The original documents are located in Box 15, folder “Rumsfeld, Donald - Memoranda (3)”
of the Robert A. Goldwin Papers 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. Robert A. Goldwin 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United States of America his copyrights in all of his unpublished writings in National Archives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.



Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted
materials. Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to
these materials.



Hovember 3, 1875

MEMORANDUM TO: DOBALD @
FROM: ROBERT

SUBJECT: The President's Statement on the Relation
of the States and the Pederal Government

In his address to the National Press Club on October 2%, the
President digressed briefly and made an unfortunate, in my
opinion, and unnecessary constitutional comment:

«++ under our Constitutional system, both the cities
and the Federal Government were the creatures of the
States. %he States delegated certain of their sovereign
powers~~the power to tax, police powers and the like-~
to local units of self-government, and they can take
these powers back if they are abused.

The States also relinquished certain sovereign powers
to the Federal Government--some altogether and some to
be shared. In vreturn, the Federal Government has
certain oligations to the States.

This statement confuses several points. In a State where
the cities are the creatures of the State, it is by virtue
of the State constitutuion, not the Constitution of the
United States, which is silent on the subject. There is
nothing in the Constitution of the United States or its
history to suggest that the goverament of the United States
is the creature of the States. The States cannot, for
example, take away from the Federal Government, as they can
from cities, the power to tax. And the Federal Government's
obligations to the States (e.g., the guarantee of a republican
form of government, etc., Article IV) are nowhere said to be
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a compensation to the States for their having relinguished
power to the Federal Government.

The Federal Government is the creature of the people, not of
the States. It has its powers from the people through the
Constitution. "We the People,”™ not the States, did "erdain
and establish® the Constitution. Even the 10th Amendment,
frequently cited by states-righters, does not support the
view that the powars of the national government are delegated
by the States. The l0th Amendment says: "The powers not
delegated to the United States the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it [i.e., the COnsgItnEIon] to the States, are
reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.”
(Emphasis added.)

The view that the States made the Union was the pre~Civil

War Constitutional theory that justified secession (on the
ground that if they made the Union they could unmake it).

The Republican party was born in opposition to this theory,
which was brilliantly refuted by Lincoln and decisively
repudiated by the outcome of the Civil War. Lincoln expressed
the Republican view that the Union is zttor to the States,
that they cannot undo the Union, that it is perpetual, that
the Federal Government is “"a government proper,” and not a
temporary "assocliation of States in the nature of contract®
that one might break or withdraw from. For the above reasons,
I recommend that the President correct this position at his
first opportunity, as follows:

Q. MNr, President, would you please explain what you meant
in your speech when you said that the Federal Government
is the creature of the States?

A. I have to admit to you frankly that when I said that I
was in error. I was focusing with maximum attention on
Hew York City and its relation to New York State and to
the Federal Goveranment, and I did not pay sufficient
attention to this mistaken statement regarding the
relation of the States to the Federal Government.

The Constitution clearly states that the people "ordain

and establish" the Constitution, and the Constitution
delegates powers to the Federal Government. The Federal
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Government is the creature of the American people as a
whole not of the States.

If you agree, I recommend that this Q & A be added to
the President's briefing book.

cg: Mr. Paul Theis
#Mr., John Marsh
Mr. Philip Buchen
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ThezPreszdent and Néw York Czt

: L’\'DOUBTEDLY THERE HAVE“ been presxdenttal
speeches more outrageous.than-the one President Ford. or-its debts within a: few weeks unless it gets help from

celivered on New York City’s financial problems:-But it

is hard to remember one: Mr: Ford used all the
demagogue’s tricks: misstating: the problem, distorting

he facts, running down the cntxcs, _resorting to pxous,
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Item: Mr. Ford. says that most other big cities have
faced the same problems as New York’s and havestayed
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE NCVEMBER 3, 1975

Office of the White House Press Secretary

THE WHITE HOUSE

BICGRAPHICAL INFCRMATICON ON
DCNALD RUMSFELD

Donald Rumsfeld was appointed Assistant to the President by President Ford
in Septerr bar 1974, . In this capacity, he serves as 2 member of the

Cabinet, Director of the White House Office of Operations, and Coordinator
of the White House Staff, Previously, he headed President Ford's transition
team in August of 1974,

Mr. Rumsfeld was born on July 9, 1932 in Chicago, Illinois. He received
a B.A. in Politics from Princeton University in 1954. He served in the
U.S. Navy as a naval aviator from 1954-1957.

Mr. Rumsfeld became active in government in 1958 when he worked as
Administrative Assistant to Congressman Dave Dennison of Chio. In 1959,
he became a Staff Assistant to then Congressman Robert Griffin of Michigan.
From 1960 to 1962, he was with the Chicago investment banking firm of

A. G. Becker and Company.

In 1962, he was elected to the United States House of Representatives from
the Thirteenth District of Illinois to serve in the Eighty-Eighth Congress.
e was re-elected iin 1964, 1966, and 1968. In the

Congress, he served on the Joint Economic Committee, the Commititee on
Science and Aeronautics, and the Government Operations Committee, and
the Subcommittees on Military and Foreign Operations. He was also a
co-founder of the Japanese-American Inter-Parliamentary Council.

In 1969, he resigned his seat in the House to join the Cabinet as an Assistant
to the President and Director of the Cffice of Economic Opportunity. In
December of 1970, he was named Counsellor to the President and in
October 1971, he was appointed Director of the Cost of Living Council.

Mr. Rumsfeld was named United States Ambassador to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization in February 1973. He served as the United States’
Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic Council,. the Defense
Planning Committee, and the Nuclear Planning Group. In this responsibility,
he represented the United States on a wide range of military and diplomatic
matters.

Mr. Rumsfeld has received honorary degrees in law from Park College (Mo. );
Lake Forest College (Ill.), and Illinois College (Ill.). Additional awards
include the Cpportunities Industrial Center's Executive Government Award
and the Distinguished Eagle Scout Award.

Mr. Rumsfeld was married to the former Joyce Pierson of Wilmette,
Illinois in 1954, They have two daughters, Valerie (19) and Marcy (15),
and a son, Nicholas (8).



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

- WASHINGTON

9/22/75
MEMORANDUM TO: DON RUMSFELD
JIM LYNN .
BOB HARTMANN
DICK CHENEY
DAVE LISSY
FROM: BOB GOLDWIN

I thought you might be entertained by the writing of this
California judge who certainly knows how to say what he thinks.

Attachment
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Court Cases Involving agamst mfm' who were seeking reinstatement on grounds that their
Imoﬂ?zwsm : rights afﬁ&whwcmhwd. In one case, an associate professor

sued Indiana University in Pennsylvania when it did not renew her teach-

mgcontmct. Intheathcrm, an assistant professor at the Ummmty of California at &rkeky sued when

hls name was removed from the tenure list.

In the Pennsylvania case, the Federal appeais cmm in Plnhde&p@a ughr.!d a Fedemi Dmrm Court
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

September 11, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DON RUMSFELD p
DICK CHENEY

FROM: BOB GOLDWIN (

SUBJECT: School Desegregation

In his August 30, 1975, interview with WJAR-TV in Newport, R.I.,
the President stated that forced busing is not a way to achieve
quality education for all students, including minority students.
He called attention to the superior alternatives to busing
established by Congress in the Education Amendments of 1974.

The Education Amendments was the first major Bill signed by
President Ford (PL 92-380, August 21, 1974). At its signing he
said that Title II contained an "ordered and reasoned approach"

to school desegregation. (A copy of Title II and a brief analysis
are attached.) ;

Briefly, this Act requires that courts seek specific remedies
for school discrimination less drastic than busing, wherever
possible, and sets definite limits to busing.

Title II seems to be a significant instrument for improving the
effectiveness of efforts to end discrimination in our schools,
but for some reason most courts that have issued busing orders
in the last year did so as if this law did not exist. (This is
true, for instance, of the latest desegregation order for Omaha,
which does not mention PL 92-380.) Perh:.: there is some legal
basis, unknown to me, that allows the courts to make this law
inoperative, but if not, the courts are contravening the law and
the express will of the Congress.



Page 2

I suggest that:

1) The President request the Office of the Counsel to the
President and the Justice Department to give him an analysis
of the applicability of Title II to current, court-ordered
desegregation;

2) depending on the result of this analysis, the President
again call the attention of the publie, the press, the
Congress, and especially the courts to the provisions of
Title II.

Attachments



b) Assigning students to the closest school taking into
account only school capacities.

c) Permitting students to transfer from a school in which
a majority of the students are of their race to one in which a
minority are of their race.

d) Creating or revising attendance zoenes or grade structures
without requiring transportation.

e) Construction of new schools or closing of inferior schools.
f) Establishment of magnet schools.
3. Section 215 (a) - Limits on Busing

This section rules out busing past the next nearest school as a remedy
to correct violations:

No court, department of agency of the United States
shall...order the implementation of a plan that would
require the transportation of any student to a school
other than the school closest or next closest to

his place of residence which provides the appropriate
grade level and type of education for such student.

4, Section 203 - Authority of the Courts

The prior provisions have been largely ignored by the courts. Section
203 (b) contains the only significant qualification of the otherwise
unambiguous language of Title II:

...It is necessary and proper that the Congress...
specify appropriate remedies for the elimination

of the vestiges of dual school systems, except that

the provisions of this title are not intended to modify
or diminish the authority of the courts of the United
States to enforce fully the fifth and fourteenth amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United States.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

September 8, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: ROBERT GOLDWIN o
FROM: KIRK EMMERT Y. Z
SUBJECT: Education Amendments (1974)

On August 12, 1975 President Ford signed the Education Amendments of

1974 (PL 92-380). In his accompanying statement the President said that
this Bill contained

an ordered and reasoned approach to dealing with
the remaining problems of segregation in our
schools, but I regret that it lacks an effective
provision for automatically re-evaluating existing
court orders.

In Title II of the Education Amendments (1974) Congress dealt with the

question of appropriate remedies for correcting unconstitutional discrimination
in public education. Title II contains several provisions which are

designed to redirect the course of school desegregation.

1. Section 213 - Specific Remedies

In formulating remedies, courts and government agencies shall impose
only such remedies as "are essential to correct particular denials" of
rights. (This section is meant to counter the tendency of the courts to
order the racial balancing of a whole school district as a remedy to
correct specific violations.)

2. Section 214 - Priority of Remedies

This section establishes a hierarchy or priority of remedies. The
courts and other government agencies shall require the first of the
following remedies, or the first combination of remedies, which would
correct a denial of rights:

a) Assigning students to schools closest to their homes,
taking into account both school capacities and natural physical
barriers.
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Aug. 21 EDUCATION AMUNDMENTS OF 1974 P.L. 93-550

OTEN MIETINGS OF EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES
~See. 110. Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1265 % is amended by adding at lhe end thercof the following
new section: p

“OPEN MEETINGS OF EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

“Sec. 812. No application for assistance under this Act may be
considercd unless the local educational agency muking such appli-
cation certifies to the Commissiener that members of the pubilic
have been afforded the opportunity unon reasonable notice to testify
or otherwise comment regarding the subject matter of the applica-
tion. The Commissioner is .:'m-.oz:zcd and dircected te establish
such regulations as necessary to implement this section.”

. ETHNIC HERITAGE STUDIES CENTERS L7

Sec. 111. (a)(1) Section 907 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1‘135‘7 is amended by striking out “the fisecal
vear ending June 20, 1973” and inscrting in lieu thereof “each of the
fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1978".

(2) The amendments made by this subsection shal! be effective on
and after July 1, 1973.

(b) Section ““., of sauech Act > iz amended by—

(1) stiriking out “elementary u.r.(? seeondary schools and in-
stitutions of higher educatioen™ in clause (1) of such section,
and inserting in lieu thereo! “clementary or secondary schools
or institufions of ki vt

(2) striking out “elemeoniary and secondary schools and in-
stitutions of higher educaiion” in clause (2) of such section
and inscrting in lien thereof “elementary or secondary schools
or institutions of m:_rnor education”;

(3) inserting the word *“‘or” after clause (1) of such sce-
{ion; and

(4) inserting the word “or” at the end of clause (2) of such
section.

TITLYE JI-EQUAL ERUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES AND
THE TRANSPORTATION OF STUDENTS
SHORT TiTLE
Thie TItin matr aa sitoel e ino "‘-n-r!n-.:.I e siiana

1]
Oprortunities Act of 16747,

PART A—EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OYPORTUNITIES
Subpart 1—Policy and Purpose
DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec. 202. (a) Tho‘Congress declares it o be the policy of the
United States that— 2

46, 29 11.S.C.A. § 8°1 et seq. 48. 20 U.S.C.A. § 999a-1,
47. = § Yia-3,
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(1) all children enrolled in public schools are entitled to
equal educational opportunity without regard to race, color, sex,
or national origin; and

(2) the neizhborhood is the appropriatc basis for deter-
mining.{)-u't‘)lic school assignments.

(b) In order to carry out this policy, it is the purpose of this
part to specify appropriate remedies for the orderly removal of the
vestiges of the dual school system.

ORI IANE )
Sec. 203. (a) The Congress finds that— ’

(1) the maintenance of dual school systems in which stu-
dents arc assigned to schools solely on the basis of race, color,
sex, or national origin denies to those students the equal pro-
tection of the.laws guaranteed by the fourteenth amendment;

(2) for the purpose of abolishing dual school systems and
eliminating the vestiges thereof, many local educational agen-
cies have been required to reorganize their school systems, to
reassign students, and to engage in the extensive transporta-
tion of students;

(3) the implementation of descgregation plans that require
extensive student transporiaticn has, in many cases, required
local educational agencies to expend large amount of funds,
thereby depleting their financial resources available for the
maintenance or improvement of the guality of educational fa-
cilities and instruction provided;

(4) transportation of students which creates serious risks
to their health and sarety, disrupts the cducational process
carried out with respect to such students, and impinges sig-
nificantly on their educational opportunity, is excessive;

(5) the risks and harms ereated by excessive transportation
are particularly great for children enrolled in the first six
grades; and

(6) the guidelines provided by the couris for fashioninz reme-
dies to dismantle dual school systems have been, as the Supreme
Court of the United States has said, “incomplete and imper-
feet,” and have not established. a4 clear, rational, and uniform
standard for determinineg the extent to which a local cduca-
tional ageney is required to reassign and transport its stu-
dents in order to eliminate the vestiges of a dual school sys-
tem.

(b) For the foregoing reasons, it is necessary and proper that
the Congress, pursuant to the powers granted to it by the Constitu-

tion of the United States, specify appropriate remedies for the elimi-

_nalion of the vestiges of dual school systems, except that the pro-

visions of this title arc not intended to modify or diminish the au-
thority of the courts of the United States to enforce fully the fifth
and fourteenth amendments to the Constitution of the United States.

578
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Aug. 21 EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974 P.L. 53-380
{ LY Subpart 2—Unlawful Practices

DENIAL OF EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROHIBITED

Sec. 204. No State shall deny equal educational opportunity to an
“individual on account of his or her race, color, sex, or national origin,
by—

(a) the deliberate segregation by an educational agency of
students on the basis of race, color, or national origin among
or within schools;

(b) the failure of an educational agency which has formerly
practiced such deliberate segregation to take affirmative steps,
consistent with subpart 4 of this title, to remove the vestiges of
a dual school system;

a school, other than the one closest to his or her place of resi-|
dence within the school district in which he oy she resides, if
the assignment rezults in a greater degree eof segregation of
students on the basis of race, color, sex, or national origin among
the schools of such agency than would result if such student
were assigned to the school closest to his or her place of resi-
dence within the school district of such agency providing the
appropriate grade Ievel and type of education for such student;

(d) discrimination by an educational agency on the basis of
race, color, or national origin in the emplovment, employment
conditions. or assignment to schools of its faculty or staff, ex-
cept to fulfill the purposes of subsection (f) below;

(e) the transfer by an educational agency, whether voluntary
or otherwise, of a student from one school to another if the
2, purpose and effect of such transier is to incrcase segregation
of students on the basis of race, ceolor, or national origin among
the schools of such ageney; or

B L R e Y
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(f) the failure by an educational agency to take appropriate
action to overcome language barriers that impede equal partici-
pation by its students in its iustructional programs.

EALAXCE NOT RLEQUIRED
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AS.K:\ F T Ot NEIGHBORHCGOD BASIS \f)l .\ _DEXNIAL OF
QUAL LuL(A PIONAL OPPORTEN

Sec. 206. Subject to the other provisions of t)ns part, the assign-
ment by an cducationa! ageney »f a student to the scheol nearest
his place of residence which provides the appropriate grade level
and type of education for such student is not a denial of equal edu-
cational opportunity or of equal protection of the laws unless such
assignment is for the purpose of segregating students on the basis
_ T of race, color, sex, or national origin, or the school to which such

579

ALY e e e - T3 8Y,
/

Sece. 205. The failure of an educational ageney to attain a bal-;
ance, on the basis of L.cc color, sex, or national origin, of students |
ol

(¢) the assignment by an educational agency of a student to-

'
\
i
'
i
|
i

i e e B i e e T PG TP SR SRR - Sy



extend

i Ier

» smnibu

‘ermit
¥ are

“he Sp
ncenti

9

sf the

“rohib
.ctiviti

1low@
‘chool

“ourte

Frohilk
“rohil
2rohil
3s ax

causet

Provi
befor«

~

P.L. 93-380 LAWS OF 93rd CONG.—2nd SLSS. Aug. 21

student is assigned was located on its site for the purpose of segre-
gating students on such basis.
Subpart 3—Enforcement
CIVIL ACTIONS

See. 207. An individual denied an cqual educational opportunity,
as defined by this part may institute a civil action in an appropriate
district court of the United States against such parties, and for such
relicf, as may be appropriate. The Attorney General of the United
States (hercinafter in this title referred to as the “Attorney Gen-
erai’j. ior or 1n the name of the i'nited Statee !!12_‘,’,‘.".!5’.‘ inctitnta
such a civil action on behalf of such an individual.

EFFECT OF CERTAIN POPULATION CHANGES OGN CERTAIN ACTIONS

Sec. 208. When a court of competent jurisdiction determines
that a school system is desegregated, or that it meets the constitu-
tional requirements, or that it is & unitary system, or that it has no
vestiges of a dual system, and thereatter residential shifts in popu-
lation occur which result in school population changes in any school
within such a desegregated school system, such school population
changes so occurring shall not, per se, constitute a cause for civil
action for a new plan of descgregation or for modification of the
court approved plan.

JURISDICTION OF DISTRICT COURTS
Sec. 209. The appropriate district court of the United States shall
have and exercise jurisdiction of procecdings instituted under sece-
tion 207.

INTERVENTION BY ATTORNEY GENERAL

Sec. 210. Whenever a civil action is instituted under section 207
by an individual, the Attorney General may intervene in such action
upon timely application.

SUITS BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
Sec. 211. The Atrorney General shall not institute a civil action
under section 207 before he——

(a) gives to the approvriate educational agency notice of the
condition or conditions which, in his judgment, constitute a
violation of subpart 2 of thiz part; and

(b): certifies to the appropriate district court of the United
States that he is satisfied that such educational ageney has not,
within a reasonable time after such notice, undertaken appro-
priate remedial action.

Subpart 4—Remedics
FORMULATING REMEDIES; APPLICABILITY
Sec. 213. In formulating a remedy for a denial of equal educa-

tional opportunity or a denial of the equal protection of the laws,

- a court, department, or agency of the United States shall seck or
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Aug. 21 EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974 P.L. 93-380

imposc only such remedies as are essential to correct particular de-
nials of equal educational opportunity or equal protection of the
laws.

PRIORITY OF REMEDIES
See. 214. In formulating a remedy for a denial of equal educa-
tional opportunity or a denial of the equal protection of the laws,
which may invelve directly ov indirectly the transportation of stu-
dents, a court, department, or agency of the United States shall con-
sider and make specific findings on the efficacy in correcting such
denial of the following remedies and shall require implementation
of the first of {he remedies set out below, or of the first combina-}|
tion thereof which would remedy such denial:

(a) assigning students to the schools closest’to their places of
residence which provide the appropriate grade level and type of
education for such students, taking into account school capaci-
ties and natural physical barriers;

(b) assigning students to the schools closest to their places of
residence which provide the appropriate grade level and type of
education for such sindents, taking into account only school
capacities;

(¢) permitting students to transfer from a school in which a
majority of the studenis are of their race, color, or national ori-
gin to a school in which a minority of the students are of their
race, color, or national origin; ;

(d) the creation or revision of allendance zones or grade
structures without requiring transportation beyond that de-
scribed in section 215;

(e) the construction of new schools or the closing of inferior
schools;

(f) the construction or establishment of magnet schools; or

(g) the development and implementation of any other plan
which is educationally sound and administratively feasible, sub-
ject to the provisions of sections 215 and 216 of this part.

TRANSPORTATION OF STUDENTS
Sec. 215. (a) No court, department, or agency of the United '
States shall, pursuant to secticn 214, order the implementation of a
NIAN TN WA POAITIES Tho 1ESHSnariaiinn al any Sinannt 1a a ecnant
other than the school closest or next closest o Lis place of residence
which provides the appropriate grade level and type of education:
for such student.

(b) assigning students to the schonls ciosest to their places of
require directly or indirectly the transportation of any student if
such transportation poses a risk to the health of such student or
constitutes a significant impingement on the educational process
with respect to such student. :

(¢) When a court of competent jurisdiction determines that a
school system is desegregated, or that it meets the constitutional
requirements, or that it is a unitary system, or that it has no vestiges

581
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P.L. 93-380 LAWS OF 23rd CONG.--2nd SESS. Aug. 21

of a dual system, and thereafter residential shifts in population oc-
cur which result in school population changes in any school within
such a desegregated school system, no educational ageney because
of such shifts shall be required by any court, department, or agency
of the United States to formulate, of implement any new desegrega-
tion plan, or modify or implement any modification of the court
approved desegregation plan, which would require transportation
of students to compensate wholly or in part for such shifts in school
population so occurring.

AZNSD A ANENL L RULANTLD ’

See. 216. In the formulation of remedies under section 2'13 or 214
of this part the lines drawn by a State, subdividing its territory into
separate school districts, shall not be ignored or altered ¢xcept where
it is established that the lines were drawn for the purpose, and had
the effect, of segregating children among public schools on the basis
of race, color, sex, or national origin.

VOLUNTARY ADOPTION OF REMEDIES
Sec. 217. Nothing in this part prohibits an cducational agency,
from proposing, adopting. requiring, or implementing any plan of,
desegregation, otherwise lawful, that is at variance with the stand-!

ards set out in this part nor shall any court, department, or ageney ' 7

of the United States be proiibited from approving implementation
of a plan which goes beyond what can be required under this part,
if such plan is voluntarily proposed by the appropriate educational
agency. ;

REOPENING PROCEEDINGS
Sec. 218. A parent or guardian of a child, or parents or guard-
ians of children similarly situated, transported to a public school
in accordance with a court order, or an cducational agency subject

to a court order or a dezegrezation plan under title VI of the Civil .

Rights Act of 1964 in effect on the date of the enactment of this part
and intended to end segregation of siudenis on the basis of race,
color, or national origin, may seek to reopen or intervene in the fur-
ther implementation of such court order, currently in effect, if the
time or distance c¢f iravel is so great as to risk the heaith of the
student or significantly impinge on his or her educational process.

LIMITATION ON ORDERS
See. 219. Any court order reguiring, directly or indirectly, the]

“ transportation of students for the purposce of remedying a denial of |

the equal protection of the laws may, to the extent of such transpor-
tation, be terminated if the court finds the defencant educational

agency has satisfied the requirements of the fifth or fourteenth
_amendments to the Constitution, whichever is applicable, and will “
“continue to be in compliance with the requirements thercof. The
_court of initial jurisdiction shall state in its order the basis for any
‘decision to terminate an order pursuant to this section, and the ter-
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mination of any order pursuant to this section shall be stayed pend-
ing a final appeal or, in the event no appeal is taken, until the time
for any such appeal has expired. No additional order requiring such
educational agency to transport students for such purpose shall be
entered unless such agency is found not to have satisfied the re-
quirements of the fifth or fourteenth amendments te the Consiitu-
tion, whichever is applicable.

Subpart 5—Definitions

Sec. 221. For the purposes of this part—

(a) The term ‘“educational a'fenc-v” means a local educational
agency or a “State~educational ageney” as defirned by section 801(k)
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.49

(b) The term “local educational agency” means a local educa-
tional agency as defined by section 801(f) of the hlementm) and
Sccondary Educatien Act of 1965.5° ’

(c¢) The term “segregation” means the operation of a school sys-
tem in which students are wholly or substantially separated among
the schools of an educational agency on the basis of race, color,
sex, or national origin or within a school on the basis of race,
color, or national origin.

(d) The term “desegregation” means desegregation as defined
by section 401(b) of the Civil Richts Act of 1964.51

(e) An educational agency shail be .deemed tn transport a stu-
dent if any part of the cost of such student’s transportation is paid
by such agency.

\Iiscellaneous Provisions

Subpar
REPEALER
Sec. 222. Section 709(a)(3) of the Emergency School Aid Act 52
is hereby repealed.

SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS

Sec. 223. If any provision of this part or of any amendment made

by this part, or the application of any such prevision to any person

or circumstance, iz held invalid, the remainder of the provisions

of thie yart and of tha smendmants made by this part and the ap-

phcatlon of such provision fo cther persons or circumstances shall
not be affected thereby.

49. 20 lY.S.C.A. § BS1(k). 51. 42 U.S.C.A. § 2000c(b).
50. 20 U.S.C.A. § 881(f). 52. 20 L'.S.C.,{. § 1638(a)(3).

(4]
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PART B—OTHER PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE ASSIGN-
MENT AND TRANSPORTATION OF STUDENTS

PROHIBITION AGMAINST ARSIGNMENT OR TRANSPORTATION OF
STUDENTS T OVERCOME RACIAL IMBALANCE

Sec. 251. No provisien of this Act shall be construed to require
the assignment or transportation of students or teachers in order
to overcome racial imhalance.

PROUIBITION AGAINST USE OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR BUSING
See. 252. Pa:‘L B o‘f t'ne Gencm] luuC“tlun Provisions Act, as

Nz

bie n jeaemvae B e el e o g
UL L8I0 58T A6 KARTHAlhG By aduailix e tac enda

thereof the following hew section: ’

SUIRITLUTE &

“PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS FQR BUSING
“Sec. 420. No funds appropriated for the purpose of carry-
ing out any applicable program may be used for the transporta-
tion of students or teachers (or for the purchase of equipment
for such transportation) in order to overcome racizl imbalance in
any school or >c!:ool system, or for the transportation of students
or teachers (or for the purchase of eguipment for such transporta-
tion) in order to carry out a plan of racial desegregation of any
school or school system, except for funds apprepriated pursuant
to title I of the Act of September 30, 1950 (P.L. 874, &1st Congress),
bui not including any portion of such funds as are attributable to
children counted under subparagraph (C) of section 3(d)(2) or
section 403(1)(C) of that Act.”

PROVISION RELATING TO COURT APPEALS

Sec. 253. Notwithstanding any other law or provision of law,
in the case of any order on the part of any United States distriet
court which requires the transfer or transportation of any student
or students from any school attendance area preseribed by com-
‘petent State or local anthority for the purposes of achieving a bal-
ance among students with respect to race, sex, religion, or socio-
economic status, the effectiveness of such order shall be post-
poned until all appeals in connection with such order have been
exhausted or, in the event no appeals are taken, until the time
for such appeals has expired. This seetion shall expire at midnight

=
ea 1
R
Q; A
(5.

on June 30, 18

PROVISION REQUIRING THAT RULES OF EVIDENCE BE UNIFORM
Scc. 254. The rules of evidence required to prove that State

.or local authorities are practicing racial diserimination in assign-

ing students to public schools shall be uniform throughout the
United States.

53. 20U9(‘A § 1222 ot seq.
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APPLICATION OF PROVISO OF SECTION 407¢a) OF THE CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT OF 1951 TO THE ENTIRE UNITED STATES

Sec. 255. The proviso of section 407(a) of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 3¢ providing in substance that no court or official of the
United States shall be empowered to issue any order seeking to
achiceve a racial balunce in any school by requiring the transporta-
tion of pupils or students from one school to another or one school
district to another in order to achieve such racial balance, or other-
wise enlarge the existing power of the court to insure compliance
with constitutional standards shall apply to all public schocl pupils
and to every public school system, publie school and public school
board, as defined by title IV, under all circumstances and condi-
tions and at all ‘times in every State, district, territory, Common-
wealth, or possession of the United States, regardless of whether
the residence of such public schocl pupils or the principal offices
of such public school system, public school or public school board
is situated in the northern, eastern, western, or southern part of
the United States.

ADDITIONAL PRIORITY OF REMEDIES

Sec. 256. Notwithstanding any provision of law, after June |

30, 1974 no court of the United States shall order the implementa-

tion of any plan to remedy a finding of de jure segregation which !
involves the transportation of students, unless the court first finds

that all alternative remedies are inadequate.

REMEDIES WITH RESPECY TO SCHOOL DISTRICT LINES

See. 257. In the formulation of remedies under this title the
lines drawn by a State subdividing its territory intc separate school
districts, shall not be ignored or altered except where it is estab-
lished that the lines were drawn, or maintained or crossed for the
purpose, and }_:ad the g-fr'_e_ct of segregating children among public
schools on the busis of race. coler, sex, or national origin, or where
it is established that, as a result of diseriminatory actions within
the school distriets, the lines have had the effect of segregating
children among public schools on the basis of race, color, sex, or
national origin.

PROMIBITION OF FORCED BUSINCG DURING SCHOOL YEAR

Sec. 258. (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) the forced transportation of elementary and secondary
school students in implementation of the constitutional require-

- o | —r R N . " 18 L e d e L .
ment for the desegrevation of such scheols is controversial and

difficult under the best planning and administration; and:

(2) the forced transportation of elementary and secondary
school students after the commencement of an acadernic school
year is educationally unsound and administratively inefficient.

54. 42 U.S.C.A. § 200vc-6(a).

(3]
(o)
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(b) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, no order of a
court, department, or ageney of the United States, requiring the
transportation of any student incident to the transfer of that stu-
dent from one elementary or secondary school to another such school
in a local cducational agency pursuant to a plan reguiring such
transportation for the racial desegreration of any school in that
agency, shall be effective until the beginning of an academic school
year.

(e) For thc purpose of this secction, the term “academic school
year” means, pursuant to regulations promulgated by the Commis-
sioner, the cusiomary hezinning of clusses for the school year at an
elomentary: ar cecondary sehooi of a local educational agency for

" ’ S : N \
@ SCHUUL year UIGIL ULLUES UL twie vilen tnan idé in any twalve-
month period. p: 4

(d) The provisions of this section apply to any order which was
not implemented at the beginning ol the 1974-1975 academie year.

REASONABLE TIME

LOPING VOLUNTARY PLAN
FOR DES

IHZATING SCHOOLS

See. 259. Notwithstanding any other luw or provision of law,
no court or officer of the Urited States shall enter, &5 a remedy
for a denial of equal educational opportunity or a denial of eqgual
protection of the laws, any order for enforcement of a plan of de-
segregation or medification of a court-approved plan, until such
time as the local educational acency to be affected by such order
has been provided notice of the details of the vielation and given
a reasonable nx»;'»or'tt;lxit,\"lc_) (’.L".‘(.‘u);v a voluntary remedial plan.

Such time shall permit the local eduecational agency suificient |

opportunity for community participation in the development of a
remedial plan.

TITLE INI—FEDERAL IMPACT AID PROGRANS

DURATION C% PAY MENTS
& IC. HLY-2

. 801. (a)(1) The first sentence of section 3 of the Aect of

Qe )tcmnm 28, 1950 (Publie Law £15. Eizhty-first Congress) 5% i3
amended by striking out “June 30, 1973" and inserting in lieu
thercofl “June 50, 1973".

(2) Section 15(15) of such Act?® is amcnded b\' striking out
“1968-1969" and inserting in lieu theveof “1973-19

(b) Section -16(a) of such Act®™ is amended in clause (1)(A)
thereof, by striking out “July 1, 1973” and inserting in lieu there-
of “July 1, 1978".

(¢) The amendments made by this section ﬂm]l be effective on
and aftev July 1, 1973.

P gg 20 U.8.C.A. 5033 57. 2) U.S.C.A. § 646(a)(1)(A).

20 U.S.C.A. § 645(15).
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

 MEMORANDUM TO: DON

DICK CHENEY
ALAN GREENSPAN
BILL SIMON
BILL SEIDMAN
JIM CANNON
JIM LYNN

PAUL O'NEILL
JERRY JONES

FROM: BOB GOLDWIN

I share with you this communication from Professor Milton
Friedman ("the real Milton Friedman').

Attachment

9/25/75



THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS

1126 BAST 59TH STREET
CHICAGO +« ILLINOIS 60637

September 22, 1975

Mr. Robert A. Goldwin
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Bob:

I enclose herewith a brief guest opinion that I gave on the CBS Morning News
recently. I use it as .an occasion to express my dismay that the Administration
has not seized on inflation-proofing the tax system as a major element of its
economic policy.

Inflation-proofing the tax system is one of those rare proposals that is
desirable and politically popular.

It is desirable:

(1) on grounds of equity. Under present arrangements, inflation automatically
alters the tax structure in ways that nobody intended and few favor. I
do not believe that any Congress would at any time have explicitly enacted
as heavy an income tax on low and middle incomes as we now in fact have.

(2) on grounds of fiscal responsibility. Inflation enables Congress to have
- the appearance of lowering taxes while in fact the real tax burden rises.

Inflation now automatically provides additional revenue to finance con-
gressional extravagance. No single measure could do so much so readily to
slow down future government spending as inflation-proofing the tax system.
The bureaucrats at the Treasury (though not the Secretary) will object to
the future loss of revenue. But that is shortsighted on two grounds:
first, the revenue will be more than eaten up by additional spending;
second, as inflation proceeds, it ultimately has a perverse effect on
revenue adjusted for inflation, as is happening now in Britain.

(3) on grounds of promoting capital formation. Business has a valid complaint
that present methods of taxation in effect tax capital by making insuffi-
cient allowance for depreciation during times of inflation. The best way
to remedy this defect is not by measures directed specifically at "aiding"
business but by a general reform of the tax system that eliminates this
effect of inflation for everyone: individual taxpayers, small business,
large business.

Inflation—prbofing the tax system would, I believe, be highly popular politiéally:



Mr. Robert A. Goldwin
Page 2

(1) on grounds of equity. The ordinary man is confused and resentful
about inflation. He knows that he has to run faster and faster to

stay in the same place.

But he does not fully understand why. He

would welcome being protected against inflation at least with respect

to taxes.

(2) as a means of checking the growth of goverwmment. There is, I believe,
an enormous undercurrent of popular sentiment against further expansion

in the size of government.

Yet it is difficult to exploit this senti-

ment by proposals with'respect to individual spending measures. It is
much more effective to do so by proposals that attack the aggregate
sum which the government has available to spend.

(3) as a sound money measure.

Note that Senator Buckley and Representative

Crane have led groups in the Senate and the House that have introduced
bills to inflation-proof the tax system.

(4) as an anti-inflationary measure. Inflation-proofing the tax system
would reduce the advantage to the government from inflation and hence
could be expected to strengthen the will of the government to end it.

* From the special vantage point of the Executive, the proposal to inflation-proof
the tax system has some particular political advantages:

(1) It would be an act of the Executive to require Congress to be fiscally
responsible, to vote higher taxes explicitly rather than permitting or
promoting inflation as a way of paying for extra expenditures.

(2) If started for the base year 1976 it would involve no current loss of
- revenue, but yet would be viewed by the public as a measure reducing

taxes.

(3) It is not a novel,untried or irresponsible measure. It has been adopted
by Canada, a number of European countries, and several in South America.
It is favored by the economists on the right and by tke economists on the

left.

(4) It would appeal to both business and the working man.

Best personal wishes and regards.

MF: oy

Enciosure

Cordially yours,

. EOpD
P (}\
N /I N \
f o~ R

Milton Friedman \ ﬁ



Milton Friedman
September 6, 1975

Congressional Salaries and Taxes
CBS COMMENTARY FOR SEPTEMBER
(Broadcast on September 10, 1975)
BEFORE LEAVING FOR THEIR AUGUST RECESS, THE MEMBERS OF CONGRESS FOUND TIME TO .
GIVE THEMSELVES, AS WELL AS OTHER HIGH GOVERNMENTAL OFFICIALS, A NICE SALARY
INCREASE. 1IN ADDITION, TO MAKE.SURE THAT THEY AT LEAST WOULD NOT SUFFER FROM
THE INFLATION THAT THEY PRODUCE, THEY PROVIDED FOR AUTOMATIC FUTURE INCREASES

IN SALARY TO KEEP UP WITH THE COST OF LIVING.

NOW THAT CONGRESS HAS TAKEN CARE OF ITSELF, IT WOULD BE NICE IF IT COULD SPARE
A LITTLE TIME TO CONSIDER THE TAXPAYER. HE TOO NEEDS A COST-OF-LIVING ESCALATOR
CLAUSE. AS MATTERS NOW STAND, INFLATION AUTOMATICALLY RAISES TAXES DISPROPOR-
TIONATELY. IF PRICES GO UP BY 10 PER CENT, AND YOUR DOLLAR INCOME GOES UP BY

10 PER CENT, YOU MIGHT SUPPOSE THAT THAT WOULD BE A STAND OFF. BUT IT WILL NOT
BE. THANKS TO TAX LAWS WRITTEN FOR A WORLD OF STABLE PRICES, YOUR TAXES WILL,
ON THE AVERAGE, GO UP BY ABOUT 15 PER CENT. YOU HAVE TO RUN FASTER AND FASTER

JUST TO STAY IN THE SAME PLACE.

THERE IS NO TECHNICAL PROBLEM IN INFLATION-PROOFING THE TAX SYSTEM. MANY

EXPERTS HAVE SHOWN PRECISELY HOW TO DO IT.

BUT THERE IS A POLITICAL PROBLEM. NOW THAT THEIR SALARIES ARE PROTECTED AGAINST
INFLATION, WHY SHOULD CONGRESSMEN WORRY ABOUT THE TAXPAYER? QUITE THE OPPOSITE.
INFLATION INCREASES TAXES TO FINANCE HIGHER CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES--WITHOUT ANY
CONGRESSMAN HAVING TO VOTE FOR HIGHER TAXES! INDEED, HE CAN EVEN VOTE TO CUT
TAXES--WHILE AT THE SAME TIME PERMITTING INFLATION TO RAISE THEM! CAN YOU REALLY
EXPECT CONGRESSMEN TO KILL THE GOOSE THAT IS LAYING THOSE PAPER EGGS? NOT UNLESS

YOU MAKE THEIR JOBS DEPEND ON THEIR DOING SO.



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO DON RUMSFELD
MIKE DUVAL
DICK CHENEY
DAVE LISSY
JIM CAVANAUGH
PAUL O'NEILL

FROM: BOB GOLDWIN

This article from The Public Interest is of unusual interest, especially
the factual analysis contained on page 4.

9/25/75




September 11, 1973

Trust and Mistrust

MEMORANDUM TO:
SUBJECT:

from a letter by Thomas Jeffersonm:

would be transformed if coumbined with an

gument on the role of mistrust ia the American system. The

«

argumen

same
would be this

4%

them, but biad them dowm

t trust officials of goveranment.
tution

this when we meet at 1l a.m. on Friday, September

L
3
24

o 0 . o st i



"Some people say we must trust officials of government. I
say that we must not trust them, but bind them down with the
cords of the Constitution."

——=Jefferson
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October 2, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
RICHARD CHENEY

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

This letter was cleared through the Domestiec Counecil
and was sent out yesterday from Jim Connor's office.

Is any use of it contemplated? Will it be made publie?
Should it be used to let the 0ffice of Education,
Kational Institute of Education, Justice Department aand
others kanow what the President's position is os these
issues? This letter breaks new ground and they may

not know where the President stands unless they are
informed.

$t8ithnene




October 15, 1973

MEHORANDUM TO:

TEROUGH : RICHARD CHEXEY

FROM:




October 17, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
THROUGH : RICHARD CHENEY
PROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

I recaived a letter from a professor friend in Hew York suggesting
what might be done to change nmot what the President says to the
people of New York City but how he will say it.

He made the following arguments and assertions:

--Many years before the McCovern campaign, Liandsay bad polarized the
poeple of New York City.

~-Lindsay was re-elected in 1969 by splitting the opposition: 60I of
the votes were for his oppoments.

-~Thagks to Lindsay, reiaforced by McGovern, most New Yorkers are
middle Americans of the George Meany variety.

--This means that their views are not those of the New York
and the Washiungton Post.

--Failure to realize this fact caused President Nixon to be surprised

at the spontancous loyalty parade staged by the hard-hats in opposition
to the Vietnam demonstrations.

My professor friend recommends that someone do a brief and accurate
report on the political complexion of New York City today, as con~
trasted to the political attitudes of the New York press. In particular,
the report should describe the last mayoralty campaign, the primaries
that preceded it, whom the New York Times supported and what the

voters actually did.

The objective would be to get

people of Hew York City about their problems and their relatiomship
to the Federal government. Is this something that Foster Chenick
could be asked to do?

|
%
%




Dear Bob:

The following makes a suggestion that something be done which might
influence not what the President will say to New York City but how
he will say it.

People who have not been close to events in New York City in recent
years often have an inaccurate notion of the present political complexion
of its inhabitants. It is not widely known that, many years before
McGovern, Lindsay had polarized the people of New York in the way
McGovern was later to do, and that the majority of New Yorkers were
opposed to Lindsay's "limousine liberalism.'" Lindsay was re-elected
despite the opposition of almost 607 of the voters in 1969 because he
split the opposition. In 1973 New Yorkers were finally able to get

rid of him. Thanks to Lindsay, most New Yorkers are middle Americans
of the George Meany variety, i.e., their views are not those of the
New York Times and the Washington Post. Failure to appreciate this
fact led Nixon to be surprised at the spontaneous loyalty parade staged
by the hard-hats at the height of the Vietnam demonstrations.

Someone on the President's staff should do a brief and accurate report
on the political complexion of New York City today. (In particular,
he should describe the last mayoralty campaign, the primaries that
preceded it, whom the per supported, and what the voters did.)
NY lewts
- Cordially yours,

s/ Hilail
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

DONALD RUMSFELD
RICHARD CHENEY

ROBERT GOLDWIN

In case you missed it.

e
Attachment _ NCQ%J CZ{QJDLia\\fé¥4°LlhA] i at

10/21/75

/0/10/') 3/



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
‘ RICHARD CHENEY

JERRY JONES
JAMES CONNOR
WILLIAM STMON
JAMES LYNN
PAUL O'NEILL
ALAN GREENSPAN
JAMES CAVANAUGH

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN M@

This amusing account of attitudes of some ycung people toward
transfer programs cannot be relied on fully for factual
precision. But it is instructive.

2
e
Attachment *"“’““‘“’"‘@‘J
10/21/75 \6 PR -~ | J



October 22, 1975

T0:

has asked him
Institute of

tell me that Joha
1life of the Nal ,
are aware that Moynihan is the "father”

subcomuittee on select education on the

Yoynihan himself has no objection.

Ly

s

S333ys

called to
before his
ou

of

He wants to know whether the White House has any objection

testifying.

Ny,
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MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT :

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 28, 1975

DON 1@@
DICK CHENEY

: BOB GOLDWIN /&‘(/@

Busing letter

We put a let of effort into the letter on busing sent to Dr. Lonnie
Johnson. I am told that he and his colleagues of the African Methodist
Episcopalian Church were pleased with its responsiveness and that it was
circulated to the Bishops of the AME Church. But to the best of my
knowledge, it has not reached the ear of the public.

I recommend that we consider releasing the relevant portions of that

letter to the media.

To the best of my knowledge, no cne in the government outside of the
White House has seen the letter or knows its contents.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DON RQ&%%;;E
DICK CHENEY

JERRY JONES
JIM CONNOR
JIM CAVANAUGH
JAMES LYNN
ALAN GREENSPAN

)
FROM: BOB GOLDWIN /VZzﬂzji;y

In case you missed this Newsweek article.
Polsby is one of the best political scientists.
This page is brief but instructive.

Attachment



Iy Turn

About a dozen people in the last couple
of weeks have come up to me and
~ said, “You're a political scientist. Who's
going to be the Democratic nominee for
1976?” My last interrogator was a former
high official of the Democratic Party,
somebody better plugged in than I ever

October 20, 1975

guish between the parties on ideological
grounds, who say that which party gets
elected makes a difference, is up.

e But the number of people is also up
who don’t mind seeing divided govern-
ment, with Congress and the Presidency
controlled by different parties.

Nelson W. Polsby

* What Do The Voters Really Want?

sort of pressure from
within the party to
dump his middle-of-
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October 23, 1973

MEMORANDUM FOR: DOH RUMSFELD

THROUGH : DICK CHENEY

I recommend that the “school opeaning” speech (copy attached),
written with the inteation of being given late im August, be
looked at again for possible delivery now, or very soomn.

Changes would have to be made in the opening paragraphs, but
the greatest part of the draft, which the President liked
very much, seems as appropriate now as in August. In a con-
versgtion the other day, Robert Bork said he thinks the timing
would be better now than in August.

Consideration should be given to adding to the speech a proposal
of some significant action. Potsibilities could include a
Presidential Commission to study alternatives, or asking the
Secretary of HEW to bave the Office of Education and the
Hational Institute of Education look into the questions

raised in Ambassador Moyuihan's memo to the President and

the Attorney General to suggest legal alternatives.

The thrust of the argument would be as follows: The Supreme

Court has ruled that segregatad public schools are unconstitutional,
and everybody--including the President--is pledged to that principle.
The courts have ever since sought means to bring about the goal of
desegregation, and busing was iantended to be one of those means.
But court-ordered busing is working badly. (See attached news
clippiags.) Increasingly, it is showing itself to be counter-
productive and disruptivey it is not giving us desegregation and
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better schools, but rather is increasing the separation of
citizens and students on the basis of race, and is disrupting
the educational processes in major cities. If the courts
called a halt to ordering busing, that in itself would be

& beneficial step. But then the next necessary step would
have to be to seek more eoffective and less disruptive methods
of desegregating and, simultaneously, improving the schools.
Study is needed, now, to absord the best research of recent
years, and that is what the President is calling for.

I recommend that the draft of the August speech be given to
Bob Hartmann, that the President discuss it with him teo
indicate how he wants it to be revised and also to get the
benefit of Bob's views on what can and should be done with
it, and that then the writing task go forward under his
supervision, as in the case of any other major presidential
speech.

Attachments
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/ MIEMORANDUM

B THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 31, 1975

FOR: ! ROBERT GOLDWIN

FROM: - LEE GOODELL

Mr. Rumsfeld has acknowledged the attached letter and it
has been referred in the normal procedure to the Scheduling

Office.

However, Mr. Rumsfeld would like your views on the merit
of the suggestions and/or your suggestions.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE NCVEMBER 3, 1975

Office of the White House Press Secretary

Donald Rumsfeld was appointed Assistant to the President by President Ford
in Septerr ber 1974, | In this capacity, he serves as a member of the

Cabinet, Director of the White House Office of Operations, and Coordinat?r
of the White House Staff, Previously, he headed President Ford's transition
team in August of 1974,

Mr. Rumsfeld was born on July 9, 1932 in Chicago, Illinois. He received
a B.A. in Politics from Princeton University in 1954, He served in the
U.S. Navy as a naval aviator from 1954-1957,

Mr. Rumsfeld became active in government in 1958 when he worked as
Administrative Assistant to Congressman Dave Dennison of Chio. In 1959,
he became a Staff Assistant to then Congressman Robert Griffin of Michigan.
From 1960 to 1962, he was with the Chicago investment banking firm of

A. G. Becker and Company.

In 1962, he was elected to the United States House of Representatives from
the Thirteenth District of Illinois to serve in the Eighty-Eighth Congress.
e was re-elected 'in 1964, 1966, and 1968. In the

Congress, he served on the Joint Economic Committee, the Committee on
Science and Aeronautics, and the Government Operations Committee, and
the Subcommittees on Military and Foreign Operations. He was also a
co-founder of the Japanese-American Inter-Parliamentary Council.

In 1969, he resigned his seat in the House to join the Cabinet as an Assistant
to the President and Director of the Cffice of Economic Opportunity. In
December of 1970, he was named Counsellor to the President and in
October 1971, he was appointed Director of the Cost of Living Council.

Mr. Rumsfeld was named United States Ambassador to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization in February 1973. He served as the United States'
Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic Council, the Defense
Planning Committee, and the Nuclear Planning Group. In this responsibility,
he represented the United States on a wide range of military and diplomatic
matters.

Mr. Rumsfeld has received honorary degrees in law from Park College (Mo. );
Lake Forest College (I11.), and Illinois College (I1l1. ). Additional awards
include the Cpportunities Industrial Center's Executive Government Award
and the Distinguished Eagle Scout Award.

Mr. Rumsfeld was married to the former Joyce Pierson of Wilmette,
Illinois in 1954. They have two daughters, Valerie (19) and Marcy (15),
and a son, Nicholas (8).
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Decenber 2, 1975

MENMORANDUM T0: HONORABLE DOHALD RUMSFELD
SECRETARY OF DEVFENSE

Here is the set of materials I prepared for your confirmation
hearings and which are still usable because you used them
very little or not at all in the hearings.

The different parts are numbered and there is a table of
contents in front.

I leave for Arizona Thursday morning, but my office will
know how to find me if you need to reach me.

Robert A. Goldwin
Special Consultant to
the President

Attachaent
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Januvary 26, 1976

Dear Don:

In case you haven't seen it, the latest State Department

list contains the names of Gerald B. Helman
and Stephen J. Ledogar to F80-2, and Ralph R, Moore to
F80-3. #Mark Lissfeldt (still in Luns' office) is also on
the list to FSO-3,

You may recall the conventional view that USHATO had a
poor record as service leading to promotion. If I am
not mistaken, just about everyone who served under you
was promoted last year or this yvear. If the "jinx" ever
existed, it has been broken.

I thought you would be pleased to know.
Sincerely,

Robert A. Goldwin
Special Consultant to
the President

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld

Secretary of Defense
Washington, D.C.




THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301

January 29, 1976

Dr. Robert A. Goldwin

Room 170

0ld Executive Office Building
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Bob:
Thank you for calling my attention to the State Department

promotion list this year. It is a good record and they
were all well deserved.




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

RG:

Schedule: 11:45 - Honors Ceremony,
River Entrance

12:00 - Lunch, Secretary's
Dining Room

1:30 — W.H, Car at River
Entrance

Attendees: Sec'y Rumsfeld, Bonaldl
SYG Luns, Joseph
Paul Van Campen
Ms. Borgman-Brower
Mr. Clements, W, /liam P
Mr. Ellsworth) Roher t
Gen. Brown, (-eorje S.
Simuel Cong. Stratton (D, NY)
Bob cong. Wilson (R,Cal.)
faul cong. Findley (R,Ill.)
Delbest cong. Latta (R, Ohio)
and, possibly, two or three others.
Joe dordan | [SA
RADMVHolw:b (bR's M.l /)s;'/)

Staser JK replaces éw_w’.%m



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
2/4/76

RG:

SYG Luns' Washington Schedule

Sunday, Feb. 8

Lunch hosted by Amb. Bruce at his home

P.M. - appointments with the Ambassadors of Iran and Great Britaim

Monday, Feb. 9

1000

Interview Air R Force Ass't Sec'y Leberge for position
of ASG for Defense Support

1100 - Fred Ikle, ACDA

1200 - DOD lunch hosted by Sec'y Rumsfeld
1338 - Joe Jordan, DOD/ISA

1400 - Gen. Brown, JCS

1500 Sonnenfeldt

Tuesday, Feb. 10

1030 Sisco

1145 - Arthur ;Hartman

1230 - Kissinger {
1300 - Lunch hosted by Kissinger :
1500 - President Ford

1700 - Leave for Brussels




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

TO;: ,gw W
FROM: Robert A, Goldwinﬁﬁ»e_

COMMENTS:
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“(Goldwin) 2/11/76

W

Among the many gifts of greatness of Abraham Lincoln, foremost
was his ability to find deep meaning in events of the

moment , ed=iEhen el RLosswib—eteariy—and—nenoralyl s

When a crowd of well-wishers gathered to congratulate him
for his election victory in 1864, he responded by congratulating
all of the people for daring to hold an election in the midst of

the Civil War.

"It has long been a grave question," Lincoln said on that
occasion, "whether any government not too strong for

the liberties of its people, can be strong enough to maintain



its own exis tence.

-.President Lincoln thought that the actions of the people had
answered the guestion: political freedom and the national

will to survive had been proven to be compatible.

But the old question remains for us today, in both aspects:
In a strong nation, can the people be free? 1In a free
nation, can sufficient strength be maintained for survival

and independence?

This nation has always lived in a world hostile to liberty.

Egver since . our founding, the enemies

of freedom, hating us for what we stand for, have been

expecting us to sink into weakness.

209
Foaﬂpundredaupﬁ years we have proved them wrong, but they

are persistent. It is not easy for us to understand, but

the enemies of freedom, the advocates of tyranny, hate

e
*liberty for all® as h as we, love it. They esewpledgoed®
n-t.gka‘i

e a.e./e.,

to destroy human éCCEﬂET-ﬁSeﬂﬁfeﬁﬁéﬂ as we a&e—aaeeeee-to

.

uphold and enhance <stw



The United States is powerful, and our adversaries would do
well always to bear that fact in mind. But we are not
power-minded. If we build our force, it is because we seek

to be a force for good in the world.

Let me add that in a hostile world, to be strong for what is
right, we must be strong.

We have never wanted to conquer slre~wer-dgr——0ur—embrtior=tTs=
B 'ghwmw - %mxe‘aw' e ~
—ordds—to=-eonguer+ The triumphs we seek are those of

freedom over tyranny, of plenty over hunger, of health over

disease, of prosperity over poverty, and of human decency

over cruelty, for ourselves and all humanity.

To live up to the true meaning of the memory of Abraham
Lincoln, we must remain strong--strong economically, so long
as there are people needing our help, here and elsewhere in
the world; strong militarily, so long as there are armed
enemies of freedom in the world; and strong in our devotion

to the principles of the Declaration of Independence, to

7 1
W=
TS

o

g
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which he devoted the whole of his life.

By striving to be the strong and free nation he envisioned,

we honor well the memory of Abraham Lincoln.



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301

Dr. Robert A. Goldwin

Special Consultant to the President
The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Bob:
Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Annual Defense Department
Report which will provide you timely and comprehensive information

about the proposed Defense Budget for Fiscal Year 1977.

I am confident that given the facts you will share our concern about
the need to check the adverse trends of the past decade.

Sincerely,

Donald H. Rumsfel

Enclosure
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HOW: U:S:SIZES UPRUSSIA:NOW

“DEAD WRONG TO TRUST RUSSIA”

Interview With Donald H. Rumsfeld,

BNt

: ‘
i
*

From another decision maker comes a pic-
ture of Russia as a country that preaches
détente—yet arms on a massive scale. Mr.
Rumsfeld visited the magazine’s editors to
explain the hazards of a controversial policy.

Q Mr. Secretary, we are constantly being warned by the
Pentagon that Russia in the next few years may outstrip the
United States as the world’s leading military power. Does
that mean that even a defense budget of 112.7 billion
dollars—such as the one now proposed—isn’t adequate?

A The first point that has to be made is that the United
States does have today what can be described as “sufficien-
cy” or “rough equivalence.” That is my judgment and the
conclusion of those who assess the balance—the naval bal-
ance, the strategic balance, the balance in Central Europe.
By “rough equivalence,” I do not mean to imply equality in
each respect. I mean, in a broad sense, considering all of the
elements of military capability, that we have today the
strength necessary to balance the Soviet Union.

However, if the trends of the past 5 or 10 or 15 years—of
Soviet military expansion and U.S. contraction—are permit-
ted to continue, we would clearly arrive, at some point,
where we could not say that we had sufficiency or rough
equivalence. The long and the short of it is that, unless we
act now to arrest those trends, the United States would
move into a position of inferiority to the Soviet military
capabilities.

Q Even with the kind of money the Pentagon is now
asking?

A That brings me to a second point. So far as spending
for military capability is concerned, we have observed a
steady increase, in real terms, on the part of the Soviet
Union over the past 10 to 15 years. During the same period,
U.S. defense spending—again, in terms of real purchasing
power—has decreased steadily.

This has resulted in a greatly expanded research-and-
levelopment base and production rates in the Soviet Union
“at, in most instances, exceed ours.

ecretary of Defense

Mr. Rumsfeld in the magazine’s conference room.

Soviet military-manpower levels have increased also, from
3.4 million to something in the neighborhood of 4.4 mil-
lion—excluding some 400,000 border guards and security
forces. The U.S. has 2.1 million Americans in uniform.

While the Soviet Union has been increasing its defense
spending by an average of 3 per cent a year since 1965 in
real terms, our baseline defense budget has been declining
in real dollar terms.

The U.S. intelligence community, of course, refines the
estimates of the Soviet defense effort. In the past, it was
estimated that the Soviet Union was devoting 6 to 8 per
cent of its gross national product to military capability. Now
it appears that those figures may well be somewhere be-
tween 10 and 15 per cent.

By way of contrast, the U.S. is devoting a little more than
5 per cent of our GNP to defense. This provides some idea
of the relative burden the two countries are willing to
accept for national security. A Soviet level of effort of 10
per cent of their GNP to defense would be equivalent to a
200-billion-dollar defense budget in this country, instead of
the 100 billion dollars the President is proposing.

The result has been a major shift in the balance of power.
The United States has moved from a position of clear
superiority to one of rough equivalence with the Soviet
Union. If we wish to maintain rough equivalence, we cannot
continue to take billions of dollars out of the defense budget
vear after year to fund other programs that some desire in
the nondefense portion of the federal budget.

Q Will this year’s defense budget reverse those trends?

A It will not reverse the trends, but it will arrest them.
The budget is designed to permit us to continue our policy
of maintaining rough equivalence with the Soviet Union.

Q What hopes do you have of Congress approving that
budget in view of the big cuts made in Pentagon requests in
recent years?

A My guess is that the Congress will come to the conclu-
sion that it would be totally unacceptable to the American
people to allow these adverse trends to continue. I see
evidence that this could well be the year when the Con-
gress will recognize the now-clear fact that the time is past
when we can take billions of dollars out of the defense
budget and put it elsewhere in the federal budget without

Copyright © 1976, U.S. News & Worid Report, Inc. 29



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON

March 5, 1976

Dear Bob:

Thanks so much for sending along the suggestions
to the Reuters speech. I appreciate it.

“Regards, )

.

'/’/—,ﬂ
Donald Rumsfeld

Honorable Robert Goldwin
Room 172

Executive Office Building
Washington 20006



23 March 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

d
FROM ~ Robert A. Goldwin/é?zl/t;)'

Here is an analogy that should serve for many questions about
changes in policy. The particular example I use is a question
you were actually asked last week at Whiteman AFB.

B s

Q. Does the fact that bases are being closed or realigned
mean that mistakes were made in setting them up in the first
place five or ten years ago?

A. The changes now being proposed or made mean that
circumstances have changed, not that mistakes were made.

I had eyeglasses made three years ago and then had to have new
ones made recently. The first ones were right for my eyes
when they were made, but my eyes changed in three years and
now I need a different prescrption.

The big mistake would be to continue with an old prescription
when it is outdated.

Base closings and realignments are responses to changed circum-
stances and changed defense needs. What we do now we do because
we think it makes sense now, for greater efficiency and better
defense. There is no basis for Jjudgment about the quality of
decisions made five or ten or fifteen years ago.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

FROM Robert A. Goldwin /Zﬂb

Here is an analogy that should serve for many questions about
changes in policy. The particular example I use is a question
you were actually asked last week at Whiteman AFB.

Q. Does the fact that bases are being closed or realigned
mean that mistakes were made in setting them up in the first
place five or ten years ago?

A. The changes now being proposed or made mean that
circumstances have changed, not that mistakes were made.

I had eyeglasses made three years ago and then had to have new
ones made recently. The first ones were right for my eyes
when they were made, but my eyes changed in three years and
now I need a different prescrption.

The big mistake would be to continue with an old prescription
when it is outdated.

Base closings and realignments are responses to changed circum-
stances and changed defense needs. What we do now we do because
we think it makes sense now, for greater efficiency and better
defense. There is no basis for judgment about the quality of
decisions made five or ten or fifteen years ago.



Q. Retired yice Admiral Gerald E. Miller, who

was the deputy director of the Joint Strategic Target Planning
Staff, <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>