The original documents are located in Box 26, folder “Vetoes - General” of the Loen and
Leppert Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.

Copyright Notice
The copyright law of the United States (Title 17, United States Code) governs the making of
photocopies or other reproductions of copyrighted material. Gerald Ford donated to the United
States of America his copyrights in all of his unpublished writings in National Archives collections.
Works prepared by U.S. Government employees as part of their official duties are in the public
domain. The copyrights to materials written by other individuals or organizations are presumed to
remain with them. If you think any of the information displayed in the PDF is subject to a valid
copyright claim, please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.



Digitized from Box 26 of the Loen and Leppert Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 15, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: WILLIAM E. TIMMONS
THRU: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF . 72,
FROM: VERN LOEN VZ

SUBJECT: 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
8cherle, R-Iowa another strong backer of the billyaccepted 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

velo
BT ———mem



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON W%"U
August 13, 1974 ) \

MEMORANDUM FOR Y BTEL-TIMMGNS /
FROM: M CAVANAUG\ég)

SUBJECT: 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.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 13, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: WARREN HENDRICKS

FROM: DAVE GERGEN
SUBJECT: 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
4-5p.m.)

>

cc: Jerry Jones



e g

(Coyne)DG August 13, 1974

VETO STATEMENT -- ENROLLED BILL H,R, 11873 - ANIMAIL
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 Vetexir'lary
research has helped to make American livestock thé 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 agéncies.

We are presently spending over $40 million on programs
involving animal health research, and nearly every land grant
college and collegeiof veter‘hary mediciné 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 many programs that

already exist. The overlapping would be especially true of programs

in fish and shellfish research and predator control.



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 significantly meeting national needs and would only add
to inflationary pressures within the eéonomy, Ifeel that I must
withhold my approval. I intend, however, to work with the Congress
to develop a truiy comprehensive, non-inflationary program 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 Health
Research Bill, H.R. 11873.

William E. Timmons
Max L. Friedersdorf .3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

. August 23, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: . PHIL BUCHEN

Subject: Pocket. Vetoes

” e

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."™ The pocket veto, of
course, cannot be overriden.

The very recent case of Kennedy v. Sampson in the D.C.
Court of Appeals has interpreted the meaning of
adjournment and, although the' 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 1t 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 Kennedz), 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 Kennedz d

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 affirmative 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.

[(Signed}, EStanley Ebger

‘Stanley Ebner
General Counsel



Ostober 11, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: DONALD RUMSFELD
FROM: WILLIAM E. TIMMONS
SUBJECT: Vetoes

The Fresident has defoerred until temorreow his
decision on several bills that are pessible veiees.

I believe it is essential that Ash, Cels, Scowereft,
Buchea and I meet with him te review the merits

of the several isswes. The Prssidest must undar-
stand fully the pres and cons of sach.

Perhaps we could get tegether late todsy on this.

10/12/74 Mtg. held at 9:30 a.m. - Dick Cheney also
present. sjh




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 27, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: WILLIAM E. TIMMONS

THRU: | MAX 1. FRIEDERSDORFW . =
FROMY_ VERN LOEN VA

SUBJECT: H.R. 6191, Zinc Duties Veto

Doug Bennett of Treasurir 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' 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 sheets, 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, 1974

Office of the White House Press Secretary
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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 for other purposes.®

This bill would suspend until June 30, 1977, the
present dutles on zinc ores and concentrates and zinc-
bearing materials.

Unfortunately, the Congress attached to thils desirable
provision unacceptable tax riders which would grant wind-
fall 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 otherwlse compen-

" sated for by insurance, tort compensation, loan forgiveness,
o ofher wsans, If . individuals choose to deduct these
I18sses, Howéver, and are subsequently reimbursed, the
reimbursement must be included as income in subsequent

tax returns. Otherwise, the individual could receive 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. PFinally, 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
undeslrable tax riders, I would be glad to approve it.

GERALD R, FORD

THE WHITE HOUSE,
November 26, 1974,
##



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 13, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: MAX FRIEDERSDORF

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 thefevent of veto override voges. ) 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 ;
Bennett
Leppert
O'Donnell



LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS

House of Representatives

94th Congress

January 7, 1975

*8elected new members of Congress appear on this list pending
establishment of Congressional voting record,



Maine
1

New Hampshire

1

New Jerséx
2.

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)
*Helén Meyner (D)

James Delaney (D)
Peter Peyser (R)
Hamilton Fish, Jr. (R)
I*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 Myefs (R)

*James Jeffords (R)

January 7, 1975



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

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)
*Judgé 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)

*Marilyn Lloyd (D)
' Ed Jones (D)

‘Thomas Downing (D)
Dan Daniel (D)

January 7, 19



Illinois
-”“;;“r-"
15
22
Indiana

2

8
11
14
17
18
Ohio
1
6
8
11
13
16
Wisconsin
1

3
4
7
9

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICIS

House 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. (D)
William Natcher (D)
Romano Mazzoli (b)

John Breckinridge (D)

Marvin Esch (R)
Richard VanderVeen (D)
*Bob Carr )

Bob Traxler (D)

Philip Ruppe (R) '
Lucien Nedzi (D)
*William Brodhead (D)
*James Blanchard (D)

*Willis Gradison, Jr. (R)

William Harsha (R)
*Thomas Kindness (R)

i J. Wm, Stanton (R)

Charles Mosher (R)
Ralph Regula (R)

 Les Aspin (D)

*Alvin Baldus (D)
Clement Zablocki (D)

bavid Obey (D)
*Robert Kasten, Jr. (R)

January 7, 1975



Louisiana

6
8

Missouri
4
6
8

New Mexico
— heXicy

2
Oklahomat

1

6

Texas

10
12
21

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS

House of Representatives

94th Congress

Southwestern Division

*W. Henson Moore (R)
Gillis Long (D)

Bill Randall (p)
Jerry Litton (D)
Richard Ichord (D)

Harold Runnels (D)

James Jones (D)
*Glénn(English (D)

Alan Steelman (R)
Jake Pi;kle (D)
James Wright, Jr. (D)
*Bob Krueger (D)

January 7, 197



LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISIRICTS
House_pﬁ}Qegre§ep;atives ‘

g84th Congress -

Northwestern Division

Hoa

Iowa
3 #*Charles Grassley (R)
4 Neal Smith (D)
6 *Berkley Bedell (D)
Minnesota o
1 Albert Quie (R)
2 *Tom Hagedorn (R)
3 Bill Frenzel (R)
Nebraska
1 ‘ Charles Thone (R)
3 ‘%Virginia Smith (R)
2 " John McCollister (R)

North Dakota

AL
South Dakota
1

Mark Andrews (R)

#Larry Pressler (R)



LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS January 7, 19

ouse o e atives

94th Congress

Western Division

Alaska

AL ' Don Young (R)
California

1 Harold Johanson (D)

11 Leo Ryan (D)

12 Pete McCloskey, Jr. (R)

15 " B. F. Sisk (D)
27 ‘Alphonzo Bell (R)

2 *George Hansen (R)
Oregon o

3 *Robert Duncan (D)

Washington
1 ‘ Joel Pritchard (R)



BUSINESS /CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS +
and |
‘House of Represengatives
94th Congress

January 7, 1975

"4 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.



BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS

and

House of Representatives

2

Northeastern Division

Delawvare
AL - . Pierre du Pont (R)

New Hampshire

2 ; : James Cleveland (R)
New York

4 ' . NormanoLent (R)

5 “Jchn Wydler (R)

30 ‘ Robert McEwen (R)
31 ' Donald Mitchell (R)
35 ) Barber Conable, Jr. (R)

38 : Jack Kemp (R)

39 James Hastings (R)

Pennsvlvania

9 o , ’ E. G, Shuster (R)

16 Edwin Eshleman (R)

17 Herman Scheebeli (R)

23 ' . Albert Johnson (R)



TENTATS 7

Alabama

Mississippi

1

AT S PR XY

-

BUS INESS /CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS

and

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 (&)

Dawson Mathis (D)

Jack Brinkley (D)

John Flynt, Jr. (D)
*Larry McDonald (D)

Bill Stuckey, Jr. (D)
Phil Landrum (D)

Robert Stephens, Jr, (D)

Robert Bauman (ﬁ§$
Mar jorie Holt (R)
Jamie Whittenr(D)
David Bowen (D)
Sonny Montgomery (D)
Thad Cochran (R)
Trent Lott (R)

-



-

Southeastern Division (cont,)

North Carolina

1. . ; Waltex Jonés (D)
' 2 R L. Fountain (D)
3 \ ' ‘ David Henderson (D)
9 : . James Martin (R)
10 Jim Broyhill (R)

11 ‘ ~ Roy Taylor (D)

South Carolina

2 Floyd Spénce (R) .

4 , James Mann (D)
Tennessee A

1 - James Quillen (R)

2 | * John Duncan (R)

6 - ‘ Robin Beard (R)
Virginia B -
G. Wm. Whitehurst (R)t
Robert Daniel, Jr. (R)
M. Caldwell Butler (R)
J. Kenneth Robinson ()
Wm, Wampler (R)

0 N RN



I1linois

4
12
13
14
16
17
18
19
20
21

Indiana
5
7
Kentucky

4
5

Michigan

4
9
- 10
19

BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS

and

House of ﬁepresentatives

94th Congress

Northern Central Division

Edward Derwinski (R)
Philip Crane (R)
Robert McCloxy (R)
John Erlenbora (R)
Jéhn 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)
e, Edward Hutchinson (R)
~, | Guy Vander Jagt (R)
A Elford Cederberg (R)
William Broomfield (R)



Northern Central Division (cont.)

Ohio
2 : - " "Donald Clancy (R)
4 Tennyson Guyer (R)
5 Delbert Latta (R)
7 | Clarence Brown (R)
10 Clarence Miller {R)
S 12 . Samuel Devine (R)
15 Chalmers Wylie (R)
17 | " John Ashbrook (R)
Wisconsin

6 ‘ - William Steiger (R)



BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS

and

House of Representatives

Northwestern Division

South Dakota
2 : S James Abdnor (R)

-



Arkansas

3
Coloxado

4

5
Kansas

1

3

4

5
Louisiana

1

3

4

5
Missouri
Néw Mexico

1.
QOklahoma

"5

Texas

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)
Pavid Treen (R)

Joe Waggonner (D)
Otto Passman (D)

S

nge Taylor (R)
Manual Lujan, Jr. (R)
John Jarman (D)

James Coliins (R)
Ray Roberts (D)
0lin Teague (D)
'Bill Archer (R)
Bob Poage (D)

*Jack Hightower (D)

Omar Burleson (D)



Texas {cont.)
19
22
24

Southwestern Division (cont.)

George Mahon (D)
Bob Casey (D)
Dale Milford (D)

el



s

Arizona
1
3
4
California
2
16
18
19
20
22
26
33
37
39
40
41
43
Idaho

BUSINESS/CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS
’ and

House of Representatives

Western Division

John Rhodes (R)
Sam Steiger (R)
John Conlan (R)

Don Clausen (R)

Burt Talcett (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



January 2, 1975

LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITY DISTRICTS

Senate

94th Congress

Business/Conservative
ALABAMA

James Allen (D)
ALASKA

ARIZONA
Paul Fannin (R)
Barry Goldwater (R)
ARKANSAS -
John McClellan (D)
CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

CONNECTICUT

Lowell Weicker Jr. (R)
DELAWARE

William Roth Jr. (R)

FLORIDA
GEORGIA
San Bunn (D)
Herman Talmadge (D)
HAWALY

Swing'

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 (i

Joe Biden (D)

Daniel Inouye (D)



Business/Conservative

IDAHO

James McClure (R)
ILLINOIS '

INDIANA
IOWA

KANSAS |

Robert Dole (R) 7
» James Pearson (R)
KENTUCKY

LOUISIANA
MAINE

MARYLAND

J. Glenn Beall Jr. (R)

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN

Robert Griffin (R)

Swing

J. B. Johmston Jr. (D)

Labor/Liberal

Frank Church (D)

Adlai Stevenson IIT
(D)

Charles Percy (R)

Birch Bayh (D)
Vance Hartke (D)

Dick Clark (D)
John Culver ()

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

MISSISSIPPL
James Eastland (D)
John Stennis (D)
MISSOURI

MONTANA

NEBRASKA
Carl Curtis (R)
Roman Hruska (R)
NEVADA

Paul Laxalt (R)
NEW HAMPSH IRE

-=- No Decision on November 5, 1974 Election ~-~

NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

Pete Domenici (R)
NEW_YORK '
James Buckley (C)

NORTH CAROLINA
Robert Morgan (D)

Jesse Belms (R)

Swing

Labor/Liberal

Hubert Humphrey (D
Walter Mondale (D)

Thomas Eagleton (D]
Stuart Symington (I

Mike Mansfield (D)
Lee Metcalf (D)

- Howard Cannon (D)

Thomas McIntyre (D)
Harrison Williams (
Clifford Case (R)

Joseph Montoya (D)

Jacob Javits (R)



Business/Conservative Swing Labor/Liberal

NORTH DAKOTA

Quentin Burdick (D)
Milton Young (R)
OHIO
John Glenn D)
Robert Taft Jr. (R)
OKLAHOMA
Dewey Bartlett (R)
Henry Bellmon (R)
OREGON
Mark Hatfield (R)
Robert Packwood (R) -
PENNSYLVANIA | | ‘

Richard Schweiker (1
Hugh Scott (R)

RHODE ISLAND
' John Pastore (D).
Clairborne Pell (D)
SOUTH CAROLINA ,
Ernest Hollings (D}

3trom Thurmond (R)
SOUTH DAKOTA

James Abourezk (D)
George McGovern (D)
TENNESSEE
doward Baker Jr. (R)
Bill Brock (R)

Lloyd Bentsen (D)
John Tower (R)
UTAR |
Frank Moss (D)
Jéke Garn (R)



&

o

Business/Conservative Swing Labor/Liberal
VERMONT
Patrick Leahy (D)
Robert Stafford (R)
VIRGINIA
Harry Byxrd Jr. (1)
William Scott (R)
 WASHINGTON
' Henry Jackson (D)’
‘Warren Magnuson (D)
WEST VIRGINIA
Robert Byrd (D)
Jennings Randolph (
WISCONSIN ‘
-Gaylord Nelson (D)
William Proxmire (D
WYOMING o |
Gale McGee (D)
Clifford Hansen (R)
TOTAL 57



Election 1974 - 5

YEARS OF EXPIRATION OF SENATE TERMS

1976

(33 Senators: 31 Demacrats, 160 Re publicans, one Conservative, one Tndependont

Beall, J. Glenn Jr. (R Md)
Bentsen, Llovd (D Texas)
Brock, Bill (R Tenn.)
Buckley, James L. (Cons-R N.Y.)
Burdick, Quentin N.{DN.D.}
Byrd, Harry F. Jr. (Iind Va.}
Byrd, Robert C. (D W.Va.)
Cannon, Howard W. (D Nev.)
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, Dick (D Iowa}

Curtis, Cari T. (R Neb.}
Domenici, Pete V.(R N.M.)
Eastland, James O. (D Miss.)
Griffin, Robert P (R Mich.)

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

*Pending recount.

Hart, Philip A. (D Mich.)
Hartke, Vanece (D Ind.)
Hruska, loman L. (R Neb.)
Humphrey, Hubert H, (D Minn.)
Jackson, Henry M. (D Wash.)
Kennedy. Edward M. (D Mass.}
McGee, Gale W.(D Wyo.)

" Mansfield, Mike (D Mont.)
Montoya, Juseph M.(DN.M.}
Moss, Frenk E. (D Utah)
Muskie, Hdmund 8. (DD Maine)

1978

{33 Senators: 16 Democrats, 17 Republicans)

Hansen, lifford P. (R Wyo.).
Haskell, Floyd K. (D Colo.)
Hatfield, Mark O. (R Ore.)
Hathaway, William D. (D Maine)
Helms, Josse AL(RN.C))
Huddleston, Walter (Dee) (D Ky.}
Johnston, J, Bennett Jr. (D La.)
McClellan, John L. (D Ark.)
MeClure, James A. (R Idaho)
MclIntyre, Thomas J. (D N.H.)
Metealf, Lea (D Mont.)

1980

134 Senators: 23 Democrats, 11 Republieans)

Goldwater, Barry (R Ariz.)
Gravel, Mike (D Alaska)
Hart, Gary W. (D Colo.)
Hollings, Ernest ¥, (D S.C.)
Inouye, Itaniel K. (D Hawail)
Javits, Jecob KL(RN.Y,)
Laxalt, Paul (R Nev.)

Leahy, Patrick J. (D Vt.)
Long, Russell B.{D La.)
McGovern, George (D S.D.}
Magnusoa, Warren G. (D Wash.)
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Pastore, John O.(DR.1)
Proxmire, William {D) Wis.)
Roth, William V. Jr (R Del.)
Scott, Hugh (R Pa.)

Stafford, Robert T. (R Vt.)
Stennis, John (D Miss.}
Symington, Stuart (I Mo.}

Taft, Rohert Jr. (R Ohio)
Tunney, John V(D Calif.} ,
Weicker, Lowell P. Jr. (R Conn.)
Williams, Harrison A. Jr. (DN )

Mondale, Walter F. (D Minn.)
Nunn, Sam (D Ga.)

Pearson, James B. (R Kan.)
Pell, Claiborne (D R.I)
Percy, Charles H.(RIIL.}
Randolph, Jennings (D W.Va.)
Scott, William Llovd (R Va.)
Sparkman, John (D Ala.)
Stevens, Ted (R Alaska)
Thurmond, Strom (R 8.C.)
Tower, John G. (R Texas)

Mathias, Charles MeC. Jr. (R Md.)
Morgan, Robert B.(DN.C.)
Nelson, Gaylord (D Wis.)
Packwood, Robert W. (R Ore.}
Ribicoff, Abraham (D Conn.)
Schweiker, Richard 8. (R Pa.}
Stevenson, Adlai E. HI(D Il1.)
Stone, Richard (D Fla.)
Talmadge, Herman E. (D Ga.)
Wyman, Louis C.(RN.H))
Young, Milton R. (R N.D.)*
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 11, 1975

'MEMORANDUM FOR: ~  MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF

- THRU:  VERN LOEN Ve
FROM: | ’ DOUGLAS P. BENNETT o3
SUBJECT: ‘ 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' 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

- Dernocrats 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 mavy 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 some very important issues we
have failed. V

cc: Jack Marsh, Jim Cannon, Paul O'Neill, Charles Leppert,
Bob Wolthuis



July 28, 1976

three approaches taken in the new law, the
seven-member committés, which conducted
an exhaustive 18-month study of the issue,
came out fiatly against spending limits.

Their basic argument is that spending
limits raise far more tropblesome questions
of free speech and free expression than are
involved with disclosure or ceilings on private
contributions.

“We belleve,” says the committee report,
“that effective expenditure limits require
controls applicable to all spending, whether
incurred by the candidate himself, or by in-
dividuals and groups beyond the candidate’s
control, In our view, limits on independent
citizens and groups presents substantial legal
questions because of their potential curtail-
ment of First Amendment rights.” The issue,
very simply, is whether everyone’s freedom of
speech can be abridged by limits applied to
candidates’ spending.

The new federal law attempted to circum-
vent this problem by providing a “loophole,”
permitting any voter to spend $1,000 on his or
her own to advocate any candidate for fed-
eral office. But in the oral arguments before
the appeals court, attorneys defending the
law conceded that was the toughest provision
to justify in constitutional terms.

The bar association committee strongly
suggests that it can’'t be done. It concludes
that “the more desirable way of limiting the
influence of money in the electoral process
with the minimum of interference with First
amendment rights” is through full disclosure
of private contributions which are limited
to ‘“reasonable amounts.” By that, the com-
mittee means sums “sufficiently high to per-
mit meaningful expression of support and at
the same time not so high as to afford the
contributor undue influence or access.”

The practical problems of expenditure
limits are highlighted in a separate study cir-
culated last week by Professor Roy A. Schot-
land of the Georgetown University Law
School.

It questions “the fundamental soundness”
of expenditure limits and raises interesting
questions about the equity of the ceilings
on Senate contests specified in the new law.
‘Those 1imits are based on voting-age popu-
lation, with a floor provided for small states.

The Schotland study argues that the limits
hit small states—those with less than 2 mil-
lion eligible voters—much harder than they
do big states.

If the limits prescribed in the new law had
been in effect in 1872 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. Special-interest 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 practice 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 gquestion of
whether such ceilings are justified at all.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. MARTHA KEYS
OF KANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, July 28, 1975
Mrs, KEYS. Mr. Speaker, on July 25,
I missed a series of votes taken on
amendments to H.R. 5900, the bill pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks

viding for equal treatment of craft and
industrial workers. Had I been present, I
would have voted as follows: Rollcall No.
433—yes, rollcall No. 434—no, rollcall
No. 435—yes, rolicall No. 436—mno.

THE PRESIDENT IS NOT BELIEVED
ON GASOLINE

HON. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPFRESENTATIVES
Monday, July 28, 1975

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, Pittsburgh
television station WTEA occ
sends reporters and cameramen into the
streets fo determine how the grassroots
public stands on certain major issues
confronting the Nation.

The responses in 3uch a survey recently
on the new gasoline price increases were
both disturbing and enlightening. Not
one mini-interview broadcast supported
the position of the Ford administration.
Many of those questioned expressed
doubts about the stories which the Presi-
dent and his aides are telling.

Most asserted that in their minds there
was no gasoline shortage warranting
price hikes—some quoting gas station op-
erators 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 justification for the
sock-the-motorist program he had pre-
sented Congress.

This, in my judgment, is important be-

cause it shows the width of the com-
munications gap which has opened be-
tween the President and his energy aides
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 falled,
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 on this mat-
ter so misleading as to make a sound
decision impossible. But I can say this. If
gasoline must be conserved—if we must
reduce our dependency on import ofl—
then all other conservation measures
should have been tried fully before prices
were pushed up to a point where the
necessary motorist is being punished
severely and a new round of inflation
threatens.

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

E 4193

Governor Hugh Carey, perhaps summed
up the situation best when he told Time
magazine the other day:

I just don't understand why we argue with
the Arabs to lower the price of oll and then
go out and put a tax on it.

Millions 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 price 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

OF ARIZONA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, July 28, 1975

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, there has
been considerable talk by some Members
on the majority side to the effect that
the American people are not apprecia-
tive of President Ford’s use of his veto
authority. In point of fact, the opposite
is true. The people greatly appreciate
the fact that the President and the Re-
publican minority—by exercising the
veto and sticking together on override
attempts—have spared the Nation some
truly bad legislation. What the people
do not appreciate is the tendency of the
Democratic Congress to send to the
President bills which are completely
inimical to the desire of most Americans
to cure inflation and which President
Ford has no choice but to veto.

This analysis is documented by two
public opinion-polls recently conducted
by the distinguished pollster, Mr. Louis
Harrls. The first poll shows that most
Americans understand and support the
President’s vetoes. The second poll re-
veals that the Congress—which has been
controlled by the Democratic Party for
38 outof the last 42 years—has received
its lowest approval rating in history.

I have always maintained that Gov-
ernment by veto is no way to run the
country. However, the Democratic lead-
ership has shown little—if any—willing-
ness to compromise with the President
and the minority on vital issues. Until
such time as the attitude of the Demo-
cratic leadership changes, Government
by veto will have to continue. In the
meantime, it is important for the REc-
orp to show that the American people
perceive this debate accurately and are
watching to see what we do.

The article follows:

HARRIS SURVEY
(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, Cousistently, Congress has been in-
capable of overriding the President’s vetoes
of key legislation.



cent, & 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 cenﬁ. ® plurality supported
the veto of the bfil which was designed to
stimulate the industry.

By 34-30 per cenfl a narrow plurality backed
the President’s weto of the biil to regulate
strip mining,

Basically, Mr. Ford’s backing on his veto
policy reflects continuing public concern
over federal spending. A substantial 72 per
ecent 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 1960.

This moderate agreement with the Presi~
dential vetoes also reflects the public’s mis-

of Congress to adequately 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 genernl, who do you tend {o agree with
more on the gquestion of recent vetoes by
Preaident Ford of legislation passed by Con-
greas—the President who has defended his
vetoes to keep federal spending in Ilne and
to check inflation, or the Congress, which
defends its passing bills as vital to bringing
the country out of the recession and creat-
ing more jobs?"

< [In percent]
Ford  Congress Net sure
a3 33 23
% 3»
35 87 28
39 28 33
41 33 26
32 kY] 31
39 32 29
49 28 23
By poe 3% kX] 3
itics :
Republican__._.___. 59 18 23
Democratic___. 27 43 308
Indtpendont ....... 40 32 28

Reglondly. the l"ord vetoes 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 sup-
port 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 margin.

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 his veto of the bill to (read list) ?”

SPECIFIC FORD VETODES
in percent}

Inciegse supports for agn-
colture
f.reate a job psograem for the
wnemployed
Stigwdiste the housing n-
dastry 4l kY4 2i
Regulate strip miming. 34 30 *

nym.&cmwnunpmmm
Presidential veto action mdhmoau
of the agricultural Significantly, rural
resfdents opposed that bill by the largest
margin! 46-27 percent. The closest margin

on the Ford vetoes was over his action in op~

posing the strip mining bill. This veto was
costly to the President among the college
educated and professional groups, who op-
posed Mr. Pord’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; Mr. Ford’s over-all positive job rat-
ing from 50 to 41 percent, a decline
of 9 points. By the same token, during the
period in which Congress found itself inca-
pable of overriding the Presidential veto, its
positive rating with the public dropped from
30 to 22 percent, a drop of 8 points.

These results suggest that neither the
Democrats nor the Republicang can make
much of the veto issue. If Mr. Ford, in par-
ticular, fancies the events of this spring as
providing him with an inbuilt platform to
run against the Democratic-controlled Con-
gress, he 1s apt to find a rather unenthusias-
tic electorste out there in 1876.

CONGRESS: LOWEST RATING EVER
(By Louis Harris)

A 70-22 percent majority of Americans give
Congress a negative overall job rating, the
worst rating for Congress in & Harrls Survey.

Public opinion of Congress’ performance in
key areas——foreign policy, inspiring confi-
dence In government, the economy, for in-
stance—is also decidedly low.

These latest results repre t a compl
surnaround from thodse recorded after the
landslide Democratic viclory last November
and after former President Nixon’s resigna-
tion hlt year, when public respect for Con-

gress’ job performance was high.

In the recent confrontations between Presi-
dent Ford and the presént Congress, the pub-
Iic sides with Pord. Only 18 percent of the
Americans approve of the way Congress has
handled relations with the President, and-68-
21 percent don't approve of the way Congress
has falled to override Ford's vetoes. Ford, on
the other hand, receives a 33 percent positive
rating for his handling of relations with Con-

+

gress.

Still, both the President and Congress have
lost public standing since their sharp dis-
agreements over recent legislation,

Earlier this month, the Harris Survey asked
a nationwide cross section of 1,497 adults:

“How would you rate the job Congress has
been doing so far this year—excellent, pretty
good, only fair, or poor?”

TREND OF RATING OF CONGRESS

[in percent]

Posi- Nega- Not
tive tive sure
i"w":"" e e !
% 67 7
38 54 8
29 64 7
21 69 10
3 45 17
% 63 n
34 54 12

46 45

38 5
43 42 9
b4 Z6 10
59 33 8

13 60

12 vear Americans have

Lhi,u ratings of Con-
hen President Johnson got
a great deal of legislation

Coungress
a 04-26 percent majority gave Congress a
positive rating. But since 1868, Congress has
consistently received negative ratings.

pass

rate on the Hent,
pretty good, only falr, or poor?”
SPECIFIC RATINGS OF CONGRESS
[t» percent]
Posi-  Negs- Mot
tive 'Jﬁ sure
s Modstalu*m
___________________ 3 53 13
_________________ 35 53 12
Wu-kinf_ for peace in the
7 e~ 3 58 ]
Masdte oo i X R 60 ]
Not everriding President
Ford’s vetoes:
#ﬁy ------------------- (2‘1) ?g 21
e KNI Nl }
Handling  refations  with P
Secrt 2
7 It T F 21 o4 15
o N 23 57 14
Handlml relmons with
................... 13 72 10
Mm:h SN 20 1 9
Inspiring conhdence in Gov-
ernment:
18 72 16
18 73 9
16 67 17
1% 68 16
16 76 8
TR 6
15 78 7
13 79 8
12 80 8
Ma | AT 12 80 8
Bringing country out of re-
cession:
T R AN Y 12 81 7
B L e s e O, 9 83 8
Controlling infiation :
L R A 10 83 7
- EESREPS I R e A TE 7 86 7
1 Not asked.

RUSSIAN QIL FOR U.S. WHEAT

HON. GOODLOE E. BYRON

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, July 28, 1975

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

RussiAN OrmL ForR US. WHeaT (?)

There is an opportunity for both the
United States and Russia to benefit by a
mutual exchange of commodities to ease
shortages in both countries and at the same
time bolster the economics of both of them.
This lles in the abundance of wheat and
other grains in this country and a bountitul
supply of oil in the Soviet Union. While Rus-
sia has not looked favorably in the past o
such “barter” deals, there i3 no reason why,
in the present atmosphere of detente, she
should not be willing to enter into an ex-
change agreement with this country along
the lines suggested above. Russis does need
our grain surpluses and is willing to pay for
1is wheat and corn, but we also need oil,
'\mj U\em seems to be no resson why she
would not be willing to sell us oil at a reason-
able figure in exchange for our permitting
her to buy grain here at a likewise fair price.
Russia's close ties with the Arab ofl<produc-
ing 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 Américan people
tend to agree more with President Ford than with the Congress in the
recent confrontation between them over Mr. Férd's successful use of
his veto power. Consistently, Congress has been 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

veto of the bill to regula{e strip mining.

Basically, Mr. Ford's backing on his veto policy reflects
continuing public concern over federal spending. A substantial 72
per cent of thé 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)



HARRIS SURVEY, Monday AM, July 28, 1975 | -2-

This moderate agreement with the Presidential vetoes alsgp
reflects the public's misunderstanding';f-éhatiéongreés*hés been
trying to do in enacting legislation which 1t knows the White House
opposes. This failure of Congress toAadequétely communiéate its ains
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 defended 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
z Z Z
Nationwide - 38 "33 S 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
Suburbds : 39 32 29
Towns ) _ 49 28 23
Rural . , ' 36 33 31
By Politics ¢ o
Republican 59 18 23
Democratic 27 43 30
Independent T 40 32 28

Regionally, the FordAvetoes have had more appeal in the
South and West than in the East and Midwest. People who ;ive in the
central cities tend to side with Congress, but suburban and small
town residents supporﬁ the Président. Mr. Fordfs Republican backing
is muéh higher than that accorded to the heavily Democratic Congress
by rank and file Democrats. But the balance is really tipped by the
independent wvoting segment which Sacks the President by a 40-32 per

cent margin.

fMORE)



' HARRIS SURVEY, Monday AM, July 28, 1975 _ -3

The slender edge recorded by President Ford on the veto issue

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

¥pid you favor or oppose President Ford on his veto of the bill to.
(READ LIST)?" ) :

SPECIFIC FORD VETOES

: " Not

. Favor Oppose " Sure

b4 4 y4

Increase supports for agriculture ’ 43 27 30
Create 2 job program for the unemployed 42 35 23
Stimulate the housing industry 41 32 - 27

Regulate strip mining : T 34 30 36

| " By far, the widest margin of support for the Presidential veto action
emerged in the case éf the agricultural bill, Significantly, rurai
residents opposed that bill by the largest margin: 46-27 ?er cent,
The closeét margin on the Ford vetoes was over his action in opposing
the strip mining bill, This veto was costly to the President among
the coilege educated and profe;sional groups, who opposed Mr. Ford's

strip mining position.

0f course, the fact remains that neither the President nor
kCongre#s appears to have won any signifiéant victory on the veto issue,
While he was exercising the veto successfully and thefeby‘thwarting
the congressional majority?*ﬂr. Ford's over~éll positive Job rating
dropped from 50 t; 41 per cent, a decliné'of 9 points. By the same
token, during the period in which Congress found itself incapable of
.overriding therPresidantial veto, its positive rating with the public

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

Thgse results suggest'that neither thelbemocraté nor the
Republicans 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,vheyis

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

A{C) 1975 by the Chicago Tribune
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CLRUSON,
COLIYATER
HIHSHAY
KETCHUN
LAGCHMARSING
MC CLOSKEY
MOORHEAD (CA)
PETTIS
ROUSSELCT
TALCOTT
BIGGINS
UILSON,

BON H.
DEL

eoe

ARMSTRONG
JOKNSON (CO)

i6 SEPT 1576 11:.Z@ AN PAGE 2

NRY
NAY
NAY

HAY

YER
YER
RY

HAY

YER
NRY
YESQ
NRY
YEA
NY

YEA
YER
YEA
YEA
YEA
YEAR
YER
KAY
NRY

NARY
YER



DENOCRATIC

CONHNECTICUT
COTTER
VR R
CIAIND
KOFFETT

SELABARRE

FLORIDA
BENNETT
CHRPPELL
FASCELL
Fuaus
c1BBONS
HALEY
LEHMRH
PEPPER
~OGERS
SIKES

C1A
SRINKLEY
FLYNT
CINN
LANDRUN
LEVITAS
HaTHIS
HC DONALD
STEPHEKS
STUCKEY
YOUHG (GAD

m
L)
e ik

“edell
MATEJUNAGA
MIKK

I1LaHD

STATE AND PARTY REPORT

YER
YERA
YEA
YER

YER
N¢

YER
YER
YER
YER
YER
YER
NRY
NRY

HAY
YEA
YEA
NAY
NARY
NAY
NRY
N¥

RY

YER

NY
YER

ROLL NO.

73g

s 0T HER==

16 SEPT 1576 11.20 AN

REPUBLICAN

MC KINNEY
SARASIN

DU PONT

BAFALIS
BURKE (FL)
FREY

KELLY
YOUNG (FL)

HANSEN
SYmnS

PAGCE 3

NAY
YEAR

YER

YER
NAY
YEA
NY

RAY

Ny
NAY



DEMOCRATIC

ILLINDIS

RRNUNZIO
COLLINS (IL)

- FARY

INDI

I0Ra

LANS

LENT

HALL (IL)D
METCRLFE
HIKVR

HURPRY <C(IL)>
FRICE
ROSTEHNKOHSKI]
RUSSO
SHIPLEY
SIHMON

YATES

AHA
BRADENAS
EVANSE {IRN2
FITHIAN
HAMILTOMN
HRYES {IN)
JACOES
HMADDEN
ROUSH
SHARFP

BEDELL
ELOUIN
HARKIN
KEZVIHEKY
SHITH CIA)

3
KEYS

UCKY
ERECKINRIDGE
HUBBARD
MAZ20CL1
HRTCHER
FERKINS

LOUISIANA

B0GGS
ERERUX
MEBERT
LONS (LA
PASSHAN
VAGGONNER

STATE AND PARTY REPORT

- ROLL WO.

YER
YEA
YER
YEA
NV

YER
YER
YER
YE&A
YER
YEA
YER
YER

YER
HAY
YER
YER
YEA
YEA
YEA
YEA
YEA

YEA

YEA

YEA
YER
YER

YER

YEA
NRY
YEA
YEA
YEA

YER

HAY

N¥

YER
HAY
NAY

738
sx0THER=»

i6 SEFT 1976 11.208 AN

REPUBLICAN

ANDERSON C(IL)
CRANE
DERUWINSKI
ERLENBORN
FINDLEY
HYBE
MADIGAN
MC CLCRY
MICHEL
O0’BRIEN
RAILSBACK

HILLIS
MYERS (IN?

GRASSLEY

SEBELIUS
SHRIVER
SKUBITZ
BINH

CRRTER
SHYDER

" I
e SO -~
F A5 v\
| Sy -t
e - <3
b

5 3

v,

\e )
MOORE N

- TREEN

PAGE 4

NRY
NAY
NRY
NAY
NAY
NAY
NRY
HAY
NRY
NRY
NRY

NARY
NAY

YEA

RA]Y
NaY
HAY
YE&

NY
NRY

NARY
HAY



STATE AND PARTY REPORT 16 SEPT 1976 11.28 AM  PAGE 5

ROLL WD. 738

LEHOCRATIC *&xJTHER»* REFUBLICAN
RAINRE
COHEN : YERA
" EMERY : YER
HARYLAND
EYRON YEA : BAUNAN NAY
LONG (KD) YER ' GUDE ~ YE4
MITCHELL (MD) YEA HOLT NRY
SARBANES YES :
SPELLMAN YER
nnSSRCHUSETTS
© BOLAKD YER COHTE YEA
BURKE (Ma) YEA HECKLER (MA) NAY
IRINAN YER
ERRLY YEA
HARRINGTON YEA
NDAKLEY YER
0 NEILL : YEA
£TUDDS YEA
TSONGAS YER
HICHIGAN
ELANCHARD YER EROOKFIELD NAY
BRODHEAD YEA EROUN (HI) NRY
CARR YE# CEBERBERG NAY
CONYERS _ YER ESCH NY
DIGGS . YEA HUTCHINSON HAY
BINGELL YER : RUPPE HAY
FORD (M1) YEA _ VANDER JAGT Hay
RED21I - YER
0*HARA YER
FIEGLE YER
TRAXLER HAY
VANBER VEEN YER
HINNESTOTA _
BERGLAND YEA FRENZEL YEA
FRASER YER MACEDORN YE&
KARTH YEA _ QUIE RaY
NOLAN YEA
CBERSTAR YEA
i53188IFPI ;
BOUEH  YER COCHRAN = "Fap, NARY
HONTGOHERY NRY LoTY As “N  Nay
WHITTEH YER " _. =)
&
\ .‘_:L/,



DEMOCRATIC

nISSOUR!

BOLLIKG
BURLISON (NO)
CLAY

HUNGRTE
ICHORD
RANDaLL
SULLIVAR
SYMINGTORN

AONTANA

BAUCUS
MELCHER

HEBRASKA

HEV& DA

HEW

HEW

SANTIRNI

HAMPSHIRE
B’ANDURS

JERSEY :
DANIELS CNJ)
FLORIO
HELSTOSKI
HOWARD
HUGHES
MAGUIRE
MEYMNER
MINIGH
PATTEN (NJ)
ROBINO

ROE
THOHPSON

REXICO
RUNNELS

STATE ANDB PARTY REPORT
ROLL NO. 738

*»=0THER=»

YEnR
YEA
YER
YER
YEA
YER
YEAR
YEA

YER
YEA

YEA
YEA

YEA
YER
N¥

YER
YER
YER
YER
YER
NRY
YER
YER
YER

YER

16 SEPT 19576 11.286 rH

REPUBLICAM

TAYLOR (NHOD)

HC COLLISTER
SHRITH (HB)
THONE

CLEYELAHD

FENWICK
FORSYTHE
RIHaALDO

LUJAN

FAGE &

NARY

NY -
NRY
YEA

YEA

NAaY
YE&
YEA

YEA



DEMOCRATIC
HE® YORK
REZUG
AEDAEBD
#HBRD
BEABILLOD
BI1RGG1
EINGHAN
CHISHOLH
DELARKEY
DOBNEY {NY)
HANLEY
HOLTZMANK
KOCH ’
LAFALCE
LUNDINE
HC HUGH
MURPHY
ROEAK
CTTIRGER
"FRTTISON (HY)
FIKE
- EANGEL
EICHAORD
ROSEHRTHAL
SCHEUER
SOLARZ
STRATTON
WOLFF
ZEFERETTI

{HY)

HORTH CAROLINA
ANDREYS (HC)
FOUNTRIN
HEFNER
HENDERSON
JOKES (HC)
MEAL
PREYER
ROSE
TAYLOR (HC)

HORTH DAKOTA

STATE 4

YEA
YEA
YEA
YER
YER
YER
NY

YEA
YER
YER
YEA
YEA
NRY
NRY
YER
YER
YEA
YER
YEA
YEA
YER
YERA
YEA
YEnR
YER
YEA
NRY
YEA

YEa
YEa
YEA
HAY
YEA
YEA
YEA
YER
YER

NB PARTY REPORT
ROLL NGO, 738
thTHER*i

16 SEPT 1976 11.28 AM = FAGE 7

REFUBLICAN

CONABLE
FISH
GILMAN
HORTON
KEMP
LENT

©C EBEHN
BITCHELL (RY)
PEYSER
WRLCH
UYDLER

BROYHILL
HARTIN

AHIREWS (ND)

NAY
HRY
YEA
YER
NY

YEA
YEA
YEA
YER
YEa
NAY

NAY
YER

YEA



STATE AND PARTY REPORT

BEROCRATIC
SHID
GSHLEY YER
CARNEY YEA
FOTTL YER
SEIBERLING YEA
STANTON, JAMES V. N
STOKES YER
YANIK YEAR
OKLGHONR
ALEBERT YEA
ENGLISH YEA
JONES (QK) YEA
FISENHOOVER NY
STEED YEA
ORECON
AUCOIM YEG
DUNCaAN {(OR> YER
UL LpanN YER
VEARVYER YER
FENRSYLVANIS
DENT YEA
EDGAR YER
EILBERS YEA
FLO00D YEA
CAYDOS YEA
GREEN YEA
MOORHEAD (PR) YEA
MORGAN YER
HUKTHA YERA
NTX YERA
RODHEY YER
VIGORITO HAY
YATRON YER
FHOBE ISLAHD
EEARD (RID) YE&®
ST GERNMAIN

YERA

ROLL NG.

738
xx0THER»x=

16 SEPT 1976 11.20 AN

REPUBLICAN

ASHBROOK
BROBN (OH)
CLANCY
DEVINE

- GRADISON

GUYER
HARSHA
KINDNESS
LATTA
MILLER (OH)
HOSHER
REGULA
STANTON, J.
UHALEN
BYLIE

BILLI

JARMAN

BIESTER
COUGHLIN
ESHLEMAN
GOCDLING
HEINZ
JOHNSON (PA)
MC DADE
MYERS (PA)
SCHNEEBELI
SCHULZE
SHUSTER

PROE B

NAY
YEa
RAY
HRY
HAY
YEn
YEAR
NAY
NRY
NARY
YER
HAY
AR NAY
YE&
NRY

NAY

NARY
NRY
YER
YER
YESR
RV

YEA
YER
NRY
YEA
NARY



DEMOCRATIC

SOUTH CAROLINA
DavisS
LERRICK
HOLLAND
JENRETTE
HANN

SOUTH DREKOTR

TEHNEESEE
ALLEN
EVINS (TH)
FORD (THD
JONES (TH)
LLOYR (TH)

ERRS
EROOLS
BURLESON (TX)
LE La GRRZA
ECKHAFRDT
GONZalLEZ
EaLL (TX)
HIGHTOWER
JORDAN
EGZEH
KRUEGER
TRHON
HILFSRD -
PICKLE
FOAGE
ROBERTS
TEQGUE
{I:HiTE
VILSON, (TX)
$RIGHT
YOUNG (TX)

UTRH
HOME
8L Kay

+ERHGNT

JIRGINTA
TANIEL. DAH
DOUHING (va3s
FISHER
HARRIS
SRTYTERFIELD

STATE AND PRRTY REPORT

YER
YEn
YEa
YEA
YER

YEA
YE#A
NY
NY
YEA

YEA
YEA
YER
YER
YEA
NRY
NARY
YER
YER
YEAR
TEA
YER
YEA
YER
NRY
YEA
YEAR
YER
YEA
YEA

¥
YEA

RAY
YEA
YEA
YEA
HAY

ROLL KO.

738

sx0THERs=

REPUEBLICAN

SPENCE

ABDNOR
PRESSLER

BEARD (TH)
BUHCAN C(TN)
CUILLEN

ARCHER
COLLINS (TX)
PAUL
STEELMAN

JEFFORDS

BUTLER

DANIEL. R. ¥.

ROBINSON
AKPLER
WHITEHURSY

16 SEPT 1576 11.29 AN

PAGE 8

YE&

YER
YEA

YEA
YEA
YER

HAY
NRY
HAY
YEn

NAY

RAY
YEA
NRY
YEAQ
YEA



BENOCRATIC

HASHINGTON
4#DANS
EDHKER
FOLEY
HICKS
MC CORHMACK
MEEDS

#EST VIRGINIA
HECHLER <(8Y)
NOLLCH&N
sLACK
STRAGGERS

S4ISTONSIN
ASPIH
EALBUS
CORNELL
KASTEWNMEIER
QBEY
REUSS
ZABLOCKI

“YCHING
RONCaLIO

- » #* - &

STATE &

YEAR
YEA
- YEA
YEA
YER
YER

YER
YER
YER
YER

YEA
YER
YER
YEA
YER
YEAR
YER

ND PARTY REPORT
ROLL NO. 738
»2THER=»

END R:F

i

REPOR Y

16 SEPT 15376 11.20 RN

REPUBLICAR

PRITCHARD

KASTEN
STEIGER (®I’

%® L] % * &

PaGE 18





