
Ronald Reagan Presidential Library
Digital Library Collections

This is a PDF of a folder from our textual collections.

WHORM Subject File Code: FE002-01 
(Federal Government: Declaration of Independence - 

Constitution: Presidential Powers - Succession - Terms of 
Office)

Case File Number(s): 172000-183999
Box Number: 4 

To see more digitized collections visit: 
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material 

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library inventories visit: 
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories 

Contact a reference archivist at: reagan.library@nara.gov  

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-
support/citation-guide 

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.gov/ 

Last Updated: 02/28/2025 

https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://catalog.archives.gov/


... ~.->. 
Jt'· ,. 

;.19 
ID# 172759 

WHITE HOUSE k2P6'2-t:J/ 
COUNSELLOR'S OFFICE TRACKING WORKSHEET 

D O • OUTGOING 

D H • INTERNAL 

D I • INCOMING 
Date Correspondence r>~ 
Received (VY/MM/DD) "'..> JO 2 1.2 I ~ J 

Name of Correspondent: ~ k~ 
~ Mall Report User Codes: (A)____ (B) ____ (C) ___ _ 

Subjec#~ :±£1 ~ ~~7 
ROUTE TO: 

Office/Agency (Staff Name) 
Action 
Code 

ACTION 

Tracking 
Date 

VY/MM/DD 

DISPOSITION 

Type 
of 

Response 

Completion 
Date 

Code VY/MM/DD 

CNtff!Mt't ~ (f J p,, t?lt.q & fV1 
' 

B f3 ,00 , ~i n, 

ACTION CODES: 

A - Appropriate Action 
C - Comment/Recommendation 
D - Draft Response 
F - Furnish Fact Sheet 

to be used as Enclosure 

Referral Note: 

Referral Note: 

Referral Note: 

Referral Note: 

Referral Note: 

I - Info Copy Only/No Action Necessary 
R - Direct Reply w/Copy 
S - For Signature 
X - Interim Reply 

DISPOSITION CODES: 

A - Answered 
B - Non-Special Referral 

C - Completed 
S • Suspended 

FOR OUTGOING CORRESPONDENCE: 

Type of Response = Initials of Signer 
Code = "A" 

Completion Date = Date of Outgoing 

Comments: _________________________________ _ 

Keep this worksheet attached to the original incoming letter. 
Send all routing updates to Central Reference (Room 75, OEOB). 
Always return completed correspondence record to Central Files. 
Refer questions about the correspondence tracking system to Central Reference, ext. 2590. 

11/81 



RECORDS MANAGEMENT ONLY 

CLASSIFICATION SECTION 

No. of Additional L //4 
Correspondents:___ Media: -=--= Individual Codes: L 0'.2:f't:? _. __ _ 

Prime C/ /1/J-?- / Secondary ;;:::;,- ./ 
Subject Code: L ~ tZ. ~ - p1 _ Subject Codes: ~ tt? t:P ~ -__ 

Code Date 

C 

fl ~LP/-:~ 
L~ . 

PRESIDENTIAL REPLY 

Comment 

Time: p. 

Form 

DSP Time: Media: __ _ 

SIGNATU RE CODES: 

CPn - Presidential Correspondence 
n -,o - Unkno""'.n 
n_, 1 - Ronald. Wilson Reagan 
n - 2 - Ronald Reagan ·­
n - 3 - Ron • 
n - 4 - Dutch 
n • 5 - Ron Reagan 
n • 6 - Ronald 
n - 7 - Ronnie 

Cln - First Lady 's Correspondence 
n - 0 - Unknown 
n - 1 - Nancy Reagan 
n - 2 - Nancy 
n - 3 - Mrs. Ronald Reagan 

' ( 

CBn - President ial & First Lady's Correspondence 
n - 1 - Ronald Reagan - Nancy Reagan 
n - 2 - Ron - Nancy 

'I 

MEDIA CODES: 

B - Box/package 
C- Copy • 
D - Official document 
G - Message 

• H - Handcarried• 
L - Letter 
M- Mailgram 
O-Memo 
P • Photo 
R - Report 
S - Sealed 
T - Telegram 
V - Telephone 
X - Miscellaneous 
Y • Study 



,.iT.;Q~~oont-,. t;• ....•. ~ 

•· • 

. .. . . . . '. . .· . ' .... :ttP Ci.~[%.?· '< 

.... :!°$$. ·.·.' .~~~ ~~ ~P;~:::::o.~j;~g1~• .. 
~}ni1lJi<,••; , ~·-'~~i:iiJ; ....... ~ ~--tt.,:~,~t .. ~9-1 ·n~r·-:;:.;_~~~nd4:-~~JJ~~~/ _ 

: ::::~~@i(i~tii3 . 
-. ·:·"·~ 

•. 



·-~(7) 
~~~: 

' 'f'.'.) 3i 

-::·, ;·utliG-,~ ., 
THE COUNSELLOR TO THE PRESIDENT 

29 September 1983 

Dear Jack: 

Thank you very much for letting me know 
about your efforts to establish the line­
item veto. It's good to know that we can 
count on you to help carry the ball on 
this one! 

With appreciation and best personal 
regards, 

Sincerely, 

Edwin Meese III 

The Honorable Jack Kemp 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
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SVAHN D D DRUG POLICY D D 
PORTER D D TURNER D D 
BLEDSOE D D D. LEONARD D D 
BRADLEY D D WILLIAMS D D 
CARLESON D D 
CHAO D D OFFICE OF POLICY INFORMATION 

COY D D HOPKINS D D 
GALEBACH D D 
GARFINKEL D D PROPERTY REVIEW BOARD D D 

GUNN D D OTHER · 
CARL ANDERSON ✓ HOBSON D D D 
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McCAFFREY D D D □ 
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John A. Svahn 
Assistant to t he President 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

26 Sept ember 1983 

NOTE FOR~ 

t,id-: V ~,jP tu 
C K/S-V"'AHN -

kM\/ 
. KEN CRIBB~ FROM· 

As you discussed with Ed Meese last Friday 
morning, here is the Jack Kemp letter on 
line - item veto. 
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It is increasingly apparent that there are two sides to the 
relation of Federal fiscal policy to the economy. The best way 
to reduce the total burden of government on the economy is to 
restrain the growth of government while increasing the size of 
the economy. · This is the general thrust of President Reagan's . 
economic program and is an effort that many of us support. 

But there is one tool missing from among the President's 
i mp l ements--the line-item veto. Every President since Ulyss~s S. 
Gr ant, and that includes Franklin Delano Roosevelt, has sought 
b ,e authority to delete unnecessary items from appropriations 
b i ll s which would otherwise exact too much of a burden on the 
A~6 r ican people. Yet Federal spending has continued to rise at 
an a c celerating speed, apparently because Congress has not found 
itse lf capable of slowing the rise. 

Recently I introduced a constitutional amendment to give the 
President a line-item veto. Congressman Bill Archer, Senator Alan 
Dixon, and others, have proposed the line-item veto in the past as 
a n important step in bringing spending under control. Presidential 
Counselor Ed Meese a lso advocates the p lan. Forty-three states 
have such a p r ovision in their constitutions, giving their 
Governors the ability to reduce or veto individual spending items 
of appropriation. I think it is time to take .this important step 
for the good of our nation's fiscal health. 

After much study I believe this approach is the single best 
re f orm we can support in reducing the heavy burden of Federar ­
spending, without a meat-ax . If the President has this power, 
he coul d prudently and methodically scale back Federal outlay s 
in those areas where they are unnecessary, while leaving unchanged 
or permitting Congress to increase spending in those areas where 
it is des i rab l e. 

We have been hearing a great deal lately about crowding out 
by the Federal Government. It is necessary to point out that 
the Government crowds out the private economy, not merely through 
its deficit, but through its total command over resources, which 
is approximated by Federal spendirig. Raising taxes does not 
reduce crowding out; it merely changes the nature of crowding 



out as long as spending continues to rise. It is on spending, 
therefore~that we must focus our efforts if we are truly worried 
about Federal pre-emption of resources. Milton Friedman has 
often said that he would prefer a $100 billion deficit when 
spending is $500 billion, to a budget balanced at · $700 billion. 

We need to restrain Government spending as well as increasing 
the size of the economy. The line-item veto is an indispensable 
tool for restraining unnecessary spending. 

In an excellent editorial yesterday, the Wall Street Journal 
answered the objection which is sometimes raised against the line­
item veto: 

The usual argument against the line-item veto-­
that it would unfairly expand the president's power-­
is clearly fatuous. Congress in 1974 arrogated to 
itself responsibility for spending; it has clearly 
failed. Politics in America most effectively 
performs its proper role--arbitrating among the 
competing interests of a huge population of free and 
informed people--when power is real but rarely used. 
It's most likely that once a president held the power 
to veto individual spending items, Congress would 
sort out for itself what is justifiable spending and 
what isn't, just as it did before the "budget control 
act." And if, as now, Congress declined to exercise 
prudence in managing the people's tax payments, that 
national constituency that elects a president would 
surely expect him to use the item veto to restore 
prudence, regardless of the highly publicised screams 
of Congress's many constituencies. 

That is how the balance of power was intended to 
work. When it is damaged, as it is now, the 'American 
system suffers. The presidential power created by the 
line-item veto will restore the balance. And by 
forcing legitimate political horse-trading to take 
place again on Capitol Hill, it would allow Congress 
to regain its self-respect. Most important, it would 
show that Washington is truly serious about solving 
the deficit problem. 

Attached are the text of this e xcellent editorial, as well as 
a superb article by Henry Hazlitt on the line-item veto, and 
the text of my amendment. If you are interested in sponsoring 
this important initiative or . have any additional questions, 
please call Mac .Carey at x 55265. 
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Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of th e United States all o"ing an 
item n to in appropriat ions bills. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

S EPTE!IIBER 15, 1983 

Mr. KDIP introduced the follo,Ying joint resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciarv 

J I T RE OLUT 0 
Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 

States allowing an item veto in appropriations bills. 

1 R esolved by the S enate and House of Represen tatives 

2 of the United Stales of Ame1'ica in Congress assembled 

3 (two-thirds of each House concurring therein), That the fol-

4 lo,ving article is proposed as an amendment to the Constitu-

5 tion, which shall be Yalid. to all intents and purposes as part 

6 of the Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of three-

7 fourths of the several States: 

8 "ARTJCLE -

9 "SECTION 1. The President shall have the power to 

10 disapprove any appropriation or provision and approve any 



2 

1 other appropriation or prov1s10n m the same appropriation 

2 bill. In such case he shall, in signing the bill, designate the 

3 appropriations and provisions disapproYed; and shall return a 

4 copy of such appropriations and provisions, with his objec-

5 tions, to the House in which the bill shall have originated; 

6 and the same proceedings shall then be had as in case of 

7 other bi11s disapproYed by the President. 

8 "SECTION 2. This article shall be inoperative unless it 

9 shall have been ratified as an amendment to the Constitution 

10 by the legislatures of three-fourths of the SeYeral States 

11 ,\ithin seYen years from the date of its submission." . 

0 

HJ 357 1H 



SEPTEMBER 14, 1983 

RJEVIJEW & OUTLOOK 

The days and nights of the living 
dead have returned: The Congress of 
the United States is back in Washing­
ton, where it must again confront the 
budget nightmare. Congress's wailing 
and howling over the dread budget 
deficit causes quite enough discomfort 
across the land, so we're reluctant to 
arouse them further. Alas, we present 
some simple truths about the deficit­
and a proposal to free Congress from 
the curse of the budget process. 

Recent history has taught us a few 
things about what a budget deficit 
does and does not do. Deficits do not 
prevent a recovery. We currently 
have a $200 billion deficit. We cur­
rently have a recovery. 

It's widely argued that if the gov­
ernment has to finance a deficit of 
$100 billion to $300 billion, interest 
rates will skyrocket again, perhaps to 
17%, crushing the recovery (and the 
Reagan presidency). We have come 
to doubt the validity of this argument, 
which depends in large part on the 
assumption that government borrow­
ing-and its impact-is limited to the 
securities market, which in 1982 was 
thought to have an available savings 
flow of about $350 billion. 

It seems more plausible, as John 
Rutledge argued on this page last 
month ("The 'Structural-Deficit' 
Myth," Aug. 4), that government bor­
rowing to finance a deficit should be 
viewed in the larger context of the 
economy's total asset holdings, cur­
rently about $20 trillion. Placed 
against $20 trillion, a large govern­
ment borrowing may cause some rise 
in interest rates, but nothing as large 
or destructive as the Armageddon 
generally predicted. 

* * * We've been pooh-poohing these 
concerns (much to the discomfort of 
many traditional allies) and making 
the point that a lot of the deficit talk is 
merely an excuse to get more reve­
nues to increase spending. But we've 
also been saying privately that two 
years from now-when recovery came 
despite deficits-we will be the only 
people in the land worried about defi­
cits. For the plain and undeniable 
truth is-and here we rejoin the ranks 
of our worried allies-deficits do 
crowd out resources. 

Budget Solution 

But let's get something straight 
about this. As Norman Ture makes 
plain in a nearby article today, defi­
cits crowd out resources only to the 
extent that they serve their imperial 
master-government spending. We 
can raise taxes to close the deficit; we 
can borrow from the private sector to 
close the deficit. Either way, the 
money raised becomes government 
spending. Government spending is the 
first cause of crowding usable re­
sources out of the private sector. 

The choice is as clear as it can be: 
If we want America to have primarily 

a public economy, we should quit 
whining about the deficit and let con­
gressional policie~ proceed toward 
that goal. If instead we want primar­
ily a private economy, we simply 
have to cut spending. 

And that means we've got a very 
big problem: The best political minds 
in Washington say that all the king's 
horses and all the king's men will 
never be able to cut government 
spending again. That is the implicit 

· assumption behind much of the deficit 
talk and the counterproductive solu­
tions in the air. We're not so ready, 
however, to throw in the towel on pru­
dent economic management. What's 
really happened is that the terms of 
the political game in Washington have 
changed in a way that has eroded the 
traditional restraints on spending im­
posed by Congress's internal disci­
pline and the external pressure ap­
plied by the Executive. 

* * * 

The erosion began with the House 
committee reforms of the 1970s, which 
undermined the authority of the House 
leadership. Next, Congress perverted 
the principle of entitlements. 

Providing basic support for citi­
zens who fell into deep poverty was 
properly regarded in the 1960s as an 
appropriate commitment by a suc­
cessful nation, and Congress, with 
clear public support, made the com­
mitment. But it erred in not foresee­
ing (or in willfully refusing to see) 
that the payment formulas-primarily 
indexing payments to inflation-would 
create a claim on the nation's wealth 
large enough to undermine the health 
of the larger economy. 

The last brick in the dam gave way 
with passage of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974. This mistake had the unin­
tended effect of opening the spending 
spigot without ever finding the proper 
tools to shut if off (see the accompa­
nying graph). 

* * * 
Forget the phrase, "budget con­

trol." No one takes that seriously any­
more. The key words in the act are 
"impoundment control." In the early 
1970s, Congress became petulant over 
R,ichard Nixon's attempts to reduce 
spending by using the president's 
power to withhold, or impound, funds 
appropriated by Congress. By effec­
tively eliminating the president's im­
poundment powers in the 1974 act, 
Congress grievously damaged the bal­
ance of power. The president can still 
veto appropriations bills, but the bills 
have become so huge and inclusive 
that the big veto is no longer manage­
rially or politically useful. 

The fact is, this issue has gone 
quite beyond the question of conserva­
tive vs. liberal social philosophies. 
Congress can't hold down the upward 
growth in spending, and the president 
has no effective counterweight to pose 
against Congress. In short, the ship of 
state, in its current upward spending 
stream, is on automatic pilot, with the 
government laying claim to an ever 
larger share of whatever the economy 
produces. 

The solution to this problem re­
quires two things: Reimposing disci-



pline on the politics- of spending and · 
restoring the balance o( power be­
tween Congress and the presidency. 
And as is often suggested, the solution 
requires two other things: the support · 
of the House speaker and the presi­
dent. Well, we know the speaker's po­
sition: The economy be damaged; this 
conservative president must be jetti­
soned from the Oval Office no matter 
what the costs. Resolution of the bud­
get crisis clearly lies with the presi­
dent, and we know of one proven 
mechanism for getting the job done. 
Ronald Reagan should do the follow­
ing: 

He should send a constitutional 
amendment up to Congress, exhorting 
it to give the president a line-item 
veto over the budget. Ed Meese has 
been floating the item-veto idea for 
some time, citing in support Mr. Rea-

1 

gan's experience with it in California. : 
The governor of every major state in 
the Union has line-item veto power, 
which permits the Executive to veto 
individual items in the legislature's 

\:mdget. Nearly every president since 
Ulysses S. Grant-Democrat and Re· 
publican-has requested it. (Yes, in­
deed, that includes FDR.) 

Mr. Reagan should make the line­
item veto the centerpiece of his re­
election campaign, and he shouldn't 
flinch from claiming it as the Republi· 
can answer to the deficit issue. There 
is no way Mr. Reagan can avoid hav­
ing- the Democrats fling the deficit in 
his face, but there's no way the Demo­
crats can hide the intellectual exhaus­
tion of their own ideas. Moreover, it's 
likely that the prospect of a line-item 
veto would unify the supply-side and 
conventional wings of the Republican 
party. 

The usual argument against the 
line-item veto-that it would unfairly 
expand the president's power-is 
clearly fatuous. Congress in 1974 arro­
gated to itself responsibility for spend­
ing; it has clearly failed. Politics in 
America most effectively performs its 
proper role-arbitrating among the 
competing interests of a huge popula-

tion of free and informed people- . 
when power is real but rarely used~ 
It's most likely that once a president 
held the power to veto individual . 
spending items, Congress would sort 
out for itself what is justifiable spend­
ing and what isn't, just as it did be­
fore the "budget control act." And if, 
as now, Congress declined to exercise 
prudence in managing the people's 
tax payments, that national constitu­
ency that elects a president would 
surely expect him to use the item veto 
to restore prudence, regardless of the 
highly publicized screams of Con­
gress's many constituencies. 

That is how the balance of power 
was intended to work. When it is dam­
aged, as it is now, the American sys­
tem suffers. The presidential power 
created by the line-item veto will re­
store the balance. And by forcing le­
gitimate political horse-trading to 
take place again on Capitol Hill , it 
would allow Congress to regain its 
self-respect. Most important, it would 
show that Washington is truly serious 
about solving the deficit problem. 
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Line-Item Leash on RunclWaY Spending 
By HENRY HAZLITI 

We have had 45 federal deficits in the 
past 53 years, and uninterrupted deficits in 
the past 15 years. 

There are two ways of preventing or 
ending deficits. One is to cut spending, and 
the other to increase taxes. We can, of 
course, try a little of both. 

This is the approach contemplated in 
the balanced-budget constitutional amend· 
ment before Congress. Even many of those 
people who have reservations favor this 
amendment on the ground that something 
i.s better than nothing. But the proposal 
raises serious questions. 

Perhaps the main objection to the bal· 
anced-budget amendment is that it puts 
at least as much emphasis on obliging Con­
gress to raise taxes to achieve a balance 
as it does on cutting expenditures. This 
mistakes the nature of the problem. The 
real evil in the budgets of the past half 
century has been growing, reckless out­
lays, and not the deficits per se. 

If federal expenditures are at a reason· 
able level, there isn't ar.y great problem in 
finding the truces to pay for them. But the • 
higher the spendLTJg, the more formidable 
the taxing problem becomes. Taxes always 
undermine incentives. sales, employment 
and production. The higher the taxes, the 
greater the harm they do to the whole 
economy. Beyond a· certain point, raising 
true rates brL,gs in lower revenues. 
Lippmann's Proposed Remedy 

All this may seem too obvious to men· 
tion, but It is persistently overlooked. This 
first struck me forcefully when I encoun­
tered a New York Herald-Tribune column 
of March 5, 1959, in which Walter Lipp· 
marm complained: ' 'Both parties are pre· 
tending that they are struggling to balance 
the budget. In fact neither the Administra· 
tion nor the Congress shows any sign of be­
ing willing to vote the taxes which are ab· 
solutely essential if thE: budget is to be bal· • 
anced. '' 

Mr. Lippmann's proposed remedy fol· 
lowed from his initial assumption that all 
the spending already going on, plus a great 
deal more. was absolutely necessary. 

The fallacy of trying to balance the bud­
get mainly with increased taxes can most 
e~ily be recognized if we look at the bud­
get record since, say. this Lippmann pro­
posal. 

In fiscal 1959 the deficit was Sl2.9 billion 
because, though budget receipts were $79.2 
billion, outlays were S92.l billion. In 1960 
taxes were higher, and revenues jumped to 
S92.4 billion. enough ·to have balanced the 
1959 budget. They did achieve a small sur· 
plus-for one year. But in 1961 spending 
was raised to $97.8 billion, and deficits 
came back. 

If we now look at 1983, the estimate of 
budgPt receipts is $598.3 bil!ion . nearly 
eight times such receipts in 1959. But to no 
avail. Spending has increased far more , 
lea,ing us with a prospective deficit of S210 
billion, the highest ever. 

If we carry the record back to 1931. 
when our string of deficits began, we find 
we have increased our revenues 193 times. 
Even allowing for the inflation that the def· 
icits themselves have largely brought 
about. Congress has increased our tax bur· 
den 30 times in real terms-without stop· 
ping the deficits. 

So let us finally drop the delusion that 
we can pay for any level of spending by 

raising taxes. That myth has been leading 
us only toward increased unemployment 
and economic stagnation. And let us finally 
put aside , also, after the past half cen­
tury's record, the idle hope that Congress 
can somehow be induced to return to re­
sponsibility or to discipline itself. \\'hat we 
desperately need is an outside curb on the 
current unrestrained power of Congress to 
spend. 

How has this license come about? 
Doesn't the president have the same power 
to veto appropriation bills as he has to veto 
other measures? Theoretically he does. 
But Congress has perfected the device of 
throwing in pork-barrel, log-rolling and 
other vote-buying appropriations v.ith 
those that the president needs to carry on 
the government. In addition, Congress has 
perfected the practice of passing its appro­
priation bills at the very end of a session, 
so that if the president vetoed a typical 

Let us finally put aside, 
after the last half century's 
record, the idle hope that 
Congress can somehow be 
induced to return · to respon· 
sibility or to discipline itself. 

omnibus spending bill in order to get rid of 
an objectionable item. he would be left 
without any money at all. So far as appro· 
priations bills are concerned. Congress has 
usurped total power. The presidential veto 
has been reduced to a nullity. 

The cure for this would be a constitu­
tional amendment granting the president 
power to reduce or veto individual items in 
appropriation bills. ' 

This isn't a new proposal ; it has a long 
history. There isn't any evidence, it is true. 
that the question was even discussed in the 
Constitutional Convention of 178i. But by 
the time of the Civil War, when the Confed­
erate state delegates met to frame their 
own constitution, the problem had been 
recognized. And they specifically provided 
for the presidential item veto. In 1867, 
President Andrew Johnson complained 
that Congress had thrown objectionable 
provisions into a section of an appropria­
tions act that "virtually deprives the Presi­
dent of his constitutional functions as Com­
mander in Chief of the Army." He felt 
forced, nevertheless. to give his approval 
to the measure, "but to accompany it v.ith 
my protest. " 

Then, President Vlysses S. Grant asked 
Congress in 18i3 to amend the Constitution 
"to authorize the Executive to approve of 
so much of any measure passing the two 
houses of Congress as his judgment may 
dictate. without appro\ing the whole, the 
disapproved portion or portions to be sub­
ject to the same rules as now." Presidents 
Rutherford B. Hayes. in 1879, and Chester 
A. Arthur, in 1882, repeated this recom­
mendation. though confining it to appropri· 
ation measures. 

Franklin D. Roosevelt was the next 
president to ask for the item veto. followed 
by Dwight D. Eisenhower. Harry S. Tru· 
man in his "Memoirs ·· wrote: "One impor· 
tant lack in the preside:1tial veto power, I 
believe, is authority to veto indi\idual 
items in appropriatior. b!lls. •• 

Despite this long history, Congress has 
done precisely nothing. The apparently in· 
soluble problem that confronts us is how to 
get congressmen voluntarily to give up or 
share a power that they have managed to 
usurp. 

If we can't get two-thirds of Congress 
voluntarily to submit to the states an 
amendment giving the president the item 
veto, how can we get around this obsta­
cle? 

There is a glimmer of hope. The item 
veto is so essential to fiscal discipline that 
in 42 of our 50 states the governor already 
has this power. In at least some cases, he 
must have got it through voluntary action 
by the legislature . (This certainly has been 
helped by the fact that the · states can 't 
print money to cover their overruns. ) 

If Congress can't be persuaded to take 
the initiative in submitting a constitutional 
amendment allowing a presidential item 
veto, there are two alternatives. One is for 
two-thirds or more of the state legislatures 
to ask Congress to call a constitutional con­
vention for the single purpose of drafting 
and submitting an item-veto amendment. 
Congress would be obliged to comply. The 
delegates to such a convention would need 
to meet only a day or two to carry out 
their assignment. 

Advantage and Disadvantage 
Another course would be to try to per· 

suade Congress to permit a presidential 
item veto by simple legislation. This alter­
native actually was suggested by Mr. Roe· 
sevelt in his annual budget message of 
Jan. 3, 1939 : "A respectable difference of 
opinion exists as to whether a similar item 
veto power could be given to the President 
by legislation or whether a constitutional 
amendment would be necessary. I strongly 
recommend that the present Congress 
adopt whichever course it may deem to be 
the correct one. " 

The advantage of granting the -item 
veto by legislation would be that it would 
take effect immediately. The disadvantage 
is that the power could be taken back more 
easily by Congress or that Congress in the 
first place might be more reluctant to 
grant an item veto to the president then in 
office. 

One question certain to be raised is 
whether a big-spending president actually 
would make much use of an item veto. One 
answer is that in that case, granting the 
power wouldn 't do any harm. But it would 
at least remove the alibi that presidents 
have as long as they lack this power. \\'ith 
it, they could be held strictly :-esponsible. 
as they in f~irness can't be now. for the 
spending result. As matters stand, the 
president is directed to present a budget. 
and in the eyes of the public is held respon­
sible fer it, though he has neither the 
power to appropriate nor any real power to 
cut outlays. 

Presidential power to reduce or veto in­
dividual items in appropriation bills cer· 
tainly would make a real difference. If we 
can get back to prudent and responsible 
spending, the task of raising the matching 
revenues won ·t seem insuperable any 
longer. 

Mr. Hazlitt, the author of many books 
on economics, has u:ritten for the Neu· 
York Times. Neu:sweek and the Jour,,a ,. 
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o. Why ia 
Powers 

XR 
XR . 

th• AdJD_iniatration r•f.uain; to comply vith th• 
iteaolution? -

1 ~lieve th• >.dziniat.ration fa acting in a manner 

consistent wi t.h the Reaolution. The President reported to• 
. I: 

con9reas, con~i ■ tent with th• Reaolution, in September 1~12 

when o.s. fore•~ were introduced into ~b&non to 

participate in t.he HNF, and •~•in on August 30 after ~ I 
I current round or figbtin~ ~ga.n. We have kept the Con;re11a 

fully 1nfor~•6 on subsequent developzenta in that 

■ ituation, and we will continue to do ao. 

' ' 

Q. 8ut why baa t il e Preaidtnt not a.de a report under Section 
4la) (l). •• ~q ia required to do? Why doea be not 
ac:knowled9e the operation of the 6G-day ~riod in Section 
5{b)? 

A. Th• President's August 30 r~port did not s~cify ·any 

p&rtieular aubaeetion of S.ction 4. My underatandin; 1a 
I ; 

that he is not r~uir,d to do ao, and that the iujority of 
I . . j. 

ya~t ~ar pow~ra reports, by bot.h Dt~ocratic and Republican 

Pre1ioent1, have not don• so . . 

I ahoulo. emphasize that the Prtsident fs not tryin9 'to 
I 

bt tvaaivt or to refuse to recoQniie the gravity &na I 
I 

dan9eroua cht1!•cter of th• current aituation in Leba.non. I,. 
H~ has, how~ -., ~r, tried to ect consistently with the I 

~• aolution in auch a way•• to avoid any conatitutional. j 
I 

confrontation, and to cinirni:• any incentivt by hostile I 
!ore•• to exp loit th• ~rception of• deaciline on the 

I;: 
pr•••net of our tore••· ror that r•••on we have tried very 
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·, 
i 
I 
I 

•... \ 
hard to diacoura9e undue •~pbaai• on t.he qu•ation of th• j 

I. 
I 

o~r•tion ot the 60-day ~riod, and have inatead tried to 
. •· i 

focu• on th• deairability of prompt joint action by the j 

: t :. 1 

Preaident and the Congr••• to provide for the continuatioil • 
I 

: 1:'. 
of our pr•••nc• .1n .Lebanon on autually aatiatactory t.enia. 

I 

. I • \.' • 
Would th• Pr~£ident be prepared to aign a Joint ~e•olution 

. alon; the ·lints of that introducad by Chairiun %ablocki1 
i 

A. : r•g~r6 Ch~i=men Zablocki'& propo~&l a5 a positive 
I 

d•v•lop,unt, although l don't think I•~ in a poaiticn t 
co11&it tht t ·reaident to . any particular legialativ• propoaal 

at thia point. Tb• Pr•1ident ■ tron~ly appreciate• the 

■ upport expreB ■ed by Chairm•n tablocki and oth•r• in 

congr••• for u.s. policy in Lebanon and the continu.-4 

participation of o.S. forcea in th• KNF. B• doea_ beli•r• 

that th• Con~reaa arld the Ex•cutive Branch mu&t act I 
to9~ther as soon as poaaible to support thtat obj•ctiv••, 

! 

and h• strongly appreciates the efforts of .Chairman 

Zablocki and oth•r• to develop &n appropriate legislative 

I 
. vehicle for this f"~P9••· Th• President would support a 

I 
Lebanon troa1 carrying out their MNF mandate including I 

: 

taking nece :i~ary actions to ensur• the aafety of the !ii.NP, 
i 
I . 

and that do1t1 not <:.01:prorti5e the fundA.Jnenta.l constitutional 

I 

I 

.., . 

I 
1 · . 

j :, ' 

I, 

i. 
; 

I, . .. 

,. 
I 

,. 
1· 

.1:·· 
i · , . 
l' ;· .. 
j; 

! 
i ·• 

I:' , .. 

I 
! " 
j , 

i ; 



o. 

• 
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Doe a th• 'rec:ent· -U•• of nava.l quntir• in support of L1J 
combat operiit.ions in th• Suq-a.l-Gha.rb indicate a chan9• II • 

in the role ot U.S. forcea'? Doea this trigger the _ ...... 
requiraJDOnt o! the Lebanon Supplmnta.l ·for Conc;r•••icmal ~ 
authori~ation of any ai9nificant expansion in the nu:ml:>tf 
or role o! o.s. ~orce& in Lebanon? I 
lt ha• been decid~ that if ho•til• forces should talte _, 

th• h19h 9round at Sug-al-Gha.rb they would pose _a cl•ar1 

and preaent threat to the safety of our MNF contin9ent. ; 
I 

Th• use of our naval forces to help in preventin9 this 

is therefore a purely dafenaive effort on our part. 

Aa such, t.hl.~ is not an •~anaion in the role of U.S. :J·: 

fore•• in Lebanon: th•y have alway• h&d the clear right. :· 

consistent with the MNF m.&ndate, to t.Ake action in I • 

~ ~. I 

1elf-de!ense and it has always been expected that they : 

would- do ao. I 
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I 

.. i 

I 
ln th~ "dminiatration'a viev, are tJ.S. fore•• curre:ntl? i 
•ni•9•d in~ aituation of actual or imminent boatilitiea 
for th• purpoaea of Section 4(a) -(l) of th• War Power• 1 

•••olution? aov ·can you ••Y they •~• not? 

. . . .. 

l really do not think that any con.atructiv, purpo•• vou;t4 
· 1"' . , 

be aerved_ by continuing• ~•bat• over whether our force• 
I 

are involvod in •boatiliti••• in a t•chnic.al awe, or i 
I 

. ; . 
whether on• particular ••ction ·of tbe War Povera ~••olut1osi · 

. ' I • I 
or anot.her appli••· Th• only point in cbaracteri&ing a 

I 

aituation •• involvin; boaLiliti•• ia tQ tti9i•r a I 
I . 

purport•~ r~qu1re .. nt for le;ialative autbori&ation. In 
; . I I .. : 

thia circumatance, vber• th• z.xecutiv• baa 4ecid•~ to lvork 
. -~ -

- - i 
with the Con~reaa in 900d faitb to achieve legialatiYe 

aupport for our policy in Leb&.non, tbia qu••tiGn ia 

. l-
~nd where talk of• purported time limitation can 

I 

produce inc~ntives to in~lict ca.au&ltita on our Porcea, it 

ia dan9troua to puraue auc.h a diacuasion. 
I 

Th• i~ortant 

point 1• that th• Con~rtss an~ the Exec~tiv• Branch act 
i 

to9eth•r to formulate and aupport &n effective o.s. policy 
! -
I 

with rerpect to Lebanon, and to aehi•v• a ccmti.nuation of 
i 

• I 

th• pre,ccnct of 0.6. f_orc•• in_ support o! that policy. u · 

I have i ndicated, wt are prepAr•d to work t~eth•r~itb tb• : 
I : 

Con9rea, on appropriate l~ialativt action for thi•/ purpoM. 
I 

I do not ••e that there is any point in iiapodi'n; t.hi.a ; 

p~oceai by en9a91n9 in confrontationa~£.-Alx>u~ th• 

i 

I 
I 
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•upporta •n effective o.s. policy t~ard Laba.non. . .· .. 

I v1·nt to aaaur• you that· the Preaident • 1nten& to · : - L· 
. • ~ ' 

vo:·k ..,! th thf' Cungr••• in good faith to achieve • unity of -. . . 
. I 

purpo•• with regard to our policy in Lebanon. Bia gQ&). ia 
i 

to addre 1ia tb• ••r~t• of that policy in a cooperativ• 
: 

rather than in• confront•tional apirit and, in •w:h j 

dabat•• . to r•Ouca rather tb~n incra••• the thr•~t toll ~ 

••f•ty of AJlerican 11ilitary and ~iplomatic ~r•onntl! 1n • 

. .. . -· 

Lebanon. 
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s.p;...,. 20, 19B3 
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l~,; r" .... l •••• .L-~\1 
o. llby 1• the Adaini1tratic: . :efuain9 to coaply •1th 

tower• .. ,olut1onJ 

. • • !_~ _ ·u 1!t1 ._,, 
t!,ehc 

A. 

o .. 

••• 

1 believe tbe Adaini•tr:ation .!!. acting in• aanner 
4
: 

conaia\:ent vitb the --•oluti~n. 'l'be Preaident reported' 1 
con9reaa, conaiatent with the Resolution, in Sept.eaber 192 

• ' 
when o.a. fore•• were introduced into Lebanon to 

participate int.be,_,, and •9ain on Au9uat 30 after tM 
: :r i ;. 

current round o~ fi9bt.in9 be9an. •• bave kept tbe Cc-ap¥-

fully 1ntor .. d on aub••quent de•elopaent• in tbat - ·I · 
' 

... ... 1·- . 

aitllation, and .we v1ll continue to do ao. 

.:, ··• 

But why ha• 
•ta)(l) ., •• 
acknovled9• 
5(b)? 

tb• 0·treaident not .. d• a report under Sect 
be la requ1·%•d to do? •by doea be not 
t.he_ operation of the 60-day period in &ecti 

Th• President'• August 30 report did not apecify •ny . I 
particular aubaection of Section 4. My underatandin9 1a 

-
that he i• not requi~•d to do ao, and that the aajority 

t 

paat War Power• reports, by botb oeaocratic and llapubll 

Preaidenta, have not don• ao. _ 

I should eapbaaiz• that the President ia not tryiqlto 

be evasive or to refu•• to reco9ni&e the gravity and 

·dangerous character of th• cur rent ai tuation in Lebanon~ 1 

Be haa, however, tried to act conai ■tently with the 

Reaolution in aucb a way aa to avoid any conatitutional 

confrontation, and to ainiaiae any incentive by boatil• 

I · 

force• to exploit tb• perception of a deadline on tb• , 

preaen.;. of oyr fore••• ror · tl>at reaaon ,.. h••• trl.e4 ~fY•, 
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hard to d1acourave unoue ••;ah••i• on the queation of 
' ' 

operation of the 6D-day period, and have in■tead trlH; 

foeu1 on the dealrability of proapt joint action _by ~I 
Prea1dent and tbt c-ongreaa to prcwide for the continuat ma ·• •·- ~ · 

of our PJ•••nc, ,~ 1,fbenon on autually aatiafactory ~ • 
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Does t.he - recent use of nav•l gunfire in aupport of LIP ,,, 
combat operation• .in the 8~-al-Gbarb indicate• ob 
in t.h• role . of u.s. f~c••1 Doea this trigger the . .. _ 
requirement • of the Lebanon Suppl-ntal for Con,gr•••ii .. l -· 
authorization of any ai9nificant expanaion in the ·n~ 
or rol~ of U .s. forces in Lebanon? I · 

lt has been decided that if ho■tile force■ ■"°'114 •:::i 
the hi9h 9rol&nd at Suq-al-Gharb they would poae a c • 

. I 

and preaent threat to the ·••fety of our NNF continva.tt 

• The uae of our pavaJ f orcea to help in preventin9 W• 1 

i• therefore• fgr•lY defen■iv. effort on 011r part. 
! 

As •ueh. thia i1 f\Ot an e,cpanaion in the role of U.S. 

forces in Leba~n • ~toey haw alway■ had th• clur rl~• 
consistent vith the MNF •ndata, to take act.ion ill _ ~ • 1 

•~lf-defen•• and it haa a1vay■ been expected that~ 

would do ao. Our actions are atrictly in defenae of 
• • i 

our ovn force• and other ~leaent• of the NNF, and DOt; 

support of Lebanes~ combat operations ae euch. 
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In tbe Adalniat.ration'• •1W, are v.1. !oroea ourr~, . 
en1•1•d in• aituatlon of actual or 1-1nent hoatllltl• 
for tbe purpoaea of a.ctiao:,ta)(l) of th• war Power• 
aeaolutionJ ■ow can you ••r th-, are Dot! 

t really do not think t.bat any conatructl•• pur~~ ~ 
be ••r••d -by contin~1Di a ~•bat• ower vhet.ber our for4. 

•r• lDYOlYed 1n •boatiliti••· la a tec:bnical ••aae~oc .' , 

whet.her one particular aectloa of tbe 11ar Power• a • 
• 

or another ~ppli••• _Th• o~ly point in characteriaia1 ·1 
altuatlon •• in•olvint boalilltlu i• to tri91v a • 

.. ~ ' .. .. 

purported ~equ1r•~nt tor leglalat1•• autbori&atioa. _ pa 
tbia circuaatanc:e, vber• tb• Decuti•• baa dec14ed to~ 

• . ·, • . . · . . - . . . ·- · J . ' 

vitb tbe con1r••• 1n t~ faitll to •chi_.• lqialatl, . .. •. 

aupport for our po~ic:y la t.ebuon, tbia queatlOD la ·• 
.- I 

•cadeaic. ' I 

~ 
And where talk of a purported ti .. liaitation 

rro4uce incentive~ to inflict c:aaualtiaa on our Por , it 

J• dan9eroua to puraue aucb • dlacuaaioa. The iapor~t. 

point ia that th• cc.~r.r••• and the Executive Branch let 
t09ether to foraulat• and •~pport an effective o.a. tollcy 

• , I 
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! .; _ 

·t• !I 
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vith raapect to Lebanon, ancll to acbiev~ a coatlllutt of . 

th• preaence of o.s. tore•• in aupport. oft.bat poll?• M 

I bave indicated, ve are prepared to work t09eth•~ "1,~ tN , 

convr••• on appropriate l~ialative action for tbie /,crpoae, . 

I do not••• that tb•r• ia any point 1D 1-,.a,,-. t.b1a 

proc••• by •nv•v1n9 in COD!roatational debate ataoat/ ~ 
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lDt.erpretltloD of current , lava,_ or by · ad4r•••iDI 1111,-{ • •j :; .jf 
coutltutlonal queatlona Vblcb '-' their nature are 1· • • ... ~· ~.-r ~ .. ( ~l 
lapoaaible for u• to reaol•e. Inatead, we ou1bt t.o , • •. :,: • i • 

our enertl•• on reachin9 • practical aolut.ion vblca .: l .­
accoaaodatea tb• lnt•r••t• of tbe two arancbu ud ....... 

.. 
j. 

- - · - ~ --: .L.. 

aupporta an etfectt•• u.1. policy tovarc1 Lebaaon. i .. ,, 
' 

1 vant to ·••ur• you tbat t.be Preaident. intuta .. to ., • - i . .• 
; . . . '' 

vo1·1t v!.t.b tbe Con9reaa i• toocl faltb to ac:bine a uity ~ •. _; . 

·purpote vlt.b ,ev,Jd to our policy 1n Lebanon. ■l• • • ia 
' . • . 

to ad4r••• the ••r 1 t.a of that policy ln a cooperaU· !i 

-rat.her than in a confrontational spirit and, inn~ 1 • '! ~ 1 

.. . _ .. 
debate, to reduce rather· t.ban lncreaae tbe threat to.1tta; _ .. ~- ;: 

aafety of 

Lebanon. 
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wrlcan allitary aad 4lplwtic per---.l rla _· • '. :.~ 
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