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THE CASE
Prsluds

In the Spring of 1956, Congress passed the Treasury-Post
Office Departments appropriation bill which included
#2;98&,540,000 for the operation of the Post Office Department
for the 1957 fiscal year, beginning July 1, 1966, The approp=- -
riated amount was $15,660,000 less than requested by the
President in his 1957 Budget. The House of Representatives
had approved a report of 1ts Committee on Appropriations
which recommended a cut of $26,100,000, and the Senate had
approved a reduction of $5,220,000, The conference committee
recommended an even split of the difference between these
two amounts, and thls compromise passed both the House and
Senate on March 28, with a minimum of debate, The President
signed the bill into law on April 2, 1956,1

On July 9, a letter from the Post Office Dspartment
was received in the offices of the U, 8. Bureau of the Budget
requesting a supplemental appropriation for fiscal 1957 in

1caqg;es§;pnal Quarterly Almanag, XIXII, (1957), pp.
0R22=23 ™




o The letter was signed by the

the amount of 650;100,000.
then Deputy Postmaster General Maurice H, Stans and 1t stated
that the additional funds were required in view of unanticl-
pated inoreases in the volume of mall and in other postal
cost factors, including some "mandatory” increases resulting
from the recent enactment of a statute roqnlring certain
changes in the Department's employee leave policles, By this
time, the last 1957 supplemental appropriation bill scheduled
for consideration by the Eighty-Fifth Congress during i1ts
first session had already passed the House of Representatives
and was to be considered by the Senate Committee on Approp=
riations within a few days time, In view of the rather close
timing, the Bureau of the Budget quickly decided to approach
the Senate Committee informally in an attempt to get the

Post Office supplemental tled into that last bill.

The following day; July 10, informal contacts were made
with the staff of the Senate Committee in order to give them
notlice of the supplemental request which the Bureau wes plan=-
ning to send up. Ebtvvor; Senator Carl Hayden (D.= Ariz,.),

1rn1- data and the information relative to Bureau of
the Budget's contacts with the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions during July, 1956, are taken from a letter from J. J.
Elgenmann, Acting Chiaf, Commerce and Finance Dlvision,
Us S, Bureau of the Budget, May 26, 1960,
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Chairman of the Committes, upon being informed of the situa-
tion, concluded that the matter was not sufficlently urgent
to warrant its consideration during the relatively limited
time remaining for that session, He asked that the supple=-
mental request be withheld until after the convening of

the next session in Jamuary, 1957.° The Bureau of the
Budget and the Post O0ffice Department complied with his
wishes, and no formal written request for a supplemental
wag filed with either house of Congress., Congress adjourned
for the year on July 27, 1956,

On the same day that the Bureau of the Budget had con=-
tacted the Senate Committee staff (July 10), it (the Bureau)
had approved, in response to a request from the Post 0ffice
Department, a revision of the quarterly apportionments of
the Department's 1957 appropriation.,4 This revision modified
the initial apportionments for the "Operations™ program of
the Department by increasing the amount for the first quarter
by $7,000,000, and decreasing the amounts for the third and

%1,

“m- and all subsequent data with respect to the amounts
and timing of the 1957 apportionments is taken from the table
appearing in U.S. Congress, House, Subcommlttee of the

Committee on Appropriations, Heari Second Urgent Deficienc
Appropriation Bill, 1957, 8bth Gongs, 18t Sess., 1957, pe 171
: | herealter as House, Hearings, Second Urgent wioigoz.
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fourth quarters by $3,500,000 each,® oOn October 4, the
Burecau of the Budget approved an addltional revision in

the Opcrations apportionments, This reepportionment allowed
en increase of an additlonal $5,000,000 in the amount for

the firat quarter, which was scheduled to end on October 19,
and an additlonal $6,000,000 for the second quarter, These
eddi tional amounts were made avalilable by reducing the smounts
for other programs of the Department and did not affect the
amounts available for expenditure in the Operations program
for the third and fourth quarters,

However, on December 14, further changes in the appor=
tlomment schedule were approved by the Bureaunj these changes
increased the amount for the second quarter agaln, this time
by $10,000,000, This amount was provided by decreasing the
funds avallable for the third quarter by §3,000,000, and
those for the fourth quarter by $7,000,000, Subsequently,
the apportionment for the third quarter was reduced another
$2,000,000 in order to ecorrect for a previous over-transfer
from enother program,

Ag a result of this series of reapportionments extending

from July to December, 1956, the quarterly amounts for fiscal

5!ho Operations program provides for the operation of
the post offlces and the dellvery of mall, other then its
transportation between post offices, This program consumes
approximately two-thirds of the total amount appropriated
to the Department. The other programs are Administration
and Research, Transportation, Finance, and Facilltles,




year 1957, as of January of that year, compared as follows
with the original apportionments:

TABLE I
APPORTIONMENTS FOR THE OPERATIONS PROGRAM™

Quarters July, 1956 January, 1957 Change
1st $623P $635 $12
2nd 5470 562 15
3rd 473 465 -8
4th 474 464 -10

Total $2,117 $2,126 $ 9

8In millions, rounded to the nearest million,

YThe Post Office Department's fiscal year is divided
into thirteen 4-week accounting months, with four of these
months in the first quarter, and three months in each of
the other quarters, Christmas falls in the second quarter
and accounts for the concentration of expenditures in that
period,

It is apparent from these figures that the expenditure
rate for the first and second quarters was significantly above
that provided for in the initial apportionments which are,
of course, a reflection of the appropriated amount. However,
the amounts allocated to the third and fourth quarters are
$8,000,000 and §10,000,000 less, vespectively, than the

appropriated levels, In the face of 6xpenditure rates higher



than enticipated and budgeted for the first half of the year

such reductions in the last half become particularly ominous.®
On January 4, 1957, the second day of the Eighty~Fifth

Congress, Mr, Percival Brundage, Director of the Bureau of

the Budget, received a letter from Deputy Postmaster General

Stans requesting the Bureau's approval of a request to Congress

for a supplemental appropriation for the Department in the

amount of $53;000,000. This amount reflected the Department's

latest estimates of its requirements for the remainder of

fiscal 1967, as adjusted on the basis of the experience

gained during the six months that had elapsed since the

initial request for a supplemental was submitted in July.

However, the Bureau dild not approve this revised request

and no information was transmitted to Congress with respect

to the Post Office Department's fiscal condition., In his

later testimony, Mr., Brundage stated that no request was

forwarded to Congress at that time 1n accordance with a

general policy of the Administration that required all agencies

to live "substantially within" their regular appropriations,

Fe also stated, however, that he continued to give the matter

61t should be noted that the Post Office Department
spends approximately 78 percent of ite budget for the
salaries and wages of 1ts more than 500, employees.
This compares with the following comparable percentages
for other major federal departments: Agriculture, 8;
Treasury, 4; Ccmmerce, 29; Alr Force, 28; Interior, 34.
Ibid., pe 115,



study and consideration,’ He did not testify whether or
not the efforts of the Departments to live within their
appropriations were to extend to the impesition of reductions

in the going level of their various services.

House Hearings-—-- the 1958 Regular Appropriation

On January 15, 1967, a subcommlttee of the Committee
on Appropriations of the House of Representatives, Chairman
J. Vaughan Gary (D.~ Va,) presiding, commenced hearings
on the appropriation requests of the Post 0ffice Department
for the 1958 flscal year, Postmaster General Arthur E,
Summerflield, Deputy Postmaster General Stans, General Counsel
for the Post Office Mr, Abe MeGregor Goff (a former member
of Congress), and nine otherse of the Department's top staff
appeared and offered testimony, Mr., SBumerfield and eash
of his prineipal division chiefs testifled on the general
program and fiscal needs of the Department, with the con=-
eluding summary statement being offered by Mr, Stans, who
then undertook to answer the questions of the Committee,
During the course of his tontimony; 3tens stated that the
Department had a supplemental request for 1957 "pending®

7 ide., pe. 134,

R )
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before the Bureau of the Budget.® He stated that in view

of the fact that the supplemental request had not yet been
approved by the Bureau, he could not speak with certainty

as to what the amount to be submitted to Congress would be,
but that in the Department's opinion, the full §53,000,000
would be required to complete the fiscal year without re-
ducing services, The supplemental request was mentioned
briefly on at least three separate occasions during the course
of the hearing:

Mr, STANS., . + « This inereased requirements, /sic
together with costs added by new loéfliitien
and some urgent capltal items, have compelled
us to seek a supplemental appropriation again
this year, Our request is now pending before
the Bureau of the Budget . . «

« « » In our present opinion, . . . /953,000,0007
will be required to finish out the current year
and meet the demands of service,

Mr, STANS, May I add one point, Mr, Chairman?

Mr, GARY, !0., sir,

Mr, STANS, 1In addition, we are asking for, or expect

to ask for, $53 million more for 1957 for the
circumstances I have deseribed.

Mr., GARY, What additional supplemental appropriation
will you request for 1957%

Mr., STANS, We are asking the Bureau of the Budget to
clear, so that we can present it to this com~
mittee, a request for §$63 million.

sbnlous otherwise noted, the following data and quotations
from the testimony are taken from the record of the hearings:
U.S. Congress, House, Subcommlittee of the Committee on Appvgf-

riations, Hearings frea J { artments A -
tions for 1958, Part 1, ong., 18t Sess,, 1957,



9

The report of the majority of the Committee lssued at
the conclusion of the bhearings on the Post Office and Treasury
appropriation for 1958 recommended the largest cut (§58,000,000)
in the history of the Post Office Department, and 1t made no
reference to a possible need for a supplemental for 19567,
nor did it mention the request of the Department for suech
a supplemental that was then "pending" in the Bureau of the
Budget,?

A minority roport was submitted by Representative Canfileld
(Re= Nuds), the ranking minority member of the Committee who
had been 1ts chalrman in three previous sessions of Congress
when his party bhad been in control., In his dissent from the
report of the majority, he pointed out the omission of any
reference to the pending supplemental, and stated that 1f such
funds were to be allowed, the bill as approved "gives no
increase whatever to meet the ever-growing volume of mall
and the projected 5000 new city delivery routes and exten-
sions planned for the new year,"'0 He further stated that
such action could only result in reductions from the current

level of services,

9.8, Oongrosu, House, Committee on Appropriationl,
- nd Post Office Departments, and the Court ¢

;Eid.’ p. 15.
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Further Reapportionments

In the interim between the dates of the Committee's
hearings and the issuance of the printed report, the Post
Office Department had requested and received from the Budget
Bureau a reapportionment of an additional §20,000,000 for the
Operations program for the third quarter,’} These funds
were made available by reducing the apportionment for the
fourth quarter in a like amount, Thls latest transfer left
the apportionments for the fiscal year as follows in comparison
with the original allocation:

TABLE 2
APPORTIONMENTS FOR THE OPERATIONS PROGRAM®

Quarters July, 1956 February, 1957 Change
lst $623 $635 12
2nd 547 G662 15
Srd 473 485 12
4th 474 444 30

Total $2,117 {2,126 ¢ 9

®In millions, rounded to the nearest million,

Ypouse, Hearings, Second Urgent Deficiency, p. 171
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This table sets forth the development of a olassic de~-
ficleney situation., The expenditure rates for the first three
periods are consistently in excess of the amounts apportioned
originally, yet the last period shows a substantial decrease
in the amount of funds avallable for carrying on an appar-
ently expanding program, In view of the increased level
of the first three quarters, even an inerease of $30,000,000
in the funds available for the fourth quarter would be in=-
sufficient assuming the same relationship between the third
and fourth quarters as predicated in the July, 1956, appor-
tionments approved by the Bureau, If the pattern were to
hold as then estimated, approximately $42,000,000 would be
required to sustain the expenditure plan, which shows a fourth
quarter estimate of one million more than that estimated for
the third periocd, In the absence of any known and marked
program factors to the contrary, a deficiency would appear
to have been inevitable at this point, February 4, 1957,

As was made evident by later testimony, Mr, Brundage,
Director of the Budget Bureau, was uncertain at this time
as to whether or not a supplemental would be required., On
or about this date, he telephoned Mr, Kenneth Sprankle, Chief
Clerk of the House Appropriations Committes, and stated that
he was considering approving a supplemental request for
$20,000,000, but that the issue was still in doubt, When
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Mr, Brundage later testified as to his doubts, Committee
members implied that his open expression to Mr, Sprankle
of his uncertainty tended to reinforce the majority's inclin-
ation to make a significant reduction in the Post O0ffice

Department's regular 1958 approprilation roqno:t.lz

House Debate--- the 1958 Regular Appropriation

On February 19, debate began in the House of Represen=-
tatives on H,R., 4897, the regular appropriations bill for
fiscal 1958 for the Treasury and Post Office Departments,
This was the first appropriation bill to reach the floor
during the Eighty~Fifth Congress, and thus 1t was the first
opportunity for critics of the 1958 Eisenhower budget to give
active meaning as well as prolonged vent to their views,1®
The Committee's recommended cut of $58,000,000 from the re-
quest was discussed at length and occasionally in terms that
would have meaning for the 1957 deficlency appropriation

as well:

lgIbid., Pe 133.

13408t observers would probably agree that the first
appropriation bill of any legislative session tends to attract
more attentlon and undergo more detalled scrutiny and oriti-
cism, ceteris pggibuu, than following bills., This would
appear to be particularly true where, as in this instance,
the President had invited the Congress to make reductions
in his budget. The following summary of and quotes from the
debate are taken from U.3. Congress, Ogggronsionnl Record
Bﬁtgégggg., lst Sess., Vol. 103, Pt., 2, February 19, 1957,
Pe P
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Mr. BASS of Tennessese, How will the $58 miliion cut
be sustained by the Post Office Department?

Mr, GARY, That 18 up to the Post Office Department,
It will be sustained by additional economies
in operation.

The discussion shifted to the c¢losing of small post
offices in the interests of efficlency and economy, and Mr,
Bass (D.- Tenn,) raised a point:

Mr, BASS of Tennesse®, .  « At the same time, it is

a very small item, , « o 1t is a metter of
community ildentity., These post offices, of
course, do not perform the service for which,
maybe, they were intended to perform, but
t?a{tm a vitel part of the community, and
i

is such a vital part and if it is so
vital to the people of the community, I think

if we can afford to send $200 million over
inte the Middle East and to some of those
other foreign countries, we can afford $1000
a year to keep the post office open in a
community that really wanis 1t,

Representative Passman (D.- La.), & member of the sub=-
committee that had recommended the {58,000,000 cut had just
previously pointed out that he had received a petition bearing
311 signatures protesting the closing of a post office that
served 23 patrons, Chairman Gary then pointed out that this
same subcommittee had secured the discontinuation of
two-deliveries~a~day service under the previous administration
and that after the "hue and cry” had dled down 1t saved the
Post Office Department $100,000,000, and that poliey was, in
all probability, currently saving 150,000,000 per year. He

further stated that one of the "top officials" of the Department
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had told him that they might cut oub the delivery of every-
thing except first-~class mall on Saturdays and thereby save
$10,000,000, and "certainly nobody would be hurt if they did
not deliver junk mall on Saturday. « « « Let the Department
scratech around and find some of these places where 1t can
save some money,."

Mr, Canfield, the ranking minority member of the Commit-

tee, spoke agalnst the blll as reduced by the Committee,

and referred directly to the possible supplemental as the

"erux of the whole problem," He stated that the Post Office

was "currently asking the Bureau of the Budget for a supple~

mental appropriation of $563,000,000 to carry it through fiscal

1957," He then added that the Post 0ffice was then borrowing
millions and mlllions of dollars from its fourth

quarter apportionment; and unless they have sub=

stantially the $53 million . . . they will then

have to prescribe payless paydays for the 526,000

employees of the Post Office Establishment,

The posalbillity of a supplemental came in for notice

again later in the debate through the following exchange:

Mr, CORBETT., Then, does not that add up to the fact
that last year the appropriation, plus the
pending supplemental, minus the mandated
cost, would be=~-

Mr. GARY, Mr, Chairmean, if the gentleman would not
mind an interruption, there is no pending
supplemental

Mr., CORBEIT, Why would the Department inform me that
they made the request then?
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Mr, GARY, The Bureau of the Budget has never made
any recommendation, and no request for supple-
mental funds has oomo to the Congress.

On February 20, the House passed the 1958 appropriation
by voice vote after beating down an amendment by Represen=
tative Canfield to restore §29,000,000 of the cut. New
York Times reported that both parties split on the vote and
stated that the extent of the division in Republican ranks
was "emphasized" when Representative Joseph W, Martin, Jr.;
Republican floor leader voted for the Canfield amendment
while Representative Halleck, assistant Republican floor
leader, voted against it,l%

At the time that this debate was being carried on, the
supplemental request of the Post Office was still under con=-
slderation in the Bureau of the Budget. In a letter to Mr.
Canfleld, Deputy Postmaster General Stans stated that 1t
was his understanding that the Bureau would submit the re-
quest to Congress "sometime before the end of March, . . 15

On March 12, the Bureau of the Budget transmitted to
Congress a l1list of proposed supplemental appropriations and

authorizations, including an appropriation of $47,000,000

143ne New York Times, February 21, 1957, p. 16,

15Reprinted, Congressional Record, Vol. 103, Pt. 2,
Pebruary 20 1955 Pe 2588,
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for the Post Office Department, The request for the approp=-
riation appeared on page 26 of the transmittal (House Docu~
ment No., 115), and consisted of the following statement:

For an additional amownt for “Operations,”
$47,000,000. This proposed supplemental appropriation
is %o provide for unanticipated city delivery exten-

sions required by the unprecedented growth of sub=-
urban communities, and an additional amount for post
office clerks, brought about by increases in mail

volume and in the average salary costs above that
estimated in the 1957 budget,16

The supplemental request of the Department bhad been reduced
$6,000,000 by the Bureau, This reduction represented the
deferral of certain new facllities, and did not bear upon the
Operations requirement.

Two weeks after the transmittal of the supplemental
request, hearings opened on H.R., 6870, which contained the
amount proposed for appropriation.

House HRearings--- the 1957 Deflciency Request

The request of the Post Office was clearly the prinecipal
item in the bill--- of the total of {55,000,000 in appropria-
tions proposed in it, $47,000,000 was scheduled for that
Department, The hearings opened on March 26, 19567, with

163.8, Congress, House, :
and Other Authorizations foi
k) i g . " L3 57
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Chairman Gary pronidins; and Postmaster General Summerfield
and Deputy Stans testifying,>’

Early in that portion of the hearing devoted to the Post
Office request, Representative Gary attempted to get at the
eritical question of the timing of expendltures and apportion-
ments as related to the subsequent deficlency situation, In
response to a question from Mr. aarw, Mr, Stans gave a complete
history of the changes in the Department's apportionment
lchodulo, and then the Chairman asked:

« GARY, AT what poilnt did these apportionments
indicate a need for supplemental funds$t

Mr. Stans, Mr, Chalrman, we were aware before we began
the fiscal yaar that we were going to have
trouble because of the inadequacy of city
carrier funds, We reported to the Bureau
of the Budget last June or July that we expected
to be {30 million short in our city carrier
needs because of the fact that 1656 had out=
grown our expectatlions so much,

Chairman Gary then read the following excerpt from the so-called
Anti~Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C, 665
All appropriations or funds available for obligation
for a definite period of time shall be so apportioned
as to prevent obligation or expenditurs theveof in a

manner which would indicate a necessity for deficiency
or supplemental appropriations for such period,l

House, Hesrings, Socond Uraent Deficlency, pp, 75-128,
Unless ethnrvico no the following data and quotes are taken

from this record of thc hearing.

18300 Appendix A for the full text of the apportionmant
provisionsa of this act,



He then questioned Stans as follows:

Mr, GARY, + « « Do you think this provision has been
violated here?

No, we do not, because we specifically asked
the Bureau of the Budget for these reappor-
tionments, and they undertook them under their
authority after consideration of the question
of whether they had the authority to make them,

Mr, STANS,.

Mr. GARY. Did the Bureau of the Budget ralse that question?
Mr, STANS, I am not sure wio raised it, but it was dis~-
cussed and the Bureau concluded that it had
the right to make unequal apportionmenta,
Chairman Gary then stated that he believed that the
act had been violated, but Representative Canfield pointed
out that the Post 0ffice had told the Committee during the
Janmary hearings on the regular 1868 appropriations that
they were going to run short of funds if the current rates
of expenditure continued in accordance with the workload
trends.'® Mr, Gary replied that the Committee did not know
that the Bureau of the Budget would actually request the
supplemental until March 12, when the request was sent up,
He pointed out that the Bureau had gone ahesad and made re-
apportionments without making a request for additional funds,
and "without consulting the Congress."” At this point, Chair-
man Gary indicated that the Committee needed the testimony
of Mr, Brundage, Director of the Bureau of the Budget,

lgAbovo, PPe 6=74
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The following exchanges developed from the Chairman's

persistent concern about the possible law violatlons which

had occurred in allowing the potential deficiency to develop:

Mr, SUMMERFIELD, « « o There certainly is no evidence

My,

GAHI.

in here of anyone's efforts to circumvent any
statute or regulation,

But, there has apparently been no effort

to cut down on that, or to meet the appropria-
tion, You made your original estimate and

the Congress ocut it and there has been no
effort at all~-~ let me ask you this:

What efforts were made by the Department
beginning in July 1956 to enforece operations
within the appropriation that Congress had
granted?

SUMMERFIELD, If I may answer this, first: One

» GARY,

thing we did not do., We did’not try to in=
fluence the American public to use the United
SBtates mail to a lesser degree than they de-
sired to, and you know 1t was this volume
of mail which was the cause of this anﬂ which,
of course, we are required to handi
g@uigantloaun of tha Congress expect ul ta
o °

But, are there not certain economlies in opera-
tion that can be put into effect which would
enable you to operate within the fund?

SUMMERFIELD, Mr, Chairman, I do not know if you

GARY .

mean that as an inpliud eriticism of the De~
partment for the efficienciles that we have
been responsible for in the operation of this
Department, inecluding the year 1957,

I think you have put in some economies, but
I do not think you have put in all you aan.
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Mr, SUMMERFIELD, Mr, Chairmen, I do not know of any
group that would be more appreciative of any
suggestions that you can spell out for us as
to what we can do in this Department to further
increase our efficiencies without destroying
the service itself, and we would be verz
very grateful to you te have you point ﬁnm
out to us,

I bhave sald that before to this committee,
Mr, Chairman, and I repeat 1t,

As to the efforts which we have made, Mr,
Chairman, I will ask Mr, Stans to enumerate
Just a few things for the record, sir.

Mr. STANS., #Mr. Chairman, we were conscious of a deflciency
in money from the beginning of the year. As
I sald, we started out with the fact that
because we were so short in 1966, we had to
carry an extra burden in 19857,

We began the fiscal year bi taking what
we believed to be every concelvable step to
restrict spending short of blanket cuts to

the post offices across the country, Tradi-
tionally, in the past whenever the Post Office
was short of money, the procedure was to cut
every post office in the country by a flat
percentage, We did not belleve that was the
way to deal with this problem at this time,

We bhad two meetings last year with our
regional directors and had them in and went
over the whole budget situation and we dis~
cussed every means whereby we could save money
short of ecurtailment of service,

We considered any way in which we could
by changes in regulations or basgic procedures
save some money as, for example, eliminating
the use of locks on parcel post sacks, We
felt we could save, perhaps, §1 million a
year by doing so, and we pn% it into effect.

We have taken every concelivable action
of that type that we could accomplish at head~
quarters by issuing orders or instructions.
We know of no others that we can attempt in
that general category without decreasing service,
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Now, the rest of the money that we save
has to be saved in the field, It cannot be
saved by blanket cuts effectively without
impairing the service, nor can it be saved
from any central source.

R o . L L

e« o« o« W have considered whether we can take
some part-way measures such &s delivering only
first-class mall on Saturdays, but we are of
the opinion that the American publie is not

% ready for that, and that the secreams of the
publlie that would be heard by the Members of
Congress would be so great that we would be
forced to restore any service cuts of that
type immediately.

Mr, GARY, Do you think that the publiec would seream
against the nondelivery of third-class mail
on Saturday when the senders of that mail
are urging the Congress to hold the rate down
g0 that they will continue to pay only approxi=-
wately 50% of the cost of handling 1t%

Mr, STANS, Mr, Chalrman, 1f all the Members of Congress
felt the same as you do about that, I do not
think we would have any problem, but there
are many Members of Congress who do not feel
the same WaY e

From this point it was developed by Mr, Canfield that

the entire Committee and the Post Office Department were in
agreement that postal rates should be increased,?0 but that
the Committee still had a responsibility to tell the Post~
master General where to cut services when sufficient funds

to continue the existing program are not made avallable,

3°Bur1ng the preceding session of Congress, a rate
inerease bill passed the House but died in Senate Committee.

Congressional Quarterly Almanac, XII, (1956), pp. 466-68,
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The remainder of the hearing was devoted to miscellaneous
questions which brought out various statements by the repre=-
gentatives of the Department in their attempts to demonstrate
the validity of their appropriation requests. MNr, Summerfield
testified that only 4.3 percent of the Department's budget
was “controllable® by the Department, so that a 2 percent cut
such as that made in thelr 1958 request by the House was
really a large one, He did not supply, nor did the Committee
request, detailed information as to how this percentage was
computed, Mr, Stans stated that if the full $47,000,000
deficiency request were to be granted, the amount voted for
1958 would be $27 million short of the amount necessary to
maintain the current level of services in the face of the
increasing volume of mail, He also pointed out, in connee-
tion with transportation costs, that "nothing brings more
protests™ than a change in the method of transporting the mail,
Shortly after this, the hearing ended wlthout any resolution
or eonclusion,

The following day, March 27, at the request of the Com=-
mittee, Percival Brundage, Director of the Bureau of the
Budget, end }Mr, Broadbent of the Eureau's staff, appeared
to tostity.21 Representative Gary opened the hearing by

2lrhe record of this hearing ie included 1ln House,
Hearings, Becond Urgent Deficiency, pp. 128-41,
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again reading from the Anti-Deficiency statute, and stated
that the law allowed only two exceptions from apportionments
made in such a manner as to prevent the need for a supple~
mental or deficiency appropriation: where Congress passes
a law subsequent to making an agency's appropriation and the
new law requires expenditures beyond administrative control,
and where there is an emergency involving life or property.
He then asked Mr, Brundage to explain his action on the appor-
tionments to the Post O0ffice which were in "definite violation
of the Act," Mr, Brundage replied as follows:
With respect to this supplemental and the

reapportionment . . « , the whole story briefly

is this: In July of 1956 we received word from

the Post Office Department that they felt that

the reduced appropriations for the fiscal year

1957, approved hi the Congress, would be insuffi-

cienf, and that hey would need some more for

operaiiona.

Well, we put our staff on 1t and, as you know

from previous testimony, we have been dead against

supplementals, not only 1n general principle but

in each spoeihe case,

I made ov:gg effort to persuade them that they
must live within their appropriation,

Mr. Brundage then recounted the receipt by the Bureau
of the Post Office lsiter of January 4, 1957, requesting
the approval of a supplemental request of %55,000,000 and
stated, "I specifically said I would not send up a supple-
mental for those amounts,” He further testified that the
reapportionment of §20,000,000 from the fourth gquarter to the
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third was deemed necessary in February because the Post
Office made a "strong appeal® and told him that they had to
have 1t "or curtail services," Speaking of the Bureau's
consideration during February of the Department's deficlency
request, he said,

I still disputed the necessity for the supplemental
and they told me that they would be offset by addi~
tional recelpts which they expected,

I called Ken Sprankle /elerk of the House Approp-
riations Committee/ about it and he said those receipts
would not be deductible from the operations because
it would go into receipts to the Treasury, But I
still refused to admit that they could not live
within their reduced budget for the fourth quarter,
and I put our staff on it to make another exhaustive

study.

I might say this came up in connection with the
hagssle we were having on all budget supplementals,
and I was studying everything. I just sald "No, No,
No, No.," I just said I wouldn't approve anything.

However, his staff later convinced him that the supple~
mental request would have to be submitted and he "reluctantly"
sent 1t up on March 12, His testimony to the Committee con=
tinued,

I think now that what I should have done at that
time was to notirz you and send up a notice that

there might be a deficlency. « « « I don't think I

should have done it in l"»‘bruu:'g;,l because I was not

at all convinced but I should have done it, I think,

when I sent out the supplemental, I would like to

correct that now, I should officially report that,
He stated that Postmaster Summerfield came to see him and
that he (Brundage) "finally gave way." The questioning

continued,
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Mr, GARY, Don't you think the antideficlency law has
been violated in this case?

Mr. BRUNDAGE, I don't know, I am not too familiar with
thi.!. e o @ I an't think tharc was any mil-_
take actually in February, but I think I should
have sent it up in March when we came to the
conclusion there wa ng to be a necessity
for supplemental. /sic

Apparently Mr, Brundage felt that the sltuation would

have been improved if, at the time that the supplemental
request finally left his agency on its way to Congress, he

had sent & specific notice along with it to alert the Com=
mittee to the rapidly developing deficiency nituntion.23
Hie thinking in this regard produced no reaction from the
Committee, and at this point Mr, Gary undertook to outline
to Mr, Brundage the rationale behind the Anti-Deficlency
law, and coneluded his analysis as follows:

We are convinced that it was a violation of the

antideficiency law, and that is the reason we

wanted to disouss it with you, We think thet

law 1s a very lmportant law,

Mr, BRUNDAGE, Surely.

Mr., GARY, And s violation of it in our judgment is
very serious,

Mr, BRUNDAGE, I feel Just as unhappy about it as you do,
Following this exchange, Mr, Canfield spoke up., He
pointed out that situations similar to this one had occurred

23&otually, such a procedure is specifically required

under Section (e) (2) of the Anti-Deficiency Act, (See Appendix,
+112.) However, no notice of this fact was taken during
he course of these hearings,
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in the past, but that representatives of the Administration
usually came and discussed the problem with the House and
Senate Appropriations Commlttee chalrmen and with the ranking
minority members, He said that in such 2 situation "it would
be understeod that the Poat O0ffice Department was in a unique
position and would have to be treated accordingly,” and asked
Mr., Brundage 1f any such conferences nad been held, MNY,
Brundege replied that to his knowledge the only action taken
along those lines was his call to Mr, Sprankle, wherein he
had told Mr, Sprankle of the doubtful possibility of a supple-
mental request for {20,000,000,

Mr, Brundage stated that ho had given further considera-
tion To the need for a supplemental in the interim between
February 4, the date of the $20,000,000 reapportionment, and
March 4, when he declded %o approve the §$47,000,000 deficiency
request, A%t this point, Chairman Gary read from the Anti-
deficiency act:

No apportionment or reapportionment which, in the
ot tromant. SouTl (aforte & Ressstey For

a deilciency or supplemental estimate shall be made . .+ «

(Italics mine.)

Mr., Brundage responded:

I think it is in the Judgment of the official
meking such reapportionment, as you read there, I
ust told them I would not send up a supplemental

or even {20 million at that time,



27

You nust bear this in the context that I was
under then., I just said "No" to everything in
general on general principles, because I was under
instructions from the President to live withineww
subsgtantlally withine-- the figures, so I was
pretty ruthless about this thing.

The role of the Bureau of the Budget came in for con=-
sideration when Representatives Gary and Canflield disagreed
as to whether or not supplemental appropriations for the
Post Office "evaporate"=--~- the point being that, in Nr,
Gary's judgment, Congress cannot be expected to antielpate

actions of the Executive, particularly in view of the fact
that program changes or action by the Budget Burean sometimes
cause the need for supplemental appropriations to "evaporate"
before the fiscal year ends, The "ollowing quotetions from
the record illustrate the problems of communication involved:

Mr, GARY, « + o Many departments are frequently asking
for deficliencies or for appropriations which
they do not get because the Bureau of the
Budget refuses them, We had no intimation
from the Bureau of the Budget that the request
for a supplemental appropriation would be
allowed for this year,

° ® L L L

Mr., CANFIELD, I take no ofiense at what our disti shed
chairman said, but when men . . . say tha
they have seen supplemental requests like
this evaporate, I for one have never seen a
Post Offlce Department supplemental evaporate,
and I do not think that was quite fair,

All of us knew they were golng to come down
for something.

WMre, GARY, It was fair in view of Mr. Sprankle's under-
standing of his conversation with Mrs Brundage,
and Mr. Brundage himself says that he told
them "no" for a long time,



28

Mr. CANFIELD. Yes, but Mr, Sprankle told us yesterday
that he found out soon thereafter that Mr,
Brundage was not well apprised of the full
facts of the situation., In other words, I
think Mr. Sprankle used the term yesterday
"that he (Mr, Brundage) was a bit confused
on the whole picture,”

2 L L] - L

Mr. WILSON. Re~ Ind,)/ Mr, Brundage, how long have
you been in this job that you now hold?

Mr. BRUNDAGE, Not quite a year,

Mr, WILSON, Well, listeny do not let anyone kid you
for a minuto, because those of us who have
been on this committee or in the Congress
for 17 years, knew when the bill passed last

year there would have to be more money, and
we knew it when we passed the bill for this

next year. » » » There is not a man on this
committee but what knew there would have %o
be a supplemental,

Mr, GARY, I do not agree with that at all,

Mr, PASSMAN, /(D.- La,)/ I want to have the record
indicate that i1f I had not thought they could
have lived within it, I would not have voted
for 1%,

Later the discussion shifted to the ability of the Post
Office Department to absorb cuts of varying sizes, The wishes
of some of the Committee members to have the Department take
cuts without reductions showing in the quantity or quality
of service rendered to the public became evident when they
tended to belittle the amounts of the cuts under discussion.

For example, referring to the Committee action on the 19858
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appropriation, Mr, Gary pointed out that if we are to have
sconomy in government, the Post 0ffice Department ought to
be able to take a cut of two percent it its budget request,
Mr, Passman pointed out that §47,000,000 is rot a very large
sum when considered in terms of the approximately §3,000,000,000
budget of the Department and the twelve months period over
which the Department could have spread the reductlon if they
hed acted promptly., He added that some services could have
been reduced without doing any harm, and pointed out that the
Budget Bureau must have agreed with this even as late as
February or they would not have delayed the supplemental
request untll March 12, Nr, Brundage offered the following
comments by way of general explanation of his actiona;

I was trying to make everybody live within their

appropriation,

I was taking the same position with all the depart~-
ments, because I thought we should have an austerse
opera%ion.
On several cccasions, Representative Canfield pointed
out that, contrary to previous practice, in reducing the
1956 and 1957 appropriations the Committee had not indicated
where the cuts were to be taken, However, Mr, Gary, with
Representative Passman's concurrence, maintained that regard-
less of past practices, the Anti-Deficlency act had been

violated in this Instance, and on that note, the session ended.
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Senate Hearings--=- the 19568 Regular Appropriation

Five days later, on April 1, Postmaster General Summer=
field, Deputy Stans, and eleven other representatives of
the Department appeared before s subcommitee of the Senate
Committee on Appropriations and testiflied relative to the
Department's reguler 1958 sppropriation request. Present
at this hearing for the Senate were the Chairman, A, Willis
Robertson (D.~ Va.); and Senators Hayden (D.~ Ariz,), Pastore
(De= ReI.), Dirksen, (R.= Ill.), and Potter (R.= Mich,).*®

Early in the hearing the discussion centered upon the
1957 supplemental request and Mr, Summerfield told the Com=
mittee he was awalting action on that request from the House
Committee, Senator Robertson steated thet his Committee was
intending to delay thelr hearings on the 1958 regular request,
but that they had heard a rumor to the effect that "it might
be June 30" bhefore action was finished on the supplemental
request,

The general tenor of this hearing is made clear in the
following statements:

Senstor ROBERTSON., . « « Yesterday two members of the

House Post 0fflce SBubcommlittee sald that
we were golng to lnerease this bill /1968/,

eawbn following summary and quotations are taken from
the record of the haaring; U.S. congress, Santo committeo
on Appropriationa, Hearings 3 and P narh-
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the House was not going to take it, That
puts us in a rather embarrassing sltuation,
and 1f they are not going to take it we are
wasting time to try and justifly increasing
it and have them say "Well, you did it un~
necessarily, It wasn't necessary at all,
We went over those things.”

Senator DIRKSEN. Of course, Mr, Chairman, we have been
through that agony with the House before, I
have myself many times, and it is true the
Senate 18 still a branch of the Congress,

I mean to asgsert our full rights as beat we
GCalle

Senator PASTORE., The Senate 18 not ready to roll over
and play dead,

Mr, SUMMERFIELD, And neither is the Postmaster General,

L L L L -

Senator DIRESEN. « « o« I do not want to see you and
Maurice Stans and Tony Kileb and Abe Goff go
to éail, but you know there is an antideficiency
statute ., +

e o » Any officer or employes of the United
States who shall violate subsection (a)
(b), or (h) of this section shall be sub-
:oaﬁod to appropriate administrative dis~
cipline, ineluding when clrcumstances
warrant, suspension from duty without pay
or removal from office, and any officer
or employee of the Bhiged States who shall
knowingly and willfully violate subsection
(a), (b), or (h) of this section shall,
upon conviction be fined not more than
$5000 or imprisoned for not more than 2
years, or both,"

Now, you have asked for $47 million,
Mr, SUMMERFIELD., Yes,

Senator DIRKSEN, Suppose in the next 90 days you do not
get the $47 million,

Mr., SUMMERFIELD, I can tell you what is going to happen.
I am not going to jail, I am gaiag to pull
the string some morning and that will be 1%,
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Senator DIRKSEN, Just where will you pull the string?
That 1s important,

Mr, SUMMERFPIELD. « « « We will have to curtall service
and lay off people,

Senator PASTORE, But you do not have any intent %o
slow down the operation or the services until
gsuch time as you actually know that you are
not going to get your supplemental?
Mr, SUMMERFIELD, That 1s right, We have no right to
do that, As I sald earlier, we are still
charged with serving the patrons of the post
office, and that is 170 million people in
this country, who pay a specific charge,
Shortly after this exchange, the problem was projected
against the larger background that prevailed at the time,
Questions as to the "proper" size of the federal budget and
as to the "appropriate"” conduect of a President in the prep-
aration and submission of budget estimates were a major source
of publiec debate from January, when the 1958 Budget had been
presented by the Presldent, until after the close of the
hearings being reviewed here, President Eisenhower had de-
fended his budget against critics, but at the same time,
he had pointed out that it was the duty of Congress to reduce
the budget in those areas where, in its judgment, the programs
were not essential to the national welfare. In addition,
Becretary of the Treasury Humphrey and others in the Executive
Branch had expressed some reservations as to the total budget.
These broad questions and the debate which ensued are related

to the Post Office situation in the following:
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Senator PASTORE, I do not mean to get into this debate
but I think as long as your increase in the
cost of Government is consonant with the in-
erease in the required services and in the
inereases in the gross product of the Nation,
why do we get so disturbed if at /sic/ 1958
costs are a little more than 195 en we
know that that is the sign of progress, if
it is a reasonable gradual increase that is
constant?

L4 ® ® - L

If a governor or President cannot stand up
and say this is my budget, I think it is a
fair warning that it can be eut, I think you
sow the ssed that actually brings you all

ggn'troublt we are having in the last few
Y8

Mr, SUMMERFIELD, I am sure the President of the United
States expects that Postmaster General to de~
fend this budget,

This matter was not pursued further by the Committee,

Later Senator Pastore returned to the guestion of the
difficulties being experienced with respect to securing ade=-
quate finaneing of the 1957 fiscal year:

Senator PASTORE, Did you know in the first and second

quarter that in fiscal 1957 you were goi
to have a deficit of $47 niligan. -

Mr, SUMMERFIELD. Yes,

Mr., STANS, I think we can clear up why we have a $47
million defliciency for 1957 by telling you of
the three factors that caused it: §$16.8 million
is due to the faet that the impaet of Publiec
Law 68, and the reclassification provisions
of it, passed by the 84th Congress, exceeded
the eatimates t we origina submitted
before the law actually went into effect;
$20.4 million of the $47 million we need is

due to the fact that delivery service extensions
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far exceeded our estimated requirements, and
we provide delivery service extensions accor=-
ding to a formula based upon population density.
Following that same formula we ran {20 million
short; and $9,8 million is due to the fact
that the mail volume in 1957 inereased in excess
of what we thought it would be before we began
the year, That adds up to $47 million.
Following this discussion, the Commities's attention shifted
to other matters dealing with 19858 again, and there was no
follow=-up on this particular line of inquiry with respect
to the 1957 situation, 1In any event, Stans's point to the
effect that the potential §47,000,000 deficiency was being
forced upon the Department by an inevitable logle of events
apparently satisfied the Committees, At least, there were
no further inguiries designed to elicit what efforts the
Department had made to "absorb" the new costs through the
modification of formulas or other reductions in the level
of services being offered, The program remained intact,

With respect to 1958, Postmaster General Summerfield
left no doubt that he wanted Congress to specifically indi-
cate what services he wag to reduce in order to "live" within
the §58,000,000 eut that the House had passed:

Senator DIRKSEN, In other !ords£ you want a bill of

particulars setting out not only the areas,

but the specific functions where it ought
o be cut,

ir, SUMMERFIELD, As far as the House position is con=
cerned, they did not seriously consider,
apparently, the recommendation of the Post
Office Department. They changed the rules,
80 I would like some direction,
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Senator PASTORE, But you have the authority under the

law to make the cuts on your own if you have %to.

Mr, SUMMERFIELD, 1In some areas, yes,

Following the testimony of the Department, the Commlttee
invited brief comments from William C, Doherty, President,
National Assoclation of Letter Carriers, Paul A. Nagle, Presi-
dent; National Postal Transport Association, and Thomas G.
!ilters, Operations Direstor, Government Employees Council,
AFyLe==C,I,0, The statements of these representatives of
employee organizations were, in accordance with the expressed
wish of the Chairman, brief and to the point. They took
the form of expliclt requests for the Committee to restore
the 1958 House cuts and to grant the request of the Depart~
ment for the deficiency appropriation for 1957,

Further House Hearings--- the 1957 Deficiency Request

On Wednesday, April 3, one week after his last hearing
before the House Commlttee, Postmaster General Summerfield
telephoned Representative Gary and pointed out that his fourth
quarter apportionment would become available for expenditure
within three days, and that he would have to plan for service
reductions to be effective on that date-=-- Saturday, April 6.
He requested an immedliate hearing with the Committee in view
of the fact that he had not heard as to what decision that
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group had arrived at with respect to his deficiency situa-
tion. His request was granted and & hearing was scheduled
for that afternoon.24

The speed with which this hearing was arranged is indica=-
tive of its critical timing-=-~ its importance is further
underlined by the fact that Representative Joseph Cannon
(Do~ M0,), Chairman of the full House Committee on Appropria-
tions, and Representative John Taber (R.- N.Y.), the ranking
minority member of that committee, were in attendance,

Mr. Summerfield began his testimony by reading a telegram
that he had composed for transmittal to the Committee, but
which he had brought with him in view of the promptness with
which the hearing had been arranged, The problem facing
the Post Offlce, as it appears at this point, is outlined
by the followling excerpt from that message:

Obviously we do not intend to spend more money than
the Congress appropriates to us. Therefore, we must

now determine, with such help as you may be able to

give us, whether we should start curtailment of ser-

vices on Saturday, April 6, at the beginning of the
fourth quarter, in order to cogg}ota the year within
funds presently available, or ther we may plan on
funds sufficient to pawmi% continuance of the postal
service at exlsting levels, Obviously, the longer
any such deeision is delayed, the more drastic will
be the impact of any curtailment of the mall service.

a‘?hn following summary and quotations are taken from
the record of the hearing which is included in House, Hearings,
Second Urgent Deficiency, pp. 141-70,.
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The Postmaster General then proceeded to spell out in

detail the service cuts that could be effected in order to

keep the Department's expenditures within the total 1957

appropriation, The possible savings listed totalled §71,000,000
and were designed to permit Congress to be selective in deter~

mining which service reductlons should be placed into effect
in the event that the Department's request for $47,000,000
gould not be granted:

1.

2,

Se

4.

5.

6

Te
Be

TABLE 3

POSSIELE SERVICE REDUCTIONS, FOURTH QUARTER

FISCAL YEAR 1957

Savings

in millions
Discontinue city carrier deliveries of
all classes of mail on Saturdays . . « « « ¢ $10

Close all post offices on Saturdays and
discontinue all rural deliveries on
BAturdays o« ¢ o o ¢ o 2 ¢ o 5 0 06 0 8 0 0 E

Discontinue selling money orders (presently
selling one million per 4ay) « o« « ¢ ¢ o » » 4

Reduce deliveries of business district mall
in cities to 1 per &Y o« « ¢ s o & o s ¢ o o 2

Embargo on acceptance and delivery of all
Srd class mall, excepting merchandise
URder B OUNGCOB o ¢ & » o ¢ o 5 # o s ¢ o o 30

Postpone all employees' annual leave until a
BLENY dVAY 1 o 6 + & 0 6 4 5 6 2 4 o e e 15

Postpone purchase of uniforms .+ « « « « « « 3%

Postpone certain equipment purchases . . « 3*
Total $71

'ﬁhaao items would increase the requirements for 1968,
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Mr, SBummerfield's testimony continued:
Frankly, I think it would be a dark day in America
if any of these things were to be done. In this country
of ours today, enjoying 1ts greatest period of prosperity,
reatest era of expansion, greatest era of employment,
deny the American public service or a portion of a
service that they themselves pay for, specifically, in
every instence, is almost unthinkable., If our patrons
are not paying enough for the services, Mr, Chalrman,
then 1% is not the fault of the users of the meils,

but of the Congress for failure to provide adequate
postal rates.

. . . . o
I certainly hope that this committee accepts our
position as stated by me, as being based upon fact;
§§a§§p§3§:?§:r§§§ogf't Judgment of the matter now
Mr, Gary responded to this testimony by polnting out
that, in effect, the Post Office was asking the Commlttee to
separate its request from the others sent up by the Budget
Bureau in the name of the President because of the urgency
of the situation, He then stated that if anything was late,
it was "due to no fault of Congress whatsoever.” He proceeded
to retrace, in ganoral’faahion; the chronology of evenis leading
up to the present hearing., This brief history was probably
of help to Representatives Cannon and Taber who had not at-
tended any of the previous hearings on the Post 0ffice problem,
A% this polnt, Representative Cannon gave Postmaster
Summerfield a long lecture on the history of Congressional
attempts to econtrol deficiencies, The following excerpts

are indicative of its scope and direction:
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Of course, the stability of any government depends
ogithn soundness of its fiscal poliey and its fiseal
status,

If Charles I had been able to solve his
fiscal problems hc would have kept his head,

Ir
Louis XIV had supported Colbert he would have
avoided the French Revolution,

Any government is
in danger when it keeps running up the national debt,
when all departments keep asking more money, and

when any possible safeguard is neglected in proteciling
the money in the treasury.

It is a difficult problem, We have wrestled with
it in the Appropriations Committee all these years,
But careful as we have been, Mr, Postmaster General,
we found the Departments edging in on us, and they
took the money when and where they could get it,

Mr., Cannon recounted the work that he and Mr., Taber

had put in in drafting and securing the Anti-Deficiency Act
of 1950, and then referred back to the original making of

the 1957 regular sppropriation by pointing out that the
Appropriations Committes

decided that you ought to ba able to render this
service for a year for §$2,115,440,000 under the
"Operations"™ item and gave you that amount of money
and told you you were to live within that, You
were to render your service, regardless of whether
it was rendered adequately or inadequatly, whether
you had help or not, but the mail must go through
on $2,113,440,000,

They made a slight cut in your estimates, We
usually make a small cut to be sure you are aware
we are here., They deducted about §$6 million, but §5
million when considered in relation to $2,115,440,000
is inconsequential, As a matter of faect, they gave
you more than you asked because they authorized
transfers, which now gives you §2,124,730,000, BSo
you have more to spend than you asked for,

He continued by making direct favorable references to

the action of the Bureau of the Budget and Mr, Brundage in
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|
|
refusing to allow supplementals, He stated that at the pain?

the Post 0ffice should have changed its plans so as to be abgo
to complete the year within the funds available, Mr, Cannon K

that the Budget Bureau rejected the requested supplemental,

complimented Director Brundage for his frankness in pointing 1

out to the House Committee his belief that the Post 0ffice 2

|
Department could get by with some program changes., Concluding

his statement, Mr, Cannon pointed out Mr, Summerfield's duty
as he saw 1¢:

|
|
Ir gou could give us your assurance that you are golng |
back down to your Department and next Saturday would .
allocate what money you have left to serve the rest ‘
of this fiscal year even though you have to pinch

|
T P \
some of the services, and that you will leave the (
Antideficlency Act intact, you would be rendering
the greatest service that could be rendered.

|
Postmaster General Summerfield arose at this point and ,
addressed the Committee at approximately the same length

that Representative Cannon had addressed him (approximately
four pages of the record).

He told the Committee of his |
pride in his record in reducing Post Office deficits and

|
|
claimed that under his administration the Department had

|
reached & new peak of efficlency, He concluded his remarks |
with the following:

We in the Post Office Department want to do nothing
to destroy the service or injure the standi

ng of any |
Member of Congress, but we want the people of this
country to be informed as to what we do.

|
That is |
why we are asking for this review today, and we are



grateful to you for this opportunity. If you ‘
will direct us on any of these ltems, or any

|
others we might not have thought of, if there
are any services we are rendering

that have nothing
to do with the handling of the mall and g:u wish i
us to discontinue those services, if we have the g
right legally to do so, we will be glad to con=
slider those things,

|
Following Mr. Summerfield's testimony, the Committee

|
|

[
discussed briefly the possible service cuts that might be

|
|
adopted from the list given by the Postmaster General (see

pe 37, above).

|

{
[
|

Mr, James (R.~ Pa,) stated that he did not \
‘\

favor any of the reductions in service., Mr., Passman (D.- La.)
|

stated that he would vote for the reductions listed as numborl\
1, 4, 6, 7, and 8, totalling $48,000,000,

|

Mr, Sieminskl :
(De= N.J,) said he would "not be interrogated in this manner,"

|
|

and Chairman Gary said that these questions should be con=-
sidered in executive session,

|

|

With that, the hearing was \
|

ad journed., |
|

The following day, The New York Times reported that the |

Committee "promptly" voted to deny the request of §47,000,000, ﬂ
but that 1t did approve a deficiency appropriation in the |
amount of §17,000,000, the amount of the request that was ]
Justified by the Department on the grounds that it reflected

I
needs created by astions of Congress which had occurred since
the original appropriations for 1957 were mado.zs Chairman

|
|
25
The New York Times, April 4, 1957, p. 1.
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Gary was quoted as saying that the Post Office, and not the

.
Committee, would have to determine "what economies they will
have to makejy we don't run the Post Office,” Spokesmen for |
the National Association of Letter Carriers were quoted as a
terming the threatened cutback in services "a catastrophe,” |
The article reported that the Association had set up an 'amtr;
gency meeting for union leaders,

The Postmaster General |
refused comment and stated that he would hold a press confer-

. II
ence the following day, April 5.

|
At his press conference, Mr, Summerfield postponed the 1
pending service cuts one week, until April 13.%¢ He told

‘i
reporters that the cuts he planned for that date would re~-

|
sult in savings of the full $30,000,000 that the Committee
had voted to deny the Department,

The scheduled reductions |
in services as announced by Mr, Summerfisld followed the

|l
general pattern of those listed for the Senate Committee on
April 1, but there were a number of changes, The complete |
1ist a8 of April 5 is as followss®'

Ibid., April 6, 1957, p. 1.

gvfhs table has been complled from & listing as given 5
in The New York Times, April 6, 1957, p. 1, with the dollar ’
amounts taken from record of the Senate Hearings on ’
H.R.SBVO: UeBs Gongrosa, Sanato, Committee on Appropriations, h
He : Se nd nt 1 y ,e-re;riation.Bil , ,957

07, PPe |
!hil hzering reeord is eited hsroartcr as sonate ‘ggggégg_J
Second Urgent Deficiency Appropriation Bill, 1957.




TABLE 4

SCHEDULED SERVICE REDUCTIONS, FOURTH QUARTER
FISCAIL, YRAR 1957

SBavings

in millions
Beginning April 13, post offices would )
be closed Saturdays « « + o« o o s ¢ s & o )

1.

)
2, Effective the same day, all eity, village,)
and rural delivery service would be dise-

)
econtinued on Saturdays except for special )
delivery message service )

3.

No third-clacs mail, except for certain
medical 1ltems, would

be accepted by post
offices beginning April 89 . « ¢ +« + « 18,0

4, Window service at all post offices,
except those of the fourth class, would

be limlted to eight and one-half hours a
day beginning April 15

® & & & & 2 » s =
5.

Deliveries to business districts would

be limited to & maximum of two a day,
effective April 15 '

® & & 9 8 s & 9 8% & »
6. Relmbursement to employees for the pure
chase of uniforms would be suspended until
‘m.ao....lotocﬁloltﬁii

$10.5

1.5

o Nt " S Wor” gt uret St

1.0%
7., The lssuance of money orders would be
suspended at all first- and sscond-class
post offices effective April 20 . + « + « 2.0
8, Equipment and supplies purchases would
be held down to not more than $3,000,000 a
for the remainder of the fiscal year ., . 3.0
Total

$36.0

‘Thoac items would increase the requirements for 1958,
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In the same article which reported the Postmaster's
press conference, the Times quoted William Doherty, President
of the Letter Carriers Assoclation, to the effect that his
union backed the Postmaster General in his stand and that
his organization and Mr., Summerfield were "on the side of
the American people.” Representative Taber of the Approp-
riations Committee was quoted as saying there was a "good
chance"” that the Post Office would get all or part of the
requested funds when the full Committee met the following
Friday, Representative Rooney (D.- N.Y.), also a member of
the full Committee, was quoted as saying that the "publie
unﬁ postal employees should not suffer because somebody else
violated the law,"28

On Monday, April 7, the Times carried the following head-
line and lead-off statement on its third front-page article
in as many days concerning the rapidly developing crisis over
the Post Office deficiensy appropriation:

POSTAL SERVICE IS BELIEVED SURE TO WIN NEW FUND
Arthur E, Summerfield, the Postmaster General, emerged
today as the probable winner in his battle with &onsrosl
for additional funds to operate the postal service through

June 30 without major curtailment,

This statement was supported by a quote from Representative

Taber to the effeect that the full committee would vote enough

Ibid.
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to "satisfy the Postmaster General," Representative Gary
wags quoted as agreeing, but nonetheless maintaining that
"no more than $17,000,000 is really needed," Mr, Taber pre-
dicted that the vote would be 32 to 18 in favor of a higher
figure, with twelve Democrats joining twenty Republicans on
the favorable side, Representative Cannon was quoted as

follows;

If we give him any more . « « we had just as well
throw the Anti-Deficliency Act into diseard, If
you compromise once you wlll compromise again,

the law won't mean a thing . « »

I say it would be an unmitigated tragedy if we
compromise one iota--- if we let him have one dollar

more than §17,000,000,
The report continued by stating that the Assocliated Third-

Class Mall Users, a trade organization of approximately 600
third-class permit boldtrs; had announced that they were
prepared to seek an injunction against the scheduled embargo
on third-class mall, The Assoclation's position was that
the Postmaster General had no legal authority to refuse to

handle mail, The Assoclation is further quoted as maintaining
that the proposed service curtailment would put "4 to 5 million

people out of work and cause a 4 million dollar loss in

buainolt.'gg

On April 9, Representative Charles 0., Porter (D.~ Ore.)
called for prosecution of Postmaster General Summerfield for

®91p1d., April 7, 1958, pp. 1, 66,

e .

|
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violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act, while former Post=- |

masters General James Farley and Jesse Donsldson recomumendsd |

inereases in the postal rates,>® l

Senate Hear gue= { 957 ficiency Recusst ‘

On Thursday, April 11, a hearing was held on the defi=- ‘
cieney appropriation bill by the full Senate Appropriations ‘
comnlttoa.SI The hearing was held in advance of floor action j
in the House in the interests of saving time, and twelve of
the 23 members of the Commlttee were in attendance when Mr,
Summerfield began his testimony with respect to the Depart-
ment's needs for the remainder of 19567. The §17,000,000 :
amount that had been voted by the House Committee for the |
"mandatory" cost inecreases was explained to the Senators, |
and the service cuts that the Department planned for Saturday, f
April 15, were listed, The list was the same as that announced P
by the Postmaster General at his press conference on April 5, J
and the total savings to be achleved if all the cuts were |
put into effect as planned was estimated at $36,000,000, |

(See Table 4, p. 43, above,)

%Orpid., April 10, p. 25. |

31 ,
Senate, Hearings, Second Urgent Deficlency A riation

B, 1087, pp. TI-60. A R ‘l

|

|

|
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On at least two occasions during this hearing Senator |
Robertson (D.~ Va,) tried to get at the reasons why the Post |

Office had not trimmed thelr program somewhat over a longer |
period of time in order to avoid the drastic curtailments
that appeared to be necessary because of the comparatively

short time remaining before the end of the fiseal year, The

questions along this line were never met "head on" by the ;
representatives of the Department, The following exchange |
between Senator Robertson, Mr, Goff, Genersl Counsel for |
the Post Office Department, and Senator Thye (R.~ Minn,)

is typical: i

Mr. GOFF. « ¢ o Now here is our problem: We have come |
down to the fourth quarter. . « « I sald we ‘
must prevent overspending or overobligating ‘
the balance we have left for the fourth quarter,

Now, if we do that, we then do violate |
the anii—dorioionoy law, We have not vio=- |
lated it yet, We have not spent a dollar 5
more than was apportioned to us by the Bureau
of the Budget,

Senator THYE, There was at no time that /sic/ you could |
have reduced the amount of your expendlture |
by a quarter and still delivered the mall in |
accordance with the statute, was there?

Mr, GOFF, I belleve that is right, sir,

Senator ROBERTSON, With all due deference, we have |
no definite testimony to that effect. |

L] - L ] L4 @

Senator THYE, MNr. Chalrman, the point is that you have
your revenues and you allocate them by quarters
and you spend as much money as you must in ordor,
to deliver the mall according to the statute and
you spent every dollar in the most efficient |
manner you could possibly allocate it, and i

|
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administer 1%, and you come up now in the
last quarter and there are not sufficient
funds to ecarry out and deliver all the malil,

It is just that simple,
Mr, GOFF, To malntain the level of service,

Senator THYE. The level of service is merely to make
the delivery, to distribute the malil, If

you do not make delivery and do not distri-
bute the mail, then your mail plles up and
congests your post offices, and then you
bring further chaos %o the handling of even

the first-class mall,

Mr. GOFF, That is true,

Senator ROBERTSON. As I see it, the Postmaster General
is a big~hearted man and he knew these cities
were gro s, he wanted to givo them service.
He wanted the mail boxes to look grotbier,
he wanted them to have better lig
slipped up a bit on what the whole thing was

%oing to cost and he did not find out until
he last quarter that he was running out of

money.

Whenever Committee members attempted to criticize the
details of the Postmaster General's ocurtailment order, Mr.
Summerfield pointed out that he had asked the House Committes
where, in thoiryjudgmont, cuts should be made, but that he
"received no response except that it was . . . /hig/ responsi-
bility."

In response to a comment from Senator Potter (R.~ Mich,)
to the effect that there was a rumor current that the Post
Office Department would receive $41,000,000 from the full

House Committee when it met the following day, April 12,
Mr. Summerfield replied that it was too late ~-= the order
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was out to all post offices across the nation to reduce ser-
vices as of Saturday morning, April 13, and that nothing but
the asctual availability of the money could modify the order.
For the money to be available to the Department, both Houses
of Congress would have to pass H.,R., 6870 and it would have

to be signed by the Preasident, In view of the fact that the
House had adjourned until Monday, this was clearly impossible,
and the only way to muintain the continulty of services would
be for the Postmaster to agree to modify or suspend his order
before the money was techniecally avallable for expendlture,
and this he would not do., Later, House Democratic leader
McCormack (D.- Mass,) scored the Postmaster for his "act

of arrogance.” Representative Taber asked "What else could
he d0?"32 The New York Times commented editorially, "The
truth is Mr, Summerfield had~-~ and has--- the Congressmen

and the public over a barrel,">°

Full House Committee Meeting--- the 1957 Deficlency Request

On Friday, April 12, the day before the service cuts were
to go into effect, the full House Appropriations Committee
voted 30 to 17 to appropriate $41,000,000 to the Post Office

%2pie New York Times, April 12, 1957, p. 28.

53 1p1a., April 13, 1957, p. 18.
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Department for the remainder of the fiscal year, According

to Representative Cannon, the vote "broke across party lines

on both sides."® On the same day, newspapers across the

country reported that there would be no regular mall deliveries

on Saturday and that all post office windows would be closed

all weekend, At the same time, the Compiroller-General of

the United States was reporting to the Post O0ffice Department

that "there could be no question but that the Director of

the Bureau of the Budget had not complied with the require-

ments of subsection (e¢) (1) of section 5679, Revised Statutes,

as amended, 31 U.8.C., 665" (the Anti-Deficiency statuke).ss
Representative Cannon told reporters that Postmaster

General Summerfield had "been breaking the law all 2long. « « «

I don't see why he suddenly has become s0 picus that he can't

keep essential services going," Mr. Cannon added that the

Postmaster would "get the money he needs, and he knows 1t."

William Deoherty of the Letter Carriers was reported to have

tried to thank Mr, Carnnon for his favorable vote following

the balloting by the Committee, but that Mr, Cannon replied,

"Don't thank me , » « I was against 1t," Fowever, he admitted

54!215- 2y Po 20,
a517.8. congraaa, Bbuao, committeo on Appropriations
1 oy Ag Lation B1L £

2 50, 85t Oorg., 4
hnroafter aa Hauso, Ropert No. 350.
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that he had voted in favor of the appropriation as the

"1esger of two evils, o0

The report of the Appropriations Committes, dated April
12, summarizes the development of the situation from one
Congressional point of view, and because of its concise

sumation of this perspective, it is quoted at some length

here:

In spite of the inereases in aveilebllity of
funds by transfers, the Department has been opera-
ting at a rate of obligetion which, the witness
threatened, would require the cessation of postal
services "gcompletely for two weeks" in the event
the request were denied . , .

The Committee's review , . « established the
fact that all operations have been geared to an
inevitable deficlency. It seems abundantly c¢clear
that the Department made no effort to operate within
even the augmented (by transfers) appropriation,
and that the apportionments approved by the Bureau
of the Budget openly gave Executive approvel teo
this course of action, contrary to law, It must
be pointed out that the very same Director of ths
Burean of the Budget who spproved the various re-
apportionment reguests leading directly to this
deficlency at the same time "specifically said I
would not send up & supplemental for those amounts,®

The Postmaster General requested the General
Accounting Office to issue an opinion as to whether
or not the law had been complied with, Teday, &
letter ., + « from the Comptroller=General sta%on,
in pertinent part, as follows:

"e « + The necessity for a deficilency appropriation
has been acknowledged by the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget and the President as evidenced by the
transmittal on March 12, 1957, to the Congress of
request for additional funds for operation of the
Post Office Department during the fiscal year 1957

%6rne New York Times, April 13, 1967, pp. 1, 20.
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in the amount of 47,000,000, the amount of your
request for that purpose as received by the Bureau
of the Budget January 4, 1957, before the date of
the last apportionment. « « « 4180, you issued
Postmaster General Order 56314, dated April 5,
19567, which would curtall the services of the
Post Office Department in several respects if it
becomes effsctive,

If it is determined by the Congress that the
deficiency appropriation is necessary for “"operations"
or if the services of the Post Office Department
are drastically curtailed in the event no deflciency
appropriation is made, there could be no question
but that the Director of the Bureau of the Budget
had not complied with the requirements of subsection
{e) (1) of section 3679, Revised Statutes, as amended,
31 U.S.C, 6656, It should be noted, however, that
the penal provision contained in subsection (1) (1)
of the act is applicable only to violations of sub-
sections (a), (b), or (h) of the act and not to sub-
section (e¢) tl).

The House hearings on the Post Office Department's
request for supplemental funds for operations for
19867 show that, when the Department requested the
rnzpcrtmamm% of its funds, it did so in the belief
that the requested pattern for management of its funds
for the fiscal year would result in the necessity
for a deficlency or supplemental appropriation,

{%@e testimony, pp. 19, 20, 21, above,/ Such action

8 not technically a viaia%ien of any specific provie
glon of the Anti-Deficlency Act, However, 1t is no%
consistent with the spirit and purpose of the act,”

L * - ® L]

Although the items involved in the request all result
from action contrary to law, & majority of the Committee
feel that the necessity for maintaining service to the
publie is an over-riding consideration

L] * L - L

The administrative decisions necessary during the
interim pending approval of this appropriation have been
and will continue to be unfortunate, Had these decisions
been made nearly a year ago, when they should have been
the present situation would not have arisen, It is nost
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regrettable that a service so vital to the economy

of our nation, and affecting personally and individe-

ually each of our people, has thus been so callousl

Jjeopardized by the 1njudicious action of the Executive

- Braneh which now seeks to escape justifiable criticism
by overtly threatening the Congress,-

Despite the apparent strength of the points scored in
the report, i1t had to conclude by recommending an appropria-
tion of 41,000,000 in order to prevent continued reductions
in the services of the Department.

The Congressional action that followed the vote of the
House Approprisations Committee was to a certain extent antie-
climactic, The bridge bhad been crossed, and now it was time
for searchings and explenations as to why each of the major
participants had done what they had, with the hope of dellnea~
ting more clearly what actually had been at stake. On Sunday,
April 14, Senator Richard Neuberger (D.~ Ore,) blamed Percival
Brundage of the Budget Bureau for the ragged state of affalrs.
He cited the Bureau's delay in considering the potential de=-
ficiency situation and the subsequent request, and criticised
Mr, Brundage's ignorance of the fact that Post Office reve-
nues are deposited in the General Fund of the Treasury and

are not available to the Department for expenditure-58

""730'&“, Report No., 3560, pp. 135-14,

saThm New York Times, April 15, 19587, p. 1.
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|

Senator 0lin Johnston (D.= 5.C.) declared that Brundage was |

"$otally incompetent” and called for his removal from office,3?

|
|
shed some further light upon Congressional conceptions of

the issues involved in the controversy. u

On Monday, April 15, debate began in the House on H.R. |
6870, which in addition to the $41,000,000 for the Post Office

Department, also contained supplemental authorizations and

For our purposes, the debates on the floors of both Houses

appropriations for six othar‘dopartmonﬁp.4° Representative !
Cannon, as Chairman of the full House Committee, led off by |
pointing out that there was no law which would subject the |
Postmaster General to imprisonment if he had maintained ser- |
vices at the normal level on Saturday in view of the House | |
Committes's vote on Friday, He denied that the Committes, |
as alleged by some Members of Congress, had deliberately |
delayed action in order to force Mr., Sumerfieid's hand,
The following excerpts from the Cong ,
illustrative of Mr, Cannon's dlilemma:

Mr, CANNON, « + « There are two fundamontal questions |
involved here, The first is, Shall the ang
wag the tall or the tail wag the dog? Shall ‘
Congress control the depariments or shall I
the departments eontrol Congress? Shall i
son%reas retain its constitutional rights 1
to take money out of the Treasury or shall |
Congress delegate that to the departments? |
That is the first question,

|
391pb1d., April 16, 1957, p. 20. |
406angggaaionn; Record, Vol, 103, Pt. 5, pp. 5671-80, |
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|

The next question is, Shall the Govern~ |
ment continue to take an unconscionable cut |
out of every man's income, out of his wages, |
out of his salary, out of the money upon which
his famlily must depend? ©Shall 1t continue |
to levy wartime taxes in time of peace? Or |
shall we reduce expenses sufficiently to
permit Congress to cut taxes at this session?

® ] v . a \

of Kangas, The gentleman has reported a billl
HR 6870, by Mr, Cannon from the House Committee
on Appropriations. Is he asking the House to
support this proposed legislation or is he
asking the House to vote agalinst 1t?

|
Mr. CANWON, I am asking the House to take into considera~-

tion the facts., They are before us here. I
You should govern yourself accordingly. 1

l
I

1

!
Mr, CANEON, The gentleman mnz do as he pleases, I
will not vote for it. I will not vote to

abdicate the right of the Congress to control ﬁ
national finances,

|

Go=author with Mr. Cannon of the Anti=- |
Deficiency Act/., The difference between me
and my position and the gentleman from Missour
and his position is that I maintain it is the
duty of the Congress to supply the funds that |
are necessary to operate the agencies of the |
Government, and that we cannot punish the 1
patrons of the postal system and the employees
of the Post Office Department by trying to
get even with them for something which they |
did not themselves do. That is the reason
I am wholsheartedly supporting this appropria- |
tion for the Post 0ffice Department, |

Mr., CANNONs « o o My good friend the gentleman from New |
York over there, known as the great meat-ax
expert, comes in today like Mary's little |
lamb, following behind the Postmaster General, |

No meat ax at all, Just an affectionate little |
sheep.

Mr, REES

Mr. REES of Kensas, But does the gentleman want us
to vote against the whole thing?

Mr. TABER,
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After conaldereble debate had waged sbout the general
iecsues of 1) a department head "dictating to Congress,"
2) the need for maintaining "edequate" mail service, and
3) the obligation of Congress to avoid "punishing" the postal
employees for a situation for which they were not at all re=-
sponsible, an amendment by Representative Gary to reduce the
appropriation to $19,000,000 (a revised estimate of the so=
called "mendatory” items) was defeated by a lopsided vote
of 121 to 12, The bill then passed by voice vote.%l

The report of the Senate Appropriations Committee on
H.R, 6870 was dated the followlng day, April 16, and it dealt
tersely with the recommended deficliency appropriation for
the Post Office:

With reference to the Post 0ffice Department,

the supplementel budget estimate is in the amount

of §47 million, The House Committee on Appropria-

tions recormended an appropriation of {41 million

or a reduction of §6 million in the budget eatimate,

The House in passi the bill on April 15, 19867,

agreed with the action of the Houwse Gomml%taa.

The commlttee coneurs in the action of the Housse

in recommending an appropriation of $41 million,%42

Debate in the Senate was br’ef, and the bill passed by
volce vote on April 16 with an absolute minimum of flurry

or disagreement,®® The following exchange 18 of interest

41l1bid., p. 5690,

4‘Q‘U.s. Congress, Senate, Commities on Appropriations,
ond Urgent Deficiency Appropriation Bill 57, Report

*3ongressional Resord, Vol. 103, Pt. 5, p. 5719.




and took plaoce immediately following the favorable vots on
the bill:

Mr. GOLDWATER., « « « I say to the Senator from lontans
and to all other Senators that all of us are
violating a law~~= one of the immutable laws
of sconomles, namely, that one cannot spend
what one does not have, However, today the
Government is npm&uidiﬁ% villion of the
money of our grandchlldren end our great-
grandehildren and our great-great-grandchildren,
e «» o« I say it 18 tlme we put a stop %o 1%,
even in the case of those who like to be
vothered by having mail delivered on Saturday.

Mr, MANSPIEID. I should like to Join the Senator from
Arigona; and I wish to state that I hope the
agencles downtown will take heed of what the
Senator from Arizons has sald,

Mr, GOLDWATER, Mr, President, I still have hope.

The president signed H.R. 6870 into law that afternoon.
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THE AFTERMATH

The 1958 Regular Appropriation

Immediately following the President's signing of H.Re«
6870, orders were issued to all postmasters to resume their
normal Saturday mail delivery schedules. Host of the other
gservices which had been interrupted were returned to thelr
normal levels by April 19, three days after the bill became
law, Thus, the program needs of the Department had been met
and the stability of the postal service had been restored,
at least until June 30, the last day of the 19567 fiseal year.

During the entire period from late February until the
middle of April while the fiscal problems of 1957 were under
examination and discussion, H.R. 4897, the regular 1958 approp=-
riation bill for the Treasury and Post Office Departments,
had been pending in the Senate Appropriations Committee follow=~
ing its passage by the House., As passed by that body, it
had been reduced by $58,000,000 from the request of the Presi-
dent, despite warnings of reduced services from Mr, Summerfield.
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On May 8, 1957, the Postmaster General told a sub=-
committese of the main Senate Committee that unless his de-

|
|
|

partment was granted an additional $128,000,000 to $148,000,000

for 1958 over what was contained in the bill as approved by
the House, he would have to make reductions in poatal ser-
vices as of July 1.1 Without giving the details of the re-
ductions in service that would be necessary if the additional
funds were not appropriated, he testified that his Depart~
ment required the full §3,250,000 amount requested in the

|
|
|

l
President's budget plus an additional §70,000,000 to §90,000,000

required by increases in the volume of mail over and above
the levels predicted in the original budget request, The
Times reported that the Postmaster General "made it plain”
that if the additional funds were not granted, he would ocut
services on the first day of the new fiscal year in order

to make the appropriated amount last for the entire poriod.e
According to the report, the subcommittee then voted to recom=-
mend to the full committee an amount {32,000,000 greater

than the figure adopted by the House back in February, How-
ever this amount was still §26,000,000 under the figure re-

quested in the President's budget, and from §96,000,000 to

1ehe New York Times, May 9, 1987, p. 1.

®1v1d., p. 17.
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$116,000,000 short of the amount now deemed necessary by
the Post Office Department,

The Postmaster General testified that the lncreases in
the volume of mail that hed taken place since the workload
estimates were originally prepared were "phenomonal," and
that he would ask the Bureau of the Budget to approve and
gend up a separate supplemental request within ten days.

The following dly; May 9, the full Senate Committee promptly
eut out the $32,000,000 recommended by its subcommittee, and
passed out the bill at the level approved by the House.
Members of the Committee said that requests for additional
amounts would be considered when roeoived.s

Hs R, 4897 passed the Senate on May 13, and was remanded

to the House for agreement on certain technical emendments.
Most of the Senate debate on the bill centered about two amend-
ments offered by Serator Douglas (D.,= Ill,) which would have
reduced substentially the funds available for payments to

railroads engaged in earrying mail.% These amendments were

both defeated by voice vote, Senator Dirksen of Illinois,

the Republican leader 1n the Senate, stated that all the re~
ductions that had already been made in the requested approp=
riation would have to be restored if the Post Office was

3Xbidﬂ’ Hly 10, 1957, po lo

‘Qaggraggiunu; Record, Vol, 103, Pt. 5, pp. 5809-16,
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"to maintain the kind of service we have at the present
time." He further stated that he was willing to put all the
money "in a package" for all to see, rather than "take refuge
in a supplemental or deficiency appropriation when the heat
1s off and the publicity 1s no longer operating,"® Senator
Lyndon Johnson, the Democratic leader, revealed that he had
authored the motion in the full Committee which resulted
in the elimination of the §32,000,000 amount recommended
by the subcommittee, and he successfully called for passage
of the bill without amendment,®

The House and Senate agreed on the necessary technical

amendments on May 16, and the bill was forwarded to the Presi-

dent for his signature. As he signed the bill, the President

warned that the amount would be "insufficient unless postal

services are to be substantially curtailed beginning July 1."7

A tal Appropriatio or 8

On May 51, four days after he had signed the regular
1968 appropriation bill into law, the President sent to Con=-

greass an "urgent" request for a supplemental appropriation

SIbid., pe 6815,

1bid., p. 6816,
76033;031;935; Quarterly Almanae, XIII, (1957), p. 694,
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for the Post 0ffice for 1958, The amount requested by the
Department and approved and transmitted by the Bureau of

the Budget and the President was $149,500,000, one and a
half million dollars more than the Postmaster General's maxi-
munm estimate of May 8.3 A hearing before the House subcom-
mittee of the Appropriations Committee was scheduled for
Friday, June 7,

Chalrman Gary opened this hearing by asking Mr, Summer=-
field what the Department's program would consist of if the
requested amount were not gmm.g After several futile
attempts to make a general statement as to the new needs
of the Department for 1958 in view of the increasing volume
of u:ll; ¥r, Summerfield sald he was nod prepared to outline |
in detall a program based upon the amount already appropriated. |
The Chairman refused to let him testify on the needs of the
Department as now perceived, and the Committee recessed for
four days to allow the Department an opportunity to work up
a program based on the authorized amount, together with a
statement comparing that program with the then existing level,

On June 11, the Commlittee met again and the Postmaster
presented the following list of "sweeping cuts" in service
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that would be necessary if the Department were to curtail
1ts program to the appropriated 1ovolzlo
TABLE &

POTENTIAL SERVICE REDUCTIONS
FISCAL YEAR 1958

Savings ‘
in millions |
1. Discontinue eity and rural delivery of
mail and c¢lose post office window ser-
vice on Saturdays . « « ¢ o o ¢ o s o s @ $70.0

2, Eliminate sale of money orders in lst-
and 2nd-class post offices and their
branches and stations ¢« « « ¢« « ¢« ¢ s » o 26,0

8, Reduce mail distribution in railway post
offices; reduce frequency of star-route
service to once dally where practicable;
defer new highway post office routes, and
make other transportation revisions , . 18,0

4, Suspend all additions and extensions of ‘
¢ity carrier service during entire fiscal }
year (except extensions already deferred
from £1008) 1957) o o o ¢ ¢ 9 ¢ 4 o 9 & » 1643

5. Reduce renovation work in post offices
(l1ight, color, and ventilation program)
to $2.,5 million, reduce purchases of
needed equipment by $35 million, and

reprogram other capital cxp«nditures " 7.4
6. Require Z2nd-class publications and 3rd=- j
class bulk mailers to zone their maill . . 5,0
7. Embargo bulk 3rd-class mail from December
1 %o Oember BB 4 o 4 5 4 6 6 9 6 8 % 4,0
8, Close 2,000 small post offices and sub=-
stitute rural delivery service . « « o« o 2,8
Total $149.5

Opne recora of this hearing is ineluded in Ibid., pp. 18~ |
107, Table 5 has been taken from p. 20 of the hearing record. ‘

|
|
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The Committee voted unanimously to recommend & supple=-
mental appropriation in the amount of $133,000,000, for a
reduction of §16,500,000 from the request, The Committee
did not specify in detall in its report which of the poten-
tial reductions in service the Postmaster should place into
effect; however, the Committee did refer generally to a number
of euts which it felt could be made "without affecting the
quality of the service," The report stated that "there is
a strong feeling within the Committee in favor of the aboli~
tion of money order sales;™ it urged that "second-class publi=-
cations and third-clasgss bulk mailings . . « be required to
be zoned,” and that star route service be reduced to once
daily "where practible” at a stated saving of §700,000. It
also sald that the Post Office should investigate the Saturday
work pattern of "business, industry and suburbia generally"
in order to effect additional reductions,'l In addition,
the Postmaster was cautioned as follows:

It is understood that, barring circumstances eclearly
qualifying under the Anti-deficieney Statute, the Post-
master General will cause the Department to ﬁa operated
adequately and effectively within these amounts, and

avoid ;&g repetition of the fiscal debacle of tho Spring
of 195

Mgongressional Quarterly Almsnae, XIII, (1957), pe 717+
12

UeSe Gongreuc House, Commlttee on Appropriations,
. f1ce Department Appropriations, 1958
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|
|
Two days later and before the recommended amount reached

a
the floor of the House, the Senate Appropriations Committee 5
heard Mr, Summerfleld in a hearing with Senator Hayden, Chalr-

|
man of the full Committes, prosidmg.l8 The Postmaster Gen-

|
[
eral presented the same list of potential service reductiocns

88 he had presented to the House Committes.

He pointed out |

1

that the list was not meant to be construed as representing 1
|

any fixed priority order, and requested the "specific guidance®

|
i
of the Committee in selecting which cuts should be effected

|
if the full amount of the request could not be made avail~ !
able,

|
However, the Senate Committee simply concurred with the
|
action of the House group in recommending $133,500,000, and
|
offered even less in the way of guldes to the Department

4 et
as to how the $16,500,000 reduction should be effected. The 3
Senate Committee did contribute the following:

|

|

The committee feels that one of the major contri- |

butions to rural life in the ¢oun was the establish- '

ment of free delivery mail service ocur farmers. l

Therefore, in rovizingm‘ugplunantal funds for the |

uptrntion of & Depar the committes desires i
to see a oontiiration of the present daily rural

route service.

153.8. Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, |
ngs, Supplemental Post Office

!
Department Appropriations '
9568, 85th *ons., ist SQas., June 3 1957. |
uU.B. Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, ‘|
Wgaﬁnta; Pont Of L oa Department Appropriations, 1958
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In the debate on the floor of the House on Joint Reso-

lution 379, which embodied the supplemental amcunt, Repre=-

l
gentatives Canfield and Gary joined forces to defend the rooouﬁ

mendation from the rather perfunctory attacks of critics of
various aspects of Post Office poliey.15 The principal point
that was communicated to the House was that everybody~=--
Gary, Canfield, the Budget Bureau, and the Fositmaster General
agreed that $133,500,000 was sufficlent to carry on the work

of the Department without eutting down on Saturday mail de~-

liveries or laying off a single employee. In fact, many new

employees would have to be added to handle the increased

volume of mail, The resolution passed by voice vote.

Two days later, on June 26, four days before the begin~-
ning of the 1958 fiscal year and the "deadline" date of July 1,

the Senate, by volce vote, concurred in the House aation,

As in the House, there was little real debate, and only Sena-

tor Douglas (D.- Ill,) raised any objections to the recom-

mended appropriation, He questioned the efficliency of the

Department and its policy of transporting the mail by rail

in many instances when, in his judgment, it could be more

expeditiously moved in motor trucks, He alone was reglstered

lsconggo-q;pngézaoeo:g, Vol, 103, Pt. 8, pp. 10143-150.

\

!
i
\

i
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as voting against House Jolnt Resolution 379,16

The President signed the resolution inte law on June
28, 1957,

Attempts at Reform

On April 30, 1957, Congressman Charles O, Porter (D.~
Ore,) had introduced a bill to amend the Anti-Deficiency Act
by extending its penalty provisions to section (oi (1), whieh
requires that apportionments shall be made in such a way as
to prevent obligations or expenditures from being made "in
2 manner which would indicate a necessity for deficlency

or supplemental appropriations . . ."!7 (See Appendix,

Pe 110,) According to the interpretations of the Comptroller=-

General as expressed in his letter of April 12 (p. 51, above),
this amendment would have made the Director of the Bureau

of the Budget subject to administrative sanctions and criminal
penalties if he made apportionments and the agency involved
had subsequently regquired a deficiency or supplemental approp=

riation in order to malntain its services at the going or

planned level, Not surprisingly, & representative oi' the

Bureau testiflied against the bill, Congressman Porter was

114., pp. 10360-362,

178.R, 7103, 85th Cong., lst Sess., 1957
in U.S. congross House, Subcommlttee of the ¢
Gtovernment onra&i

ons, Hearings Prohib
dment o A--rov :

reprinted
omnittee on

onge, ) s May &2 ,;:, Cited hereaf ter as
House Hearings, Prohibiting Withholding o o .9
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the only witness who appeared for bis bill, and 1t dled in

a subcommittee of the House Government Operations committoe.ls

It is perhaps ironic that Representative Porter was
heard on hig bill at the same hearing where Representatives
Hebert (De.= La,), Zelenko (D.~ N.Y¥.), and Roosevelt (D.
Calif,) were presenting their bills which would have made
it unlawful for the Bureau of the Budget "to withhold or
impound or otherwise prevent any moneys appropriated by the
Congress from being promptly used or applied by contract or
otherwise for the purpose designated" in the appropriation

aot.lg These Congressmen were disturbed that the Bureau

of the Budget had, at various times, withheld appropriated
funds for increasing the strength of the U, S. Marine Corps,
for various flood control projects of the Corps of Engineers,
and for other similar purposos.3° In addition, it was pointed
out that the Department of Defense had on one occasion with-
held funds for a "flush=deck" aireraft carrier through its
use of its departmental appertionuont powers, despite

lerido. Ps 1.

19g,R. 11441, H.R, 11541, H.R. 11682, 85th Cong., 2nd
3.!5., ;Eidc' Pe i.

2OFbr a detailed case treatment of this aspect of legis~-

lntivousndgot Bureau relations, see J. D. Willians, !hn ;5
pounding of Funds by the Bureau or th get
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fact that the carrier had been specifically authorized by
ltabuto.gl

These bills were supported by the Reserve Officers
Association of the United States, and opposed by the Bureau
of the Budget and the U, S. Chamber of Commerce.?? Like the
Porter bill, with whieh they appeared to confliet, they died
in the Committee,

On August 25, 1957, both the House and the Senate passed
HsRe 9131, & supplemental appropriation bill for the 1958
fiscal year, This bill did not contain any funds for the
Post Office Department, but it did contalin a provision amending
the Antideficiency Act, This amendment related directly to
some of the diffioculties between the Congress and the Post
0ffice Department as recounted here, The amended provision
of the act, (Section (e) (1)), with the specific language
added by H.R. 9131 shown 1n italics, is as follows:

(e) (1) No apportionmant or rqappertiennont
g as# thnrnfor ‘ th head of ~

rsg&&sﬁigi, such apportionmant or roappor onmon
WO cate a neceasity for a deficiency or anpplo-
mental estimate shall be made except upon a determine

ation such officer or agency head as the case
be, that such aetion is required because 2 aig
aws enacted subsequent , . . /See Appendix, p. 1127,

According to the report of the House Appropriations
Committee,

llzlﬂbu"» Hearings, Prohibiting Withholdi g »
P .

Ibid., P 47,
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The substance of the « « « revision is to make
applicable to the head of the agency

requesting or
recommending an apportionment those provislons o
e law grecludin% epportionment or reapportionment
on a bagles indicating necessl for & deficlency or
supplemental appropriations unless within exceptions
expressly set out in the law, Presentlyﬁnonly the

officer approvi the apportionment~=-- the Director
of the Busgo§-- is subject to such prohibkition.

But he is not directly in charge of administration
of the funde; he doos not personally Jjustify the
budget program before the committees; he is not
directly accountable to the committees for steward-
ghip of funds allocated to his administration., Those
respongibilities devolve upon the agency head.

Experience indlcates need for this amendment so
a8 to place directly on the agenecy adminlstering the
funde the force of the prohibition agginat operating
on & defleiency apportionment basis.

Ihe Fate of Some Principals

On September 10, 19267, roughly five months after the
pesaing of the contreversy over the Post Office Department's
appropriations, Deputy Postmaster General Haurice H. Stans
was appointed by Preslident Eisenhower to the position of
Deputy Director of the Bureau of the Budget.>* Six months
later, on March 14, 19568, Budget Director Srundage resigned
"to attend to some personal matters . . ,” and Deputy Stans
succeeded to the Director's poaition.25 As of the date oi this
writing (June, 1860), Arthur E. Summerfielc 1s still the
Postmaster General of the United States.

%38, Congress, House, Commlttee on Appropriations
oplemental Approprietions Bill, 1958, House Report 1905,
h Uong., 18t Deas,, August 6, 1907, p. 52,

afgpo New York Times, September 11, 1957, p. 24.
25;914., March 14, 1958, p. 1.




III
AN ANALYSIS
ossible Perspe eg

The variety of reactions that different readers will
kave to the preceding summary of the "Post Office ineident"
gerves to demonstrate the multiplicity of norms againet which
the events and the individual motivatlons lnvolved can be
evaluated, This, of course, 1ls true of all human endeavor
thereby "making the problem one of selecting which set of
values shall be used here for the purpose of analysis, Ad-
mittedly, the possession of certain values on the paét of the
case writer created the "friction" which resulted in the study
being made, but, at the same time, 2n effort hes been made
to restrict the influence of these values to the cholee of
the subject and to prevent them from directly influencing
the manner in which the ineident is recorded, No claims
can be made for absolute value-freedom even in this regard,
nor 1s such objectivity claimed for the analysis to follow,
wauvar; an attenpt will be made to make the writer's relevant

values explicit in order that readors nmay make their own



72

judgments as to the nature and degree of blas that underlies
or perheps is bullt into the following theoretical eritique,
Generally, the analysis is limited by the general and

vague value framework implied by the acceptance of contem=

porary American demoeracy, In other words, without being

able toc articulate the premises in detall, there is an asknow-
ledged commitment orn the part of the writer to what seem to
him to be the functional advantages of the relatively open,
free, end pluralistic soclety, This commltment manifests
1tselfl in views which are wary of governmental action in
the genersl area of civil liberties, but which are pragmatic
&8 to the efficasy of governmental action in the area of
general scclasl services. DBeyond this 1t is not possible
or feasible to go, except to say that it does appear Yo the
writer $hat the norms of adminlstrative management do have
something relevant to offer to the solution of some of the
problems of ageney responsibility iavolved in this case,
This, of course, assumes that the conflict which is evident
between the Bureau of the Budget and the Post Office during
certain phases of the case can be regarded as a problem rather
than as 2n inescapable faet of organizational 1life, Xven
within the limlits of this assumption, however, there are
multipie eriterlia available for measuring what "really"
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happened and for making judgments as to under what conditions
the situation might have been improved from the standpolnt
of minimizing conflict,

Before proceeding with conslderation of the eventis
against various backdrops, one more specific bias must be
gset forth, Thie bias is against interruptions or declines
in the level of services offered by governmental agencles
when they come about as a result of indecisiveness and hesli~-
taney reather than as a result of true cognitive policy dellb~-
eration, In other words, the assumpitlon in the following '
analysis of the case is that the interruption in service that
did occur came about not because anyone "wanted" it to, in
any long=run strategiec uanso; but because Congress and the
Postmaster eould not work out a mutually satisfactory arrange=
ment Iin suffiecient time %o avold the service break that ocour-
red, Speculatively, it would be possible to point out that
the intermption might have been deliberate on the pert of
those groups interested in focusing attention upon the problem
of postal ratoa; or 1t might be that the interruption was
allowaed 1in some hope of embarrassing the Administration or
the Postmaster General, Despite some mincr charges along
these lines that were made at the timo; it would be sheer
guesswork to attempt to fit these ideas into any consistent
pattern bssed upon acknowledged facts, However, because we
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cannot empirically define and demonstrate such a strategy
does not mean that it did not exist,

Examples of this type of hypothesizing are frequently
found in the work of Washington columnists who attempt to
plece together bits of information from sources of widely
varying degrees of reliability and produce some sort of
interesting picture of the general strategies of the inter-
ests and individuals involved in various questions of publie
policy. A specific case which can be c¢ited in comnection
with the Post 0ffice incident is Arthur Krock's column of
April 16, 1957, where he theorized that the Postmaster
General's actions were part of an overall Administration
plan to demonstrate to Congress that budget reductions would
mean program reductions,t Actually, thls view of the situa-
tion fits in well from a logical standpoint with the timing
involved in the consideration of the President's 1958 Budget
which was under heavy attack, However, because the minutes
of any such planning sessions that might have taken place are
generally not available to research scholars, such thoughts
must remain in large measure speculative and without direct

confirmation, For the most part and except where specifically

lohe New York Times, April 16, 1957, p. 32,
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noted, this analysis does not encompass politiecal planning
whicn might have occurred--- it is based upon evidence avail-
able directly from the public record., To this writer, the
conflict extant in the more immediate aspects of the situation
is clearly discernible in the record and is itself sufficlent
evidence of the significance of the issues at stake, More-
over, these issues appear to be ones relevant to the study

of democratic politics and administration,

It so happens that the perspective utilized in the fol=-
lowing analysis is one that does not require emphasis upon
any broader political struggle of which the Post 0ffice incl~
dent may have been but one part, However, even if it were
to be proved that the actions of the Postmaster General and
others involved in the controversy were in fact taken in light
of certain broader and deliberately planned strategles, the
relevance of the perspective utilized here, as well as that
of other perspectives, remains unimpaired. Indeed, if the
"true" values, goals, and motives of all of the participants
were to be lald bare for our inspection, there would still
exlst the complex task of how to resolve their vagueness, their
dynamic instability, their confllict, and their critical inter-
action into some sort of communicable larger pattern, The
problem of selecting the "most useful” level of abstraction,
the "relevant" background material, and the "eritical" varia-

bles would still remain,
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The particular patterns of abstraction, background and
interaction to be seized upon for analytical purposes depends
largely upon the interests and purposes of the analyst,

The dependence of the sntire chain of events upon some per-
gonal or political or other more-or-less obscure set of mo-
tives cannot end does not preclude relevant and meaningful
consideration of it from the standpoint of, say, the doetrine
of the separation of powers, and canons of administrative
management, or the theory of games, Concentration upon the

political roles of the President, the Positmaster General,
and Congressmen does not mean that thelr constltutional,

administrative, or interpersonal roles have terminated, disap=-
peared, or lost thelr relevance, even temporarily.

Generally speaking, the analysis to follow revolves
about what might be termed the cognitive-rational consequences
of organization structure, Such a framework seems to this
writer to yield frultful insights into the dynamic and com~
plex nature of the political (in the broadest sense of the
word) struggle that took place with respect to the deficiency
appropriation granted to the Post O0fflce Department by Congress
for the 1957 fiscal year., Initially, the analysis uses the
theory of administrative management as a foil against which
we can press the events in the interests of analytical in-
spection. In’addition; there are brief sections under headings
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relating to organization and communication. This arrange-
ment is provided merely for convenience in indicating s=light
shifts in the analytical point of view, and it 18 not menat
%0 indicate that the analysis proceeds directly from any
Tformal theoretical concepts commonly denoted by those terms,

The Case From the Standpoint of Adminlstrative Management

Things in the field of administravtive management have
hot been guite the game since Herbert Simon's critical atiack
upon the “prineciples of administretion® in 1947, The “prin-
eiples” recelved a blow from which they will probably never
recover, yei the related normative theory underlying publie
budgeting as a "tool of menagement® remains largely intact
a8 a gulde for the actions of enlightened budgeteers.s While
most obeorvers note and deplore the lack of an empirical
theory of budgeting, they nonetheless agree in a general way
ag to how budgeting oughx to be carried on. They postulate
a concept of rationality which includes the agsumed desira-
bility of budgetary comprehensiveness, an aversion to “ear=
marking,* and faith in the efficacy of maintaining a rather
sharp line between the “"proper" provinces of legislators

2590, for example, Jesse Burkhead, Government Budgeting.
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and administrators in budgetary decision~making., Thus, one
aspect of the theoretically obsolete politics-administratlon,
goalg-means, dichotomy lives on in normative theory.

While most practitioners in the field of public finance
would admit that the necessity for these components of bud-
getary theory cammot be scientifically demonstrated, they
would probably meintein thet careful reasoning plus the evi-

dence provided by years of experience show a basle validity
in these budget "rules,”™ at least with reference to certain

assumed goals, If the implieit goals, which as stated lle

in the vague area of "the public interest" and "responsibility
and accountebility,”™ are critically questioned, the disoussion
becomes too rarified for most practitioners and there occurs

a retreat to falth, And, at the same time, 1% can rather
easlly be shown that the ideal of comprehensiveness, the
general avallablility of all revenues, and the restriction

of legislators to policy-making and of administrators to
poliey execution (l.e., the use of lump=-sum appropriations),
are rationalizations designed to increase the power of budget
officers, While allowing for the simultaneous validity of
both of these interpretations, we can also point out that to
date there has been no word of conspiratorial budgeteers
successfully teking over any significant unit of government

ag a result of successful realization of their professional

end technical goals,
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From the standpoint of the norms of administrative
management, the Post Office incident should never have taken
place. Whnn; in July of 19866, the Post Office and the Bureau
of the Budget agreed that the workload of the Department was
inereasing at a rate which was going to require more funds
before the end of the fiscal year, a formal request for such
funds should have been made and, of course, the funds granted,
If, for some reason, Congress had not seen fit to grant funds
at that time, effective steps should have been taken lmme-
diately to plan a program that would enable the Department
to live within the funds that were appropriated and still
render the highest possible level of service, If this had
meant the modiflcation of the formulas used to detemmine
when an area was to receive regular earrier service rather
than rural delivery service, then the formulas should have
been modified immediately, If it had meant that the physiocal
rehabilitation of certain post offices had to be forgone,
then the necessary steps ought to have been taken to delay
or close down the painting, lighting, and ventilation pro~-
grams, In all probability, word of the nature\and extent
of the program reductions being undertaken would have reached
the ears of Congress in due course, And, in any event, it
would not have been remiss for the Postmaster, with the approval
of the President, to notify selected Congressmen of the pro-

gram reductions and the reasons therefor,



80

Needless te say, something approximating this course
of events could have been brought into being through effec-
tive use of the apportionment system, If the funde had been
apportioned in a manner that would have provided for a re=-
duced program for the entire year, and the Post Offlice De~-
partment had been forced to live within the apportioned
amounts, the Budget Bureau could thus have secured the exe-
cution of the program at the Congressionally approved level,
If, for any reason, the reduced program thus adopted had
proven unbearable by the end of the first two quarters, the
President could have forwarded to Congress a request for
supplemental funde early in January of 1857.

The key word in the above reconstruction is, of course,
the word "forced,"” How could the Bureau of the Budget "force"
or require the Post Office Department to reduce their program
level? Theoretically, we could say, for example, that all
that would be necessary would be for the Bureau to remain
firm in its apportionments and, as a result, the Post Office
wouldn't be able to meet its payroll, and employees would
have to be discharged or laid off, However, in such cases
the problem becomes acute when the funds are thus withheld
and the number of employees on the payroll is not reduced.

It would appear to be almost impossible for the staff agency
to withhold the pa;ohooka of thousands of people who hnd;
rightly or wrongly, been kept on and who had rendered service.



81

If & subsequent investigation had shown that the Post-
master had received direct orders lssued by the Budget Bureau
in the name of the President providing for the discharge of
employees, and such actlon had not been taken, those who
were not discharged would still have to be compensated for
their services, Although it is not brought out in this case,
this would appear to be particularly true in instances In-
volving the postal employees who are, relatively speaking,
organized in strong and influential unions., In any event,
in the case considered here we may say that, funectlonally
speaking, the Postmaster General and the postal employees
joined to force the Bureau of the Budget and the President
to recommend, and the Congress %o appropriate, the funds
necessary to meet the regular payroll requirements for 1957,
Furthermore, it may be said that they forced the same action
for the 1958 fiscal year despite the $58,000;000 reduction
voted by both houses of Congress in the original appropriation
bill, The Budget Bureau, the President, and the Congress
all had the necessary authority, but the Post 0fflcs Depari=
ment had the effective power, Insofar as the theory of ad~-
ministrative management posits the unity of power and author=-
ity in the chief executive, and ultimetely in the legislature,
it blinds itself to the funetional distribution of power
throughout and outside of the organizational hierarchy,
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It would be possible to continue an analysis by theor-
izing ae to what should have happened, according to the pre-
cepts of administrative management, 1f the Bureau of the
Budget had acted more decisively at various subsequent times
throughout the history of the incident, or at least up until
February 4, when the largest and most oritical apportionment
transfer of $20,000,000 was made from the fourth to the third
quarter, Such an analysis, however, would continue to revolve
about the same central point~-- things could have been differ-
ent if the Budget Bureau had moved more declisively and 1r;
at any subsequent point in time, they could have demonstrated
that thelr recommended course of action could be taken withe-
out bringing into play the institutional power of the Post
Office Department, However, as time passed and as the avall=-
able funds were expended, the possibllities for section by
the Bureau which would not have triggered this latent political
power of the postal service diminished rapidly, until the only
feasible alternative was to seek more funds to sustain the
Department, Thus, the original policy which was opposed to
def'icliency appropriations had to give way in the face of the
functional strength of the Post Office Department as mobilized
in the interests of organizational survival,

Another aspect of this case that 1s of interest to the
student of administration is the problem of the "proper"
loci of responsibility., 1In fact, the entire incident can
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be regarded as a struggle between two interests~-~ that
represented by Representatives Cannon and Gary and that
represented by the Postmaster--=- each trying to push the
responsibility for difficult decisions on to the shoulders

of the other, In terms of the norms of administrative manage-
ment, the Postmaster General could be pietured as being quite

irresponsible when he requested from the Bureau of the Budget
apportionments which he had reason to believe would lead

ultimately to a deficiency situation, In fact, the report

of the Comptroller-General (p. 51, above) and the subsequent
amendment of the Anti-Deficiency Act made this point rather
elearly. In addition, the efforts of the Postmaster General
to get the Congressional committees to indicate the specific
budget and service cuts they "wished™ to see placed into
effect can be regarded as irresponsible from the standpoint
of the ethical overtones implieit in a theory which holds

that once the legislature has declded the total amount it

ean appropriate for a given purpose, and prescribed by statute
what policy limitations 1t desires, 1t is then up to the exe~-
cutive to decide upon the most effective means for accomplishing
the objectives of the organiec and related appropriation legis-
lation., This is, of course, an instance of the "politics-
administration™ dichotomy referred to above (p. 78) which
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hes 1te roots in & theory which is normative and prescrip=-
tive rather than empiriesl and predictive,

In actual bureaucratic practice, pressing the legislative
body to spell out their poliey desires with respect to pro~-
gram reductions serves the dual functions of 1) militating
against the reduction, and 2) relleving the execubtive of the
public responsibility for deciding what groups' interests
are to be infringed upon should service curtailments actually
be placed in effect, In any event, Postmaster General
Summerfield used this tactic with what must be regarded as
a fair degree of sucecess from a Post Office point of view,
and 1t 18 a maneuver probably destined to remain in the bureau-
cratie repertoire, What was irresponsible from a Congress-
lonal point of view was quite responsible from a Post 0ffice
point of view,

The conflict of norms involved here is also demonstrated
by the fact that many legislators, particularly those without
long experience in fiscal matters, believe that government
agency appropriation requests can be cut in rather large
amounts without reducing the scope or quality of the agency's
program, They have faith that there exists in most such
requests a margin of excess which can be trimmed out without
affecting the level of service offered to the agency's public,
The techniqus of asking the legislature to delineate in some

detail the service cuts they "desire" represents an educational
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device used by agencies to show such legislators "the facts

of 1life," The eriteriz that distinguish consistently and
universally between the "irresponeible" bureauorat and the
"irresponsible” legislator are not easily formulated or demon=-
strated, Thus, the divieion of labor between Congressmen

and administrators, each with their own wellsprings of res-
pon!ibility; provides for inevitable institutionalized con-
flict whieh, in view of the disparate yet concrete nature

of the percelved realities involved, leads ultimately to
bargaining, all of which can be quite in good faith,

The disecussion so far hag proceeded in terms which equate
Padministrative management” with the norms of the chief execu~
tive and the central staff agencies, Of course, the concepts
of administrative theory also apply %o the management of the
individual line agencies at all levels, This does not mean,
however, that the conflict obvious in the Post 0ffice incident
indicates the existence of any basic contradictions between
the dictates of the theory as applied at different lovels,

It does mean that if the President and the Bureau of the
Budget had succeeded in making their norms govern the behavior
of the Postmaster General, the budget office of the Post Office
Department would have the suthority to do with respect to
subordinate units what the Budget Bureau would have been doing
to the Department from its position, In other words, if
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the Postmaster's functional goal had been the avoidance of
a deficiency situation rather than the continued and uninter-
rupted delivery of mail and the consequent preservation of
the postal organization, the same course of action as pre-
gseribed for the Budget Bureau acting in the name of the Presi-
dent would have been appropriate for the Postmaster General
and bis gtaff arm, Nesdless to say; we can probably predict
safely that an internal departmental situatlon would have
developed along the same general lines and with the same
general structure as did develop at the higher level, To
predict the outcome of such a development, however, would
certalnly be beyond the bounds of this study, 1f not beyond
the limits of current orgenizational theory altogether,
Assuming for the purposes of analysis that the Postmasgter
General had been in 2 position to meke the entire Department
bend to his will regardlees of what policy he chose, it would
seem that in view of our knowledge of the co=opted nature of
organizational leadership, that his own structuring of the
facts of the situation would have destroyed any possibility
of his position being in exact and willing congruenee with
that of the Bureau of the Budget, Such a broad outlaok; and
from one standpoint, "responsible®™ posture on the part of
the Postmaster General would have been too mueh to ask and,
quite possibly, would have had a signifieantly negative impact
upon the quality of the mall service during the years he

was in office,
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Speculatively, however, we might give consideration
to what possible bases the President might have had for making
the Postmaster General adopt the assumed value structure
of the chief executive., In terms of the perspective of ad-
ministrative management, the President could have secured
compliance with his will by the use or threatened use of his
removal power, However, as we have seen, the President chose
not to take this course of action~--- there was some value
to him in the retention of Mr, Summerfield that outwelghed
the considerations of deficiency avoldance and administrative
compliance, We might guess that this value was a polltical
one and that it lay somewhere in the area dominated by the
fact that Mr, Summerfield was the former Chairman of the
Republican National Committee, or that the operative value
was a personal one based upon friendship and mutual undere-
standing and sympathy., But, in any event, the President
was unwilling to dispense with Mr, Summerfield's services
merely in the interests of maintalning the values of organi-
gational responsiveness that, in the theory of administrative
nnnngamont; are given a higher rank than the values of poli~-
tical or organizational loyalty. The President was willing
to take what, from the norms of administrative management,
are considered to be intransigence and disloyalty in the
interests of serving some non-administrative, non-management

values,
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We can definitely state that, for one reason or another,
the sanction of actual removal from office was considered too
severe for the "crime" that was cormitted--- too severe on
the Postmaster General perhaps, but certainly too severe
on the President, Assuming that he did believe that an ad~
ministrative crime had been comnitted, the President's judg~-
ment was that removal of Mr, Summerfield from the office of
Postmaster General would be too costly a move in terms of
his efforts to attain some other goal that lay before him,

The President believed that he could not "afford® to discharge
the Postmaster General, An alternative of greater monetary
but lesser goal-cost~-- the seeking of a deficlency approp=-
riation~-- was chosen as being more efficlent for the achieve-
ment of certain other Presidentlally-perceived objectives

that are unknown to us, In the President's "definition of

the situation,™ these goals were apparently more important
than the precepts of administrative management,

Returning to the problem of determining what would have
been involved in making the Post Office adopt as its own values
those of the President, we might say that the avoidance of
a deficlency sltuation could have become an attractive policy
for the Post Office if the organization stood to lose some~=
thing by incurring a deficleney. If some sort of infringement
of the actual or perceived interests of the Department would
have resulted from seeking a deficlency appropriation, then
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possibly the events might have followed a different course.
However, Mr, Summerfleld was apparently quite confident that
the majority in the Congress would come arcund to his polnt
of view before any sustained service cuts were effected,

We have seen that the Post 0fflce Departmsnt did get itselfl
into a real deficiency situation and it apparently lost
nothing=== in fact, 1t appeared to gain much, It gained the
added eppropriations, and what seems even more important,

it gained a precedent which will possibly stand the Depart-
ment in good stead ;n fubture dealings with the Bureau of

the Budget, President Elsenhower, future Presidents, and
Congress, particularly the appropriations committees,

For the operative values of the Post Office Department
to interlock to & greater degree with those that the Bureau
of the Budget postulates for the President, the Bursau would
bhave to demcnatrate to the Department that they would inour
greater "costs" from accumlating a deficiency than from
avolding one. Reversing the concept, the gains to the Depart-
ment from trimming the program over & longer period of time
and thus precluding the development of a deficiency situation
would have to be shown to be greater then the gains that
actually resulted from their "vietory" over the Bureau and
Congress. Possibly the President could have made the Depart-

ment see certain valuee in avoiding o deficiency situation
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by altering or appearing tc alter his poslition with respect
to other goals of the postal service. We could speculate
indefinitely as to what courses of aetion might have been
open to the President, such as opposing pey increases for
postal workers, opposing postal rate inereases, etc,, but

he was apparently estopped or already committed on these
fronts, and, in any event, we do not lmow what maneuvering
of this type may actually have bean attempted, albelt un-
successfully, behind the scenss prior to the President's
open support of Mr, Summerfisld, However, we can be gquite
sure tiat 1¢ is very difficult for the Bureau of the Budget
to operate in this manner, particularly 1f the President
himself does not use such a bargaining approach, In suamary,
the Post Office Department can be viewed in this situation
a8 one organization with the Postwaster General as its spokes=-
man, while the Bureau of the Budget and the President are

two organizations who must not only coordinate thelr actlons,
but successfully communlcate thelr resl as well ag thelr
postulated goals,

It might be suggested that ecalling wupon partisan leyal~
ties would have been effective in dealing with Mr, Summerfield.
EOtcvar; it must be remembered that the Bureau of the Budget
is acting 28 the agent of the Chlef Executive during the
getages of the development of the slituation that were the
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most erucial, The Bureau of the Budget is a "non-political”
agency in the sense that it cannot effectively wield party
considerations as a management weapon, In addition, or course,
the Postmaster General, as the former Chairmean of the Repub-
lican National Committee, had probably given thought to these
aspects of the problem rather early in the proceedings and
decided that cuts in postal services would cost the Repub=-
lican cause more than would the "obvious" need to regquest
an additional appropriation from Congress. In other words,
it might be expeeted that Mr, Summerfield would equate the
interests of the party with the interests of the Department
and thus give political support to the "bureaucratic instinct"
which places a high priority upon the need to sustain ser-
vices, It would also appear that even 1f partisan considera-
tions would be a means of influencing Mr, Summerfield, they
woulé not necessarily be an effective tool for securing the
indispensable compliance of the postal organization as a whole,
Another aspect of the political framework surrounding
the Post Office Department is the fact that the postal pro-
fession and the Post 0fflice Department are one and the same,
All postal workers are employed by the Post O0fflice Department,
thus providing the basis for a unanimity in employee outlook
which serves to underscore the congruency of the interests
of the postal employees and the interests of the Post Office
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Department, Manifestations of the degree of funetional infte-
gration of postal employee values and Post Office pollcy values
can be found in numerous references tc the welfare of the

more than 500,000 postel employees during the debates in
Congress over Post Office Department appropriations,

Considering the matter from Mr, Summerfield's standpoint,
we must conclude that seeking the deficieney appropriation
was the "best" alternative available not only in the interests
of preserving the postal organization, but also in the inter~
ests of protecting the politiecal position of the President
and the Republican Party., This would appear to be true both
in terms of postal politics viewed a&s a matter of maintaining
good relations with the strong postal employees' organiza~
tions, and in terms of postal politics as a matter of main-
taining good relations with the millions of users, organized
and unorganized, of the facilities and services of the Post
Office Department.

In summary, an analysis of the development and resolution
of the charged situation brought about by the different respons~
ibilities and different perspectives of the parties involved
in the Post Office incident assists in empirically evaluating
the theorems of administrative management, These theorems
do not; ag the Preslident must, take into ascount the variety
énd conflict of norms governing the behavior of men at differ-
ent levels and in different parts of the hierarchy, In this
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case, the Postmaster General was acting in accord with
political, bureaucratic, and professional norme which wore
matually reinforeing. BEfforts to run counter to these com=
bined "pressures” would probably require the grit of a mana~
gerisl superman ready %o do battle for, and possibly “die"
for, the theoretical ldeals of program responsiveness to
postulated, non-empirical, executive norms,

On another level of analysis, we may conclude that the
substentive roalitles of the sources of posial poliey overw
shadowed the theoretieal procedursl correctness of the appore
tionment system with 1ts formel, but 1n this instance, quite
ineffective senctlons, It should be noted, however, that
these sanctions did play 2 role in adding to the econflict
which, situational end unstable though 1t may have been,
wes embedded in the political roots of the orgenization
gtructurs, Such inetitutionalized confllet assiste in peeling
back the overlay of formal organization structure which tends
to obscure the effective values guiding the policy develop=

ment processg in large organizetions,

The Case as a Problem in Organization

Where Herbert Simon's eritique of the cenons of adminise
trative management have served 28 a springboard for reviewing
the Post Office inecident from the viewpoint of the theory
of administrative management, the work of Simon and James
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March can perhaps provide us with a summary of propositions
relevant to consideration of the organizational aspects of
the problem.® Specifically, their review of the limitations
of what they refer to as the “clessieal organization theory"
geems most helpful in considering the impact of organization
upon rationality and communieation.

We have seen that administrative management theory poses
& zet of norms that possibly sould have bsen used by the
Bureau of the Budget during certailn stages of the incident
in the interests of Executive Branch harmony, Possibly these
criteria of good management could have been used as gsneral
guides to action appropriate to the securing of thelr assumed
goal of adminigtrative responsivencss to the impliclt values
of the President. From the assumed point of view of the
Bureau of the Budget, the Post 0ffice Department was hardly
tractable, and 1ts behavior was quite irrational, As evidence
of this irrationality, Bureau personnel could c¢ite the uproar
in the press over the potential disruption of postal service,
and in Congress over the threat to Congressional prerogatives,
Presumably, this uproar represented a threat or at least an
embarragament to the President and Republican members of

Congress,

3Jmmas Ge March and Herbert A, Simon, Organizations.
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However, from the Post Office point of view, the threat
to the continuation of the existing levels of service and to
the status and existence of the postal organization outweighed
such considerations. This perception of a threat and the
Department's confidence in their functional strength led to
a course of action which was caleculated to defend with vigor
the "integrity" of the postal program and thereby protect
the stability of the postal organization., The Postmaster
General had a "definition of the situation" quite different
from that of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and
different again from that of Congressmen Gary and Cannon
and other members of the legislative body. Thus, his "prefer-
enca order" would place 2 brier; but ebrupt and well=
publicized, interruption of postal services ahead of and
above a gradual and less noticeable diminution of services
over a longer period of time, His efforts, thorofora; would
logleally be directed toward dramatizing the incident while
the efforts of the Bureau of the Budget, up to 2 given point
in time, would be bent in the opposite direction,

What of the President, the Chief Executive? Fsrmnlly;
of course, all of the actions of the Budget Bureau were taken
in his name, From the standpoint of the classical theory
of formal organization, it would be said that he and the

Bureau had the same preference order. In fact, of course,
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the President supported Mr, Summerfield in hils request for
the deficiency appropriation and in all his requests for
added funds for 1958 over and sbove what was in the offlcial
budget, By then, heunvor; the Bureau of the Budget also
supported the Post Office requests, This highlights an
agpect of the case that appears important from the stand~
point of organization theory: the operational velues of

the President and the Budget Bureau while remaining mutually
eangrucnt; changed with the passage of time, while those

of the Postmaster remained quite constant,

Initially; the Bureau and presumably the President were
opposed to a deficiency appropriation; later they favored
one, The passing of time, the continued expenditure of funds
et an ircreasing rate, and possibly the Postmaster's
"socialization," or bringing to publiec attention, of the
issue forsed the Chief Executive and his advisors into a
position where they had to choose between the alternsiives
of a deficiency appropriation or a serious and welle-publicized
reduction in postal services. As will be discussed below,
this 18, of course, the seame problem that faced Congress,
and Representatlves Cannon and Gary in partieular, Thus,
time and the "interested public" were strong allies of the
Post Offlice Department, Thig alliance has no place in a
theory of management which implies that the agency would be
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"punished," or at least suffer disgrace, 1f it ran out of
money before the end of the year, but it does have sbanding
in a theory of organizational institutionalization whieh
recognizes that the Post 0ffice cannot be allowed to run out
of money, even for a short periocd,

The importance of the time element in the situation is
highlighted by the fact that when the Bureau of the Budget
on February 4 approved the transfer of $20,000,000 from the
fourth to the third quarter without previously deelding that
a deficliency sppropriation was noeossnry; it sesmingly com=-
mitted itself to an Impossible policy, This commitment was
to a poliey which hpla; in erteot; that the dollar require-
ments of the Post 0ffice for the last guarter would have to
be significantly under the amounts which they, the Bureau,
had approved at the beginning of the year even though the
actual expendlture rate had turned out to be considerably in
excess of the rate originally spproved, In other words,
without saying sc in so many worda; this policy assmmed a
significant down~turn in postal expenditures in the last quar-
ter without any knowledge of any impending or planned reduction
in program requirements,

From the natural vantage point provided by hindsight,
but also from the standpoint of the specific content of Mr.
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Brundage's testimony to the Subcommittee as to what his
thinking was at the time, we can safely conclude that this
case demonstrates that a uniform policy is not necessarily

a "good" one despite implicit theoretical assumptions of

the "equal sovereignty"” of all line agencies, This lack

of merit in the uniformity of poliecy becomes obvious when,

in fact, the unstated goals of the policy-maker are changing
with the changing situation in different agencles while, at
the same time, his announced policies remaln constant, This
point seems particularly relevant whenever appropriations are
involved, Even as alternatives are considered, the inexorable
movement of time narrows the range of aiailablo goal=~cholces.
In some cases, this allows the executive to postpone an un-
pleasant decision with the hope, and perhaps even the knowl=-
edge, that beyond a certain point in time his alternatives
wlll be reduced until there 1is only one possible cholce.

In any event, 1t appears that a theory of organization that
is bullt upon the relevance of formal organizational goals

%o organizational policy must provide for not only the con-
flict in values in different levels and sectors of the hler-
archy, but also for the necessary reorientation of goals and
instrumental values with the passage of time,
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The Case as & Problem in Communieation

At three separate points during the course of the first
House Committee hearing on the 1958 appropriation request
of the Post Office Department, Chalrman Gary and the other
members of the Committee were informed of the fact that the
Department had submitted a request to the Bureau of the Budget
for a supplemental appropriation for 1957 in the amount of
$563,000,000, (See p. 8, above,) We have seen that Republi=-
ean Congressman Canfield, who favored greater appropriations
for the Post Office Department, gave much weight to this
faet in his minority report and in his arguments in the Com=
mittee and on the floor. However, Representative Gary dis-
regarded this faet inasmuch as this regquested supplemental
had not been approved by the Bureau of the Budget or the
President, inasmuch as it had not formally come to Congress,
and inasmuch as it might well never arrive in Congress in
light of the known executive poliey which was weighted against
supplemental and deficiency requests,

It might be said that this situation--- a proposed supple~-
mental request "pending" in the Bureau of the Budget==- took
on different significance in the two points of view regarding
the whole affair, Congressman Canfield made much of the
fact that a supplemental reaquest had been prepared and sub~
mitted to the Bureau by the Post 0ffice, while Congressman
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Gary made little of this fact and much of the fact that the
Bureau had not approved the request., Thus, the two men would
agree on the facts involved, but what loomed large in the
constellation of one appeared small in the constellation

of the other, In thelr attempts at communication about this
get of facts, 1t was as if they talked past each other, each
one influenced by his own weighting of the facts and unaffected
by the other's perception of the situation,

A similar situation may be seen in the exchanges between
various of the Senators and Representatives and Postmaster
General Summerfield when they are attempting to get at the
nature and significance of the efforts made by the Post Office
Department to live within the regular 19567 appropriation
end thus avoid the need for a supplemental, These legisla-
tors generally agree with the Postmaster about the importance
of mail to the people, to business, and to the economy; Mr,
Summerfield agrees with the Congressmen about the need for
effliciency and economy in governmcnt; about the importance
of the Anti-Deficlency Act, However, what might be termed
their "working" or "operational” definitions of these abstrac-
tione vary in sccordance with the functional bases of their
differential responsibilities with respeet to this particular
situation, They perceive and structure the facts in accord-
ance with norms shaped by thelr organizational responsibilities.
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The impact of formal organizational structure, with
its attendent distribution of responsibilities, upon the
communication process is also evident in Congressional criti-
clisme of the Postmagter's conduct in allowing his department
to spend at a rate which would result in & deficlency situa-
tion, There can be no doubt that such ecriticism wag justi-
fied from the standpoint of Congressional conceptions of the
figeal responsibilitles of the Executive Branch, Bawbvor;
in view of the reallty of the problem being faced, such criti-
ciem is also quite irrelevant unless the Congressmen were
ready to see the services of the Department drastically re=-
duced for the remainder of the fiscal year, The "point of
no return" had been passed; there could be no turning back
of the calendar, and even as the issue was being debated the
deficiency requirements were increasing.

The words and deeds of Representative Cannon serve to
illustrate the nature of this dilemma, After belng thanked
for his vote in favor of the deficlency appropriation in
comittce; he sald, "Don't thank me . . « I was againet 1t.,"
(Ses p. 50, above,) He was obviously opposed in spirit to
the appropriation of more monsy to the Department, but he
nonetheless "had" to vote for it in the Committee, The
nrréotivo functional power of the facts of the situation
and the Post Office Department's control over them influenced
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his vote despite his serious philosophical criticlism, It
might be said that his eriticism sprung from normative theor-
etical conditions, but that his vote in committee reflected
his basic helplessness when confronted by the power of the
Post Office, In the terms of March and Simon, the "uncer-
tainty" of the situation was "absorbed" as the facts were
gntharod; collated, summarized, and edited as they progressed
up the levels of the Post Offlece hierarchy until they reached
the point where they pointed to only one real alternative==—-
an alternative that was made ever more real as time pasa.d.‘
Thus, the "relevant” facts, presumably discoverable through
the use of sclentific methods, became what the Post Office
Department sald they were, and, functionally speaking, the
cognitive limits on rationality were determined by the or=-
ganizational limits on cognition,

“1bia., pp. 165-66.
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A PROPOSAL

The basie thesis that has come to the writer as a product
of this analysis is that the points of view of the partici-
pants in the small drama which developed with respect to the
appropriation requirements for the United States Post Office
Department for the last quarter of the 1967 fisecal year can
be analytically viewed as projections of certaln perceived
organizational interests, This is not to say that those
viewpoints could have been accurately or rellably predicted
if one were given & "neutral summaery of the facts"t of the
situation together with data as to the formal organizational
affilitetions of each participant, However, it does seem
that with a detached summary of the situation one could pre-
dict the propensities and probable developmental direction
of the particular incident under study.

1?h0 phrase is Norton Long's. See his article, "Public
Poliey and Adminiltratian; The Goals of Rationnlity and
Bolponsibilatg Public 4 e.a»atratio« Review, XIV, Winter,
1954, pp. 22~ i : . ongress can tréek a
program, it can whittle one écwn but it cannot have a well~
ucrkod-eut program unless it ac cptn thffzpo program presented

to it by the executive. . . herefore,/ a vital part of
rational decision and connnnit representation must bo struc-
tured into administration if they are to occur at all,"
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It appears to this writer that Artiur Bentley's book,
The Process of Government, and the later work of David Truman
and other so-called "group theorists" contain an approach
which might prove useful in studies of the political bases
of administration, While in Bentley's work the viewpoint
is oriented toward the broader scheme of the political pro-
cess as 1t manifests itself generally in American soclety,
both he and Truman emphasize the importance of group member-
ship as an origlnator of values, or, at the very least, as
a mechanism serving to shape and sollidify values prior to
transmlitting them to the polints in the socletal structure
where 1t is anticipated that they will have the most effec~
tive poliey impact,

There appears to be a direet relationship between works
of this typo; which portray the influence of group memberw
ships on individual perception and action, and the work of
Karl Mannheim related to "the sociology of knowledge."2
While it is true that Mannheim's interest centers largely
on macroscople conceptions of socletal relations, and while
his approach is guite historical in orientation, it is no
less true that he has verbalized both in its greatest sweep

2800 his Ideology and Utopia, Note especially the
Preface by Louls Wirth, pp. x=-xxx, (1936),
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and in its greatest detail the concept of the impact of
organization upon various epistemologies and upon individual
perceptions, It would seem that there would be frultful
possiblities in a uniting of this approach with the insights
of those such as Bentley, Truman, Herring, and others who
have exposed the group nature of various political phenomona,
While these well~known writers have focussed upon group
conceptions of reality as manifested in distinet and formal
political behavior, Herbert Simon has centered his attention
upon the administrative aspects of organizational knowledge.
What he has not done, however, ls relate the wellsprings of
organizational knowledge to the patterns of behavior which
we include under the general adjective "political," His
work is largely apolitical and is oriented to the stipulated
organizational character of rationality without any sustained
attempt to relate the nature of this rationality to the pol-
itlcal position of the organization, What appears to be
needed at this point is work attempting to relate the pol=-
itical bases of much administrative knowledge directly to
administrative policy behavior, Such an approach might prove

5In this writer's present ginion such possibilities
are not automaticullz precluded the admitted difficulties
in 'eparationalisins aoncepta of the potontinl' or
"underlying” groups. What 1s sought here is not the key
to, but rather a tool for, further analytical study of con-
tempornry American politlos and administration.
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quite unsuccessful, yet it must be attempted before even
this much can be known,

Needless to say; the term "political” as 1t is being
used here refers to the concepts of power and interest, and
not to partisan polities as such, With this in mind, and with
2 theoretical concept of the organizational impact upon per=
ception well in mind, an approach might be made to a broad
scheme which would set rarvh; at least in general outline,
the political basis of administrative decisions that are
made every day by thousands of organizations, public and
private,

A¥ least until the definitions and concepts are worked
out in more debtail, it would appear that the case study method
would be a useful approach to the problem, Studies in some
detall of decisions of limited yet known policy impact ecould
provide an appraisal of the possibilities of conceptualizing
what might be tentatively termed the "soclology of organiza~-
tional knowledge." As a beginning, such an approach might
be attempted to some of the cases included in Harold Stein's
opment.* If this work

Published for the Inter~University Case Program,
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should prove at all produstive, it would seem that case studies,
responsibly researched and prepared, could be further used

to test anew the proposition that formal organlization as an
operational scheme for distributing labor provides rather
sharp and clear functional limits upon the cognition of the
organization members, It might be sald that this is the very
function of organizatlion, but how frequently have the organi-
zational limits on cognition been clearly pilctured in action,
80 to speak? How frequently have lnter-agensy disputes been
analyzed from the standpoint of formal organization in its
role as the foeal point and interpreter of certain sets of
facte?

Mareh and Simon have discussed the "boundaries of
rationality" as a determinant of organization structure.?
What consideration should be given to organization structure
as a determinant of "boundaries of rationality?" A study
along the lines suggested might give some insight into the
dynamles of organizational rationallty==- to what degree is
the rationality of given organizations ideologleal, and to
what degree is their rationality situationally determined?
Under what conditions do policy considerations provail; and

Sorganizations, pp. 16971,
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under what conditions do what might be termed "local"” con-
siderations prevail? The following quotations from Herbert

Kaufman's recent book, The Forest Ranger, are illustrative:

+ +» « Some young foresters depend heavily on experienced
range riders hired by the local associations., Under
these conditions, local standards play a large part

in official behavior. . . When the ers reach-
accommodations with loecal interests on major issues

it is more often because this seemas to them to be ©
ageney strategy than because they have been aaptursd.s

L4 * » 2 L

o « » Some of the leaders believe that the assaults
on Forest Service policy by lumbermen anxlous to cut
more heavily in the national forests, and stockmen
seeking to graze more animals than the Service thinks
the ranges on the national forests can safely sustain,
have actually heightened the enthusliasm and morale of
many of the men and strengthened their bonds with the
agency. For these demands have given forest officers
2 sense of ongaggmsnt in a crusade on behall of the
publiec interest,

An analysis of the structure of particular Iincidents,
free from the responsibility of determining what was "right"
and what was "wrong," what was a "good" poliey, and what was
a "poor" one, might well assist in spotlighting the actual
ethical standards that were used in glven situations by the
parties at lssue, Without attempting to judge the relative
merits of any particular sets of standards, and without attempt-
ing to emphasize certain viewpointe to the neglect of others,

Sfhe Forest Ranger: A Study in Administrative Behavior,

De 21930
TI0id., p. 283,
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cage studles of such situations plus thorough analyses of
each from the standpoint of the operative norms governing
the outlook and behavior of the participants should yield
additional data relative to the relationships between or=
ganigation structure and the cognltive and emotive bases
of decision-making,

From a practical standpoint it 1s possible that data
of this general type would be helpful in delinsating rational
schemes for organizational tralning for use in restrueturing
individual viewpoints to accommodate agency reorganizations
and other major policy ohnnsoa; or in other situations where,

as Simon puts 1t, "the exercise of formal euthority through
commands proves difficult,"®

8Adm1n1:trat;vo Behavior, p. 170,



APPENDIX

Partial Text of the Anti~Deficiency Act
(31 United States Code €65)

Hote: The bracketed provisions are those added by the 85th
Congress. (See p, 69, above,)

Approprietions-~-(a) Expenditures or contract obligations
in excess of funds prohibited.

No officer or employee of the Unlted States shall make
or authorize an expenditure from or c¢reate or authorize an
obligation under any appropriation or fund in excess of the
amount available therein; nor shall any such officer or
‘mginyze involve the Government in any contract or other
obligation, for the payment of money for any purposse, in
advance of upgrnpriat&ona made for such purpose, unless such
contract or obligation 1s authorized by law,

{b) Voluntary service forbidden,
* . ] L4 L4

(e} Apportionment of appropriations; ressrves; distribution;
review,

(1) Except as otherwise provided in this section, all
appropriations or funds avallable for obligeation for a definite
period of time shall be so apportioned as to prevent obli=-
getion or expenditure thereof in & manner which would indicate
a necessity for deficierey or supplemental appropriations
for such periods and all appropriations of funds not 1limited
to a definite period of time, and all authorizations to create
obligations by contract in advance of a propriations, shall
be so apportioned as to achieve the most effective and econ~
omical use thereof, As used hereafter in this sestion, the
term "appropriation" means appropriations, funds, and authore
izations to create obligations by contract in advance of
appropriations,
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(2) In apportioning any appropriation, reserves may be
established to provide for contingencies, or to effect savings
whenever savings are made possible by or through changes in
requirements, greater efficlency of operations, or other
developments subsequent to the date on which such apgropria-
tion was made available, Whenever 1t is determined an
officer designated in subsection (d) of this section make
apportionments and reapportionments that any amount so re-
served will not be required to carry out the purposes of the
agpropriation concerned, he shall recommend the recission
of such amount in the mamner provided in the Budget and
Accounting Act, 1921, for estimates of appropriations,

(3) An{ appropriation subject to apportionment shall
be distributed by months, calondar quarters, operating seasons,
or other time periods, or by activities, functions, projects,
or objects, or by a combination thereof, as may be deemed
appropriate hi;tho officers designated In subsection (d) of
this section make apportionments and reapportionments,
Except as otherwlse specified by the officer making the appor=-
tionment, amounts so apportioned shall remain available for
obligation, in accordance with the terms of the appropriation,
on & cumulative basis unless reapportioned,

(4) Apportionments shall be reviewed at least four times
each year by the officers designated in subsection (d) of this
section to make apportionments and reapportionments, and such
reapportionments made or such reserves established, modified,
or released as may be necessary to further the effective use
of the appropriation concerned, in accordanrce with the pur=~
poses stated in paragraph (1) of this subsection,

(d) officers controlling apportionment or reapportionment,

(2) Any apportionment available to an agenecy, which is
required to be apportioned under subsection ?o) of this sec~
tion, shall be apportioned or reapportioned in writing by
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, The head of each
agency to which any such appropriation is available shall
submit to the Bureau of the Budget information, in such form
and manner and at such time or times as the Director may
prescribe, as may be required for the apportionment of such
appr@pria%ion. .« s 0

(e) Apportionment necessitating deficiency or supplemental
estimates.
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(1) No apportionment or reapportionment, /Jor request
therefor by the head of an agency,/ whieh in the judgment of
the officer making /or the agency head requesting,/ such
apportionment or reapportionment, would indicate a necessity
for a deficiency or supplemental estimate shall be made
except upon a determination by such officer Jor agency head,
ag the case may be,/ that such aetion is required because
of (A) any laws enacted subsequent to the transmission to the
Congress of the estimates for an approgriation which require
expendi tures beyond administrative econtrol; or (B) emergencies
involving the safety of human life, the protection of property,
or the immediate welfare of individuals in cases where an
appropriation has been made to enable the United States to
mafe payment of, or contribution toward, sums which are re-
quired to be pald to individuals either specific amounts
fixed by law or in accordance with formulae prescribed by law,

(2) In each case of an apportionment or a reapportionment
which, in the judgment of the officer making such apportion-
ment or reapportionment, would indicate a necessity for a
deficiency or nupglonanﬁal estimate, such officer shall imme-
diately submit a detailed report of the facts of the case to
the Congress, In transmitting any deficiency or supplemental
estimates required on account of any such apportiomment or
reapportionment, reference shall be made to such report,

(f) Exemption of trust funds and working funds expenditures
from apportionments,

e « . ° &
(f) Administrative division of apportionment,

e L ] L L4 L

(h) Expenditures in excess of apportionment prohibited;
penalties,

No officer or employee of the United States shall authorize
or create any obligation or make any expenditure (A) in excess
of an apportionment or reapportionment, or (B) in excess of
the amount permitted by regulations preseribed pursuant to
subgection (g) of this section.

(1) Administrative discipline; reports on violations,
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(1) In addition to any penalty or liability under other
law, any officer or employee of the United States who shall
violate subsestions (a) b), or (h) of this sectlion shall
be subjected to Appropriato administrative diseipline -
cluding, when eircumstances warrant, suspension from &uty
without p {hor removal from officey and any officer or em-
ployee of the United States who shall knowlingly and willingly
violate subsections (a), (b), or (h) of this section shall,
upon conviction, be fined not more than {5,000 or imprisoned
for not more than two years, or both,

. L4 L L .
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