 
the fa.ct that the President and the Re
publlcan minority-by exerclsing the 
vet.o and &ticking together on override 
attempts-have spared the Nation some 
truly bad legislation. What the people 
do not a.pprecla.te ts the tendency of the 
Democratic Congress to send t.o the 
President bllls which are completely 
1n1m1oal to the desire of most Americans 
t.o cure infiatl.on and whlch Preeident 
Pord has no choice but to vet.o. 

Th1s analya!B ts documented b1 two 
public opinion·· polls recently COllducted 
by the d1sttngu1shed pollster, Mr. Louts 
Harris. The ft.mt poll shows that most 
Americans understand and support the 
President's vetoes. The second poll re
veals tha.t the congress-which has been 
controlled by the Democratic Party for 
38 out-Qf the last 42 yea.rs-has received 
its lowest approval rating in history, 

I have el.ways mainta.lnecI that Gov
ernment by vet.o l.s no way to run the 
country. However, the Democratic lead
ership has shown little-if any-willing
ness t.o compromise with the President 
and the minority on vital issues. Until 
such time as the aittltude of the Demo
cratic leadership changes, Government 
by veto will have t.o continue. In the 
meantime, it ts bnportant for the Rzc-
011» to show that the Amertca.n people 
peroeive this debate accurately and are 
watching t.o see what we do. 

The article follows: 
HARRIS 8UBVET 

(By Louis Harris) 

A narrow 38-33 per cent plura.Uty o! thf' 
American people tend to agree mol"E' with 
Pre8ldent Pord than with the Congress In 
the recent confrontation between them 
over Mr. Ford's succe88ful use of his veto 
power. Cousiatently, Oonll"- has been 1n
capable of overrtdlng the Preetdent's vetoes 
or key leg'lllla.tton. 
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-~· ... -~ bt t1M ~. BJ m , tll-wldeA nmgth bf 8Upl>CJl1 for'Cbe-

-~-..... ' .a( ~ pub. tto ~-,·· .·. :. ~ Pre.klen"-1. veto aatioll e~ -la Ule -
-- ot \be agricultural bu1. 81gn11lcailU7, rurai 

BJ '3-27 per cent, mC*t Americana. ag?ffd naldentll opp66ed . that bill by the largest 
With hie ftto of tbe bill 1o increue $upport margin~ 48-27 percent. nie closest mr.rgtn 
tar agrtcutture. on the FOrd vetoes· - onr his action In op. 

By 4W5 per cent, a -plurality sided with poetng the strip mlnlng but. Thia veto was 
Uie President on hla 'fleto of the blll whlcb coetly to the PreSldent among the college 
dealt With crea.tln1 a Job procram tar the educated and proteBBional groups, who op-
unemployed.. pCl8ed Mr. Pord'a atrtp mbl.lJll poemon. 

By 41-32 per cen~ • plurality 1111pported ot counie, tb.e fac1; remalDB that neither 
the veto ot "19 bW w!llch wu desllDed to the President nor Concreea appe&r11 to have 
.Umulate ~ 1-lldag lDd\Mry. won a.t1.J lllgJ>tflcani victory on the nto l.&aue. 

By at--aO per_. & 'llllnOW pturaUty backed While he waa exercllllDJ the ?eto ~lY 
Ule Pnaldent'I wto ol. tbl btU to regulate and thereby thwartinl the congresslonal 
airtp .mJ.niDC. majortty, Mr. Ford's over-all posttlve Job rat-

Bul.cally, .Mr. Paul'• bllClWlc on h1a veto tng dropped from 50 to fl percent, a decltne 
pol1<:J reflectll conttnumc .,ubllc concern or 9 potnta. By the 11a111e tOun, · during the 
over federal apen41ng. A mbstantlal 72 per period ln which Congress found ltseU 1nca
eent at the Amertcan people 8lmply feel thM pable of Off!Tldtng the Presidential veto, tts 
they do not "receive good Talue" fOS" their poett;t.,e rating with the public dropped from 
tax dollars, up from li6 per cent who felt 30 to 22 percent, a drop ot 8 potnts. 
the same way back tn l9Cl9. Th- results suggeat that neither the 

Th1s moderate agreement with the Prest- Demoorats nor the Bepubll~ can make 
dential vetoes &tao reftects the publlc's mill- much of the veto lsllue. ll Mr. Pord, 1n par
understandlng at what OoDgresa has been tlcular, fancies the events of thls sprtng as 
trying to do tn en&ettng i.ssaiataon which tt proTtdtng htm with ,an inbuilt platform to 
knoWB ihe White Houe cppo1911. TllS8 faUure run agalnllt th& Democratlc-eontrolled Oon
of Congress to adequately oommun!oate Its grem, ii. la ap\ to tl.nd a rather unenthusliu;
&lma and objectives to the people must rank tic elec1;orate out there In 1976. 
high on the list ot reaaona both for the 
low state ot put>nc coD11.dence In Congress 
and 1n pluralities ba.ck1ng the 1l'ord vetoes. 

A eross aectlon or 1,497 adults 'W'All asked 
between .J111y & and 10: 

Mlh genenJ. wbo 4o you Wl1d to agree with 
more on th• question oC reeent ?etoes b7 
Preeldent Pon1 Of leglalatlon puaed by Oon· 
pem-the President who h&B defended hi. 
vetoes to keep federal apend1ng 1n llne and 
to check tntl&tton. or the Congress, whlcb 
defends Its puslng bills as 't1tal to bringing 
the country out of the reoee&k>n and crt!M-
lng more jobs?" 

flA per-'J 

Fon! Con ams Net sure 

liaaa.wtle. ---·- 31 33 a 
By realon: 

EnL .....•..... . . 36 34 38 
MidwesL ••.••••••. 35 S7 211 
South •• --·------- 39 28 33 
West •••••••••••• 41 33 26 

lly .a. of plK'e: -
Cities.------------ 32 31 31 
Suburb$ •••••..•..• 39 32 29 
Tow .. _ •••••••• 49 28 23 
Rural.. •••••.•..... 36 33 31 

By politics: 
59 Republican .•.••.... 18 23 

Otmocr•lic ..•.....• 27 43 3ft 
Independent. •••.•• 40 32 28 

Reglon&lly, the Pord vetoes have had more 
appeal 1n the South_ and West than 1n tbe 
.Eut and Midwest. People who live tn the 
central cities tend to side with Congress. 
but suburban and small town restdents sup
port the President. Mr. Ford's Republican 
backing 18 much higher than that accorded to 
the heavily Democratic Congress by rank and 
ftle Democrats. But the balance ls really 
tipped by the Independent voting segment 
which backs the President by a 40-32 per 
cent margin. 

The lllender edge recorded by President 
Pon:I on the Teto iaaue holds up In general 
when the public was aalted about four key 
vetoes "Did you favor or op~ President 
Fuiu • n ht.. veto of the bill to (read llBt)? 

Sl'EClflC FOflll VETOES 
(lnpe<-11 

J'1vo1 Oppose 

h1ctea5C svpports for qrt 
nAott ¢1 17 

I r..te 1 1ob !KO&,_ tor lM 
...-played 42 15 

Sballlate !tie lwusln1 IA· 
dattry 41 32 

ffqulate strip m1n1n1. 34 30 

Nol • 

'!ll 

li 

2i 
3' 

CoHCRE88: LoWEST 11.\TIHG EVER 

(By Louis Hanis) 
A 70-22 percent majority of Americans give 

OongreM a negatln overall job rattng, the 
wont ratlnl tor Congress In a Harrl1 Survey. 

Publlc opinion ot Congress' perfOl"m&noe In 
key areas--torelgn policy, inspiring con1l
dence in government, the economJ, for in
stance-Ill also decidedly low. 

TheM latest results repreeent a complete 
iurnaround from tliOle recorded after the 
landslide Democratic 'Ylctory last November 
aDd. after former Prealdent Nixon's realgna· 
Uon ~ J'MI', when public respect for Con
gresa' job performance was high. 

In the recent confrontations between Presi
dent Pont and the present eonaress. the pub
lic llldes With Pm'd. Only 18 percent ot. the 
Americans approve of the way Congress has 
handled rel&t1ona with the Prellldent, ~-68-
21 percent don't approve or the way Congreas 
bM falled Ml override Pord'a yetoee. Porc1, on 
the other hand, receive& a 33 peroent positive 
rating tor bis handling of relations with Con
gress. 

Still, both the President 'And Congress have 
lost public atandtng since ·their sharp dis
agreements over recent legislation. 

Earlier thls month, the Harrill Survey asked 
a nationwide cross section of l,497 adults: 

"How wottld you rate the Job Oongrea11 has 
been dotng so far this year-excellent, pretty 
good, only fslr, or poor?" · 

TRENO OF RA Tl llG Of CONGRESS 

'(In percent] 

Posi· HeJa· Nol 
live trve sure 

July 1975. 22 70 8 
April. .••..•...... 30 63 7 
March ....... .... 26 67 1 
September 1974 .• 31 54 • .holy •••••. 2t 64 7 
Janu4ry .. 21 69 JU 
1973 - 38 45 17 
1971! 2' 63 II 
1969 34 !>4 12 
1968 46 cs 8 
1967 31 55 1 
1966 49 42 9 
1965 6( 26 10 
1964 '·9 33 8 
1963 ' 60 1 

Over •Ile past 12 ear Alncrlcans ba1o'e 
widely finctul\led 1.1 their rattngs of Con
gress . .In '98f.. wh u President Johnson got 
Cougress > pass n s-t deal of legislation 
a 14-36 percent majorlty g1Lve Congreu a 
J>06ltive rating. But since 1988, congreea has 
consistently received negative ratlnp. 

srccmc RATINGS OF CONGRESS 

lht,.._11 

Keepioo1 u.itecl Sl&les *-1 
mililatily: 

July ••••• -·-----------
Mtrdt •.••.••••.. ----· -w':.tf: 1or ~ in the 
July __________ -----
March ••• ______ .------· 

Not nerridillr Presicleclt 
Ford's vetoes: 

July _______ --· - . -------
Much ••• ------ •• ---- •• 

Handlint relations witll 
Secretary llissl11ser: 

July ____________ .-----
March ••.......•• ••...• 

Hand1in1 relations witll 
President Ford: 

July . ••••...... -- ·---
Marth •••• __ ••••• 

lnspirin& conhdenct in Gov
ernment: 

July ......... --
March.. ••.•.••••.• 

Provrdtn& adequate heallll 
msurante; 

July.... . • ••. 
March • ••• -------------

Handling enera Cfilll: 
July ••.•.....•....••. . • 
March ...•••••••••••••• 

Keeping ecGm>my healthy: 
July .•....•......••.•• _ 
March •••.•• __ ••• • ••• 

Handlinc taxu 1nd spendinc: July _____________ .••... 
Much ............ --· -

Bringinc country out of r• 
cession: 

July ..••. ••.... ..•.... 
Marth .....• .... . •.••. • 

Controlling inft•tion: 
July ................ .. . 
Marclt • ••• ••••••••••••• 

1 !lot asked. 

34 53 
35 53 

33 511 
32 60 

21 51 
(') (') 

21 64 
29 57 

11 n 
20 71 

18 n 
II 73 

16 67 
16 " 16 ,, 
17 n 
15 ,. 
13 79 

12 80 
12 80 

12 81 
9 83 

10 83 
7 116 

RUSSIAN OIL FOR U.S. WHEAT 

HON. GOODLOE E. BYRON 
OJ' KAaTLAHD 

No\ 
sure 

13 
12 

9 
8 

21 
(1) 

15 
14 

Iii 
9 

11 

' 
17 
Ii 

• 6 

7 • 

7 
7 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, JUt11 28, 1975 

Mr. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, last week 
the Valley Register in Middletown. Md., 
published a most intereStlng a.nd timely 
editorial which represents food for 
thought for all of us here in Cong'ress. 
Its message is self-explanatory and I sub
mit it now for the Rl:coRD: 

RUSSIAN On. FOR U.S. WHEAT (?) 

There Is an opportunity for both the 
United States and RUMla to benefit by a 
mutual exchange of commodities to ease 
shortages In both countries and at the same 
time bolsteT the economics of both or them. 
Thia lies tn the abundance of wheat an<I 
other gralns In this country and a bounttful 
>iupply of oll in the so.let Un\on. Whlle Rus
sia has not looked faYorably In the put to 
such '"barter» dea.Ja. there Is no reason why, 
In the present atmoepbere of detente, she 
should not be wllllng to enter into an ex
change agreemeni wtt.h th.ls country along 
the lines suggested. above. RU18la does need 
0•1r gl'll.in surpl~ and ls v:lllq to pay for 
this v.heat an<I corn, but we also need oil, 
And there seems to be no reason why she 
would not be 'l\'llllng to aeU us oU at s reason
e.blt" flgure in exebaage tor our pennttt.lng 
her t.o a.uy gn.ln 'bent at a llkewJse ttllr price. 
Ruasl&'• c.._ ties wl~ ~ Arab oSl•produc
lng States may be one obstacle to such an 
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HARRIS SURVEY 

For Release: Monday AM, July 28, 1975 Not Before 

BY LOUIS HARRIS 

A narrow 38-33 per cent plurality of the American people 

tend to agree more with President Ford than with the Congress in the 

recent confrontation between them over Mr. Ford's successful use of 

his veto power. Consistently, Congress has b~en incapable of 

overriding the President's vetoes of key legislation. 

On the specific vetoes by the President, pluralities of 

the public supported his action: 

-- By 43-27 per cent, most Americans agreed with his veto of 

the bill to increase support for agriculture. 

-- By 42-35 per cent, a plurality sided with the President 

on his veto of the bill which dealt with creating a job program for 

the unemployed. 

-- By 41-32 per cent, a plurality supported the veto of the 

bill which was designed to stimulate the housing industry. 

-- By 34-30 per cent, a narrow plurality backed the President's 

'f 
veto of the bill to regulate strip mining. 

Basi~ally, Mr. Ford's backing on his veto policy reflects 

continuing public concern over federal spending. A substantial 72 

per cent of the American people simply feel that they do not "receive 

good value" for their tax dollars, up from 56 per cent who felt the 

same way back in 1969. 

(MORE) 
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This moderate agreement with the Presidential vetoes also 

reflects the public's misunderstanding of ~hat Congres's .h.as been 

trying to ao in enacting legislation which it knows the White House 

opposes. This failure of Congress to adequitely communicate its aims 

and objectives to the people must rank high on the list of reasons 

both for the low state of public confidence in Congress and in 

pluralities backing the Ford vetoes. 

A cross section of 1,497 adults was asked between July 5 

and 10: 

"In general, who do you tend to agree with more on the question of 
recent vetoes by President Ford of legislation passed by Congress -
the President who has def ended his vetoes to keep federal spending 
in line and to check inflation, or the Congress, which defends its 
passing bills as vital to bringing the country out of the recession 
and creating more jobs?" 

PRESIDENTIAL VETOES? 

Con- Not 
Ford gress ··sure 

% % % 
Nationwide 38 ·33 ·29 

By Region 
East 36 34 30 
Midwest 35 37 28 
South 39 28 33 
West 41 33 26 

By Size of Place 
Cities 32 37 31 
Suburbs 39 32 29 
Towns 49 28 23 
Rurai . 

., 
36 33 31 

By Politics 
Republican 59 18 23 
Democratic 27 43 30 
Independent 40 32 28 

Regionally, the Ford vetoe_s have had more appeal in the 

South and West than.in the East and Midwest. People who live in the 

central cities tend to side with Congress, but suburban and small 

town residents support the President. Mr. Ford's Republican backing 

is much higher than that accorded to the heavily Democratic Congress 

by rank and file Democrats. But the balance is really tipped by the 

independent voting segment which backs the President by a 40-32 per 

cent ma;-gin. 

(MORE) 
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The slender edge recorded by President Ford on the veto issue 

holds up in general when the public was 
........ asked about four key vetoes: 

~Did you favor or oppose President Ford· on his veto of the bill to 
(READ LIST)?" 

SPECIFIC FORD VETOES 

Increase supports for agriculture 
Create a job program for the unemployed 
Stimulate the housing industry 
Regulate strip mining 

Favor 
% 

43 
42 
41 
34 

Not 
Oppose Sure 

~ 

% % 
27 30 
35 23 
32 27 
30 36 

· By far, the widest margin of support for the Presidential veto action 

emerged in the case of the agricultural bill. Significantly, rural 

residents oppose4 that bill by the largest margin: 46-27 per cent • 
. 

The closest margin on the F9rd vetoes was over bis action in opposing 

the strip mining bill. This veto was costly to the President among 

the college educated and professional groups, who opposed Mr. Ford 1 s 

strip mining position. 

Of course, the fact remains that neither the President nor 

Congress appears to have won any significant victory on the veto issue. 

While he was exercising the veto successfully and thereby thwarting 

the congressional majority,·µr. Ford's ~ver-all positive job rating 
.. 

dropped from 50 to 41 per cent, a decline of 9 points. By the same 

token, during the period in which Congress found itself incapable of 

overriding the Presidential veto, its positive rating with the public 

dropped from 30 to 22 per cent, a drop of 8 points. 

These results suggest.that neither the Democrats nor the 

Republic~ns can make much of the veto issue. If Mr. Ford, in particular, 

fancies the events of this spring as providing him with an inbuilt 

platform to run against the Democratic-controlled Congress, he is 

apt to find a rather unenthusisatic electorate out there in 1976 • 

. (C) 1975 by the Chicago Tribune 

World Rights Reserved 
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HAY 
EA 
EA 

HAY 

YEA 

YEA 
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YEA 
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YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
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YEA 
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YEA 
YEA 
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YEA 
HY 
YEA 
VEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEH 
YEA 
YEA 
VEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
VEA 
YEA 
YEA 

YEA 
YEA 
'fE A 

ROLL HO. 738 

.. 

16 SEPT 197' 11.fi AH 

R£PU8LtCAH 

BUCHANAN 
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DU PONT 
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BURKE <FL> 
FREY 
KELLY 
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HANSEN 
SY!'iMS 

, ,. 
. 

' ' / 
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REf tieL ICAH 

SPENCE YEA 

ABDHOR 'l'Et! 

PRE SSL ER "l'EA 

BEARD <HD YEA 
DUH CAN (TH> YEA 
CU!LLEH VEA 

ARCHER NAY 
COt.LlHS (f)() NA~' 

PAU ... i'H•, . 

S7EE!.."1AH YEA 

JEF-"FORJJS NAY 

BUTLER HAY 
DAH lEL1 R. w. YEA 
ROB Il~SOH HAY 
~AHPLER VEA 
WHii£HURST YEA 



DEMOCRATIC 

~UcSH i iHITOPi 
flDAl'B 
~0Ht:£R 

FOLEY
~ 1 CKS 
HC CDRl'IACK 
!':EEDS 

£$7 vlR:aHIIA 
rlECHc..ER (UY> 
tiOLLOH1H~ 

SLACK 
STAGGERS 

t.-!S( '..!NSIH 
ASPlH 
f;ALllUS 
.::ORtfE&...L 
i.:;STEtH!E IER 

~1(:i'lING 

POHCRLIO 

• 

STATE RHD PARTY REPORT 

ROLL f.10. 7Jti 

YEA 
YEA 

· VEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 

YEA 
YE.A 
"l'EA 
VEA 

YEA 
YEA 
VEA 
VEA 
YEA 
YEA 
'l'EA 

VEA 

.., 
* E H D 0 F R E p 0 R T * 

REPU8lICRH 

PRITCHARD 

KASTEN 
STEIGER ~wn 

* • • 

Pt.CE 19 

YEA 

YE~ 
NA\'. 

* * 




