Hon. Scott C. Clarkson*

THE ORAL HISTORY OF RICHARD B. LEVIN**
Preface

The oral history you are about to read is, in many ways, the story
of how American bankruptcy law came of age. It is also the story of
one man, Richard B. Levin, who, through intellect, perseverance, and
an uncommon sense of public duty, helped forge the Bankruptcy
Reform Act of 1978. That statute remains, nearly half a century later,

*Scott C. Clarkson has served as a United States Bankruptcy Judge for the
Central District of California since January 20, 2011. His undergraduate degree
with honors is from Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana and he received
his J.D. degree from George Mason University School of Law, Arlington,
Virginia. He was Articles Editor of the Law Review. From 1977 to 1982,
Judge Clarkson was legislative assistant to a United States Congressman in
Washington, D.C., assigned to the United States House of Representatives
Judiciary Committee, where he was a direct observer of and participant in
the creation of the 1978 Bankruptcy Code in the U.S. House of Represen-
tatives. Prior to his appointment, Judge Clarkson practiced bankruptcy law
and bankruptcy litigation for more than 20 years in Los Angeles and served as
chair of the Los Angeles County Bar Associations Commercial Law and
Bankruptcy Section from 2008 to 2009. Judge Clarkson is also an established
documentary photographer. As a photojournalist, he has documented events
throughout the United States, Europe, Southeast and Central Asia (including
Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Kashmir during times of armed con ict) and South
America for over 30 years. His book of photographs, Windows to Vietham- A
Journey in Pictures & Vearae published in 2007. The book was designated as
Editor s Choice by the United States Military Academy (West Point) Associ-
ation of Graduates Alumni Magazine in 2008.

**Richard Levin is a partner in the New York of ce of Jenner & Block LLP and a
member of its Financial Disputes and Bankruptcy Restructuring Department.
He has practiced bankruptcy and restructuring law for nearly 50 years, has
written and lectured extensively on the topic, and serves as Editor-in-Chief
of Collier on Bankrupt@pt™ ed.). He served as counsel to a subcommittee of
the House Judiciary Committee, where he was principally responsible for
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the foundational legal framework for reorganization and liquidation in
the United States.

As one who was present at the creation during those years in
Washington, D.C., serving as a legislative assistant to a member of the
House Judiciary Committee, | witnessed rsthand not only Richard s
extraordinary talent and dedication but also his work in a singular
moment when Congress, through bipartisan resolve, undertook one
of the most sweeping revisions of commercial law since the New Deal.
The oral history that follows is not merely a recollection, but a living
bridge between that moment of reform and our own time, recorded
for the bene t of scholars, judges, practitioners, and generations yet
to come.

Prepared in conjunction with the Centennial of the National Con-
ference of Bankruptcy Judges (National Conference), this oral history
will nd its permanent home in the Biddle Law Library at the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania Carey Law School. Its inclusion is meant to ensure
a wider circulation of these recollections that will enrich our collective
understanding of how lawmaking works, how institutions evolve, and
how individuals can leave an indelible mark on history.

I.  Setting the Stage: The Mid-1970s.

Richard Levin arrived in Washington in 1975, fresh from Yale Law
School and his California bar studies. The American bankruptcy system
was fraying at the edges. The Chandler Act of 1938 had long since been
overtaken by commercial realities: the growth of consumer credit, the
explosion of corporate reorganizations, and the structural shortcom-
ings of a system still reliant on referees in bankruptcy, many of whom
combined judicial, administrative, and even quasi-clerical functions in
ways that eroded public con dence.

The Commission on the Bankruptcy Laws of the United States
(Commission), established in 1970, issued its report in 1973. That
report, together with a competing proposal advanced by the National
Conference, formed the raw material from which Congress would have
to shape a modern code. Yet raw material alone does not make law. It
requires the steady hand of legislative craftsmen, individuals capable

the drafting of the 1978 Bankruptcy Code. He is a member of the National
Bankruptcy Conference (where he served as Chair and Vice Chair) and the
American College of Bankruptcy (Vice President, Board Member) and has
served as adjunct faculty at Harvard Law School. He earned his undergradu-
ate degree from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and his law degree
from Yale Law School.
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of marrying policy to principle and drafting to vision. Richard Levin
became one of those craftsmen.

One of the earliest times | met Levin and his colleague and
counterpart, Kenneth N. Klee, they were hunched over large compar-
ison charts in the House Judiciary Subcommittee of ces. What they
were studying were not computer spreadsheets  such technology
was unavailable to us then but enormous bound pages, printed
by the Government Printing Of ce, lled with side-by-side compari-
sons of the Commission bill (H.R. 31) and the National Conference
bill (H.R. 32), both introduced in 1975, as well as H.R. 6, the combined
result of those bills which was introduced in 1977. Armed with scis-
sors, tape, and typewriters, Levin and Klee dissected each provision of
the bills, reconstructed language, and prepared the stage for markups
and negotiations that would last another two years.

This was painstaking work to say the least. Their youth belied
their authority. Both were only in their late twenties, yet daily they

elded testimony and lobbying from the titans of the bankruptcy
bar: Harvey Miller, George Treister, Vern Countryman, Frank Kennedy,
Leonard Rosen, and others whose names still echo in our jurispru-
dence. They did so in a bipartisan atmosphere under the leadership of
Bankruptcy Subcommittee Chairman Don Edwards (D-California) and
Ranking Member M. Caldwell Butler (R-Virginia), placing good govern-
ment above partisan gain.

[I. The Architecture of Reform

Richard Levins oral history carefully recounts the ve pillars of
reform identi ed by the Committee:

1. Judicial Structure Elevating bankruptcy referees to true
judges, granting them broader jurisdiction, and separating
judicial from administrative functions.

2. Administrative Reform  Professionalizing the appointment
and supervision of trustees, removing the perception and
sometimes reality of favoritism.

3. Consumer Relief Modernizing exemptions, regulating reaf-

rmations, and creating meaningful discharge for overbur-
dened households.

4. Business Reorganization Consolidating Chapters X, XI, and XIlI
into auni ed Chapter 11, anchored by the absolute priority rule.

5. Substantive Coordination  Harmonizing bankruptcy with
developments in commercial law, particularly the Uniform
Commercial Code.
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Each of these pillars carried erce debates with them. Should
bankruptcy judges be made Article 11l judges with life tenure? Should
reaf rmation of debts be prohibited outright, or merely regulated?
Should states retain control of exemptions, or should Congress impose
a national standard? Should educational loans be dischargeable?
The answers that emerged from these questions re ect both compro-
mise and vision.

Levins recollections remind us that lawmaking is never abstract.
It is an act of institutional design shaped by personalities, power, and
persistence. He recalls, for example, the struggle to preserve Article 111
status for bankruptcy judges, a battle that was won in the House only
to succumb to compromise later. He recalls the lobbying battles over
reaf rmations and the Senate s insistence on state opt-outs from the
federal exemption scheme. He recalls the debates over consumer pro-
tection, over the scope of trustee authority, and over the fundamental
philosophy of discharge itself.

[1l. The Human Element

What is striking in this oral history is the humanity of its partici-
pants. Judge Joe Lee from Kentucky, who modestly introduced himself
simply as Joe Lee. Judge Clive Bare of Tennessee, whose Southern
drawl enlivened the hearings. Judge James Moriarty of California, who
returned from lunch one day to nd the word Chief chiseled off his
of ce door after he testi ed against consolidation of bankruptcy and
district clerk of ces. These stories remind us that behind every statute
are people, judges, lawyers, staffers, and members of Congress, whose
convictions and personalities shape the law s trajectory.

Levin also remembers the integrity of Congressman Don Edwards,
who insisted that the legislation not be captured by special interests,
and the bipartisan spirit of Caldwell Butler, whose own staff counsel,
Kenneth Klee, worked seamlessly with Levin despite certain policy dif-
ferences. As a young legislative aide, | too witnessed these dynamics,
lobbyists tugging at my sleeve during markups, amendments scribbled
on scratch pads, and Members debating with genuine passion. The
reputation of fairness of those working on the legislation was critical
in securing the eventual passage of the bill.

IV. From Draft to Enactment

The road from hearings to enactment was long and uncertain.
The rst uni ed bill emerged as H.R. 6 in January 1977, though some
had hoped for the symbolic designation of H.R. 1. Spring of that year
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brought twenty-one days of markup, line by line, section by section,
through three hundred pages of proposed code. Levin, Klee, and the
legislative staff, including me, guided Members through technical
complexities that might otherwise have paralyzed the process.

Setbacks came. A vote to grant Article Il authority to bankruptcy
judges failed on the House oor, forcing the bills withdrawal. New
hearings were convened. Testimony came from unlikely sources,
including a young Assistant U.S. Attorney General, Antonin Scalia,
who opposed Article Il status for bankruptcy judges. Yet through per-
sistence, the subcommittee reversed its loss, a nearly unprecedented
feat in congressional practice, and restored much of its vision before
sending the bill to the Senate.

There, further compromises were required. Educational loans
were rendered nondischargeable. State exemptions were preserved
through opt-outs. Bankruptcy judges remained Article | judicial of cers,
even then subject to later constitutional challenges. But the essence of
reform survived: a comprehensive, modern code that became effective
on October 1, 1979, reshaping American bankruptcy law for generations.

V. Legacy

This history matters because the Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1978
was not merely a technical revision. It was a rethinking of the relation-
ship between debtors and creditors, between federal and state law,
between courts and administration. It was, in the truest sense, a con-
stitutional moment in commercial law.

Richard Levin has gone on to a distinguished career, editing Collier
on Bankruptcgerving in leadership positions within the National Bank-
ruptcy Conference, practicing and teaching at the highest levels. But it
is this early chapter of his life, when he labored in the committee rooms
of the House of Representatives, that secured his place in history.

This history was produced for the 2026 centennial of the National
Conference, and it is tting that Levin s recollections be preserved and
circulated. They remind us that bankruptcy law is not static; it must
adapt to economic change, to evolving credit practices, and to the
needs of justice. They also remind us that reform is possible, that bipar-
tisan cooperation, grounded in principle, can achieve enduring results.

VI. Personal Re ections

Conducting this oral history was both a professional honor and
a personal journey. | knew Richard Levin then, not as the venerable
gure he is today, but as a fellow staffer, a young lawyer armed with
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intellect, humor, and a sense of mission. Watching him navigate Mem-
bers of Congress, lobbyists, judges, and academics showed a poise far
beyond his years.

To sit with him forty-eight years later, to retrace those days, was
to be reminded that history is not written only in books or statutes. It
is carried in the memories of those who lived it. By capturing Levins
memories, we ensure that future generations can understand not only
what the Bankruptcy Code says, but how and why it came to be.

This oral history stands as both testimony and invitation; it
testi es to the life and work of Richard Levin, one of the architects
of the modern Bankruptcy Code. It testi es to the bipartisan spirit of
the 94th and 95th Congresses, to the leadership of Don Edwards and
Caldwell Butler, and to the countless judges, lawyers, and staffers who
contributed.

And it invites us, judges, scholars, lawyers, and citizens, to con-
tinue the work. For, as Levin himself observes, every forty years or so
the Code requires overhaul. Our generation, too, must reckon with
reaf rmations, exemptions, dischargeability, and the balance between
debtor relief and creditor rights. To read these pages is not to rest in
nostalgia, but to prepare for the challenges ahead.

Author/interviewer Judge Scott C. Clarkson and fellow House staffer lvy Davis
watching on closed circuit television House passage of the Bankruptcy Reform Act
in February 1978. Photo courtesy of author.
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Oral History Interview
with
Richard B. Levin

May 24, 2025
New York City, New York

Interviewed by Scott C. Clarkson

Today is May 24, 2025. I m Bankruptcy Judge Scott
Clarkson from the Central District of California. At the
request of the National Conference of Bankruptcy Judges
(NCBJ) I am conducting an oral history interview with
Richard Levin. He needs no introduction, but I m going
to ask him to give us a little background at this point.

Good morning, Judge Clarkson.

Mr. Levin, would you please provide us with a short
background of where you grew up, where you went to
high school, and your college and law school education.

| started in Hollywood, California where | was born. |
attended Hollywood High School and then headed east
for college and law school at Yale Law School. | grad-
uated from Yale Law School in 1975 before heading to
Washington, D.C. to work on what ultimately became
the bankruptcy code.

Now, your undergraduate studies were at MIT, correct?
Usually that s known as either a science, math or busi-
ness university.

Yes.
What got you moving into law school?

| had always been thinking about law school through
junior high and high school. But | had some technical
abilities, as well as some math and science abilities
through high school and MIT seemed like the practi-
cal school for me. So, | went there and thought |1 d be
a chemistry major. That didn t quite work out. | tried a
couple of engineering elds that didn t quite t. Finally,
| wound up in political science getting my degree in
political science from MIT. From there | went on to law
school.
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to himto gure out how to go about looking for a job
in D.C. And he put me in touch with the Chief Counsel
of the subcommittee that had bankruptcy jurisdic-
tion who was Alan Parker, whom you knew quite well.
| contacted Alan and told him what my interest was.
| came to Washington and sat with him for an inter-
view for the job. This was | think in December 1974,
and | came and visited him again once or twice in the
spring of 1975.

| told him | was interested in working on the revision
of the bankruptcy law, and what he told me was that
in January 1975, the 94th Congress was convening new
budgets for all the congressional committees and new
staff and all of that. And he told me that the subcom-
mittee chair, Congressman Don Edwards of California,
de nitely wanted to take up the report of the Bank-
ruptcy Commission so that they could process that bill
and move forward with bankruptcy reform.

He wanted to hire a staffer to work on that project and
he was just waiting to get budget authorization. In April
1975, he called me, and he said he had authorization
now. | ve always understood or believed that for every
job on the Hill in Washington, and you know this as
well since you were there, that for every opening on the
Hill, they re about 300 applicants. But in 1975 as to the
House Judiciary Committee, | was probably the only
applicant who came forward and said, | actually want to
work on bankruptcy law.

It was not such a popular eld at the time, not so well
respected. In fact, some of my classmates at Yale, when
| told them | was going to work on bankruptcy law,
asked me, isnt that like one step below ambulance
chasing? But | found it interesting, | was committed to
it, and when Alan offered me the job that April about
a month before | graduated, | readily accepted and
headed off to Washington. He gave me one condition
though, which | was very glad he did. He said | will
only give you this job if you agree that for your rst
couple of months here you will study for the bar and
take the bar in July and not wait. So, he gave me time
off to study through June and July, | took the bar, and
fortunately | passed.
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We sat with the staff from early January once the com-
mittee and subcommittee got organized until early
March and even during that period we were making
edits to the draft.

We received comments, since it was a public document.
We were now receiving comments from all assortments
of people. And whenever you draft something, you nd
errors, you nd inconsistencies, you correct them, you
go on.

And we started, what amounted to, remind me here,
was it twenty-one days of markup, Scott?

At least.
Yes, | forgot the exact number, but from March.

Well, that s not counting the ones when we couldn t get
a quorum.

From early March until late May, the subcommittee
would meet for two to two and a half hours in the morn-
ing, twice a week. We would sit with the subcommittee
members on the dais and the committee counsels sit-
ting at the table in front, going page by page, section
by section, line by line, through the draft. And we asked
the members if they had any questions or comments,
and what changes they wanted to make. And we literally
marked up the draft over that two-and-a-half-month
period from early March to late May. And at the end
of that process, we came out with a revised bill, which
was introduced as H.R. 7330. That was the bill that was
reported to the full Committee on the Judiciary for con-
sideration over the summer. Thats what the mark up
process was.

Well, I m going to backtrack and get | want people to
have a full avor of what you ve described.

You, you mentioned that you and Ken were sitting at
the counsel table facing the Members.

The Chairman was Don Edwards, and M. Caldwell
Butler, was the ranking member. Also, members were
John F. Seiberling (OH), Robert F. Drinan (MA), Harold
L. Volkmer (MO), Robert T. Matsui (CA), and F. James
Sensenbrenner Jr. (WI).

60



Western Legal History, Vol. 36, Nos. 1&2

LEVIN:
CLARKSON:

LEVIN:

CLARKSON:

LEVIN:
CLARKSON:

LEVIN:

John Seiberling of Ohio was so busy with other matters
that he didn t attend much because he was involved in
very big environmental matters.°

Ohio, Yes. Right, very active environmentalist.

And then, and then was Father Robert Drinan. Would
you care to tell our audience who Father Drinan was?

Yep, a real character. A Jesuit priest from the Boston
area, Boston suburbs, who got himself elected to Con-
gress very much as an anti-war Member. And very much
a contributor to the process in the mark-up process. He
was very active in it.

He taught law at Georgetown Law Center.

And then there was, as you mentioned, Harold Volkmer
from Hannibal, Missouri.

In the audience, the lobbyists of Household Finance
and Bene cial Finance were there in every mark-up, no
matter what.

The lobbyists came and watched.

They not only watched. At breaks they would be tugging
at my sleeves. | dont think they were tugging at your
sleeves anymore. They were handing me amendments
to propose to my boss. | found that they made good
scratch pads.

No, not us. We usually had a quorum, but we did not
have a hundred percent attendance. We had a pretty
good attendance at these markup sessions.

10. During the 95th Congress (1977 1979): Seiberling chaired the House
Subcommittee on General Oversight and Alaska Lands, which conducted key
studies regarding Alaska lands and conservation policy, including during
debates leading up to the 1980 Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act. The ANILCA, signed into law by President Jimmy Carter on December 2,
1980, was one of the most signi cant land conservation measures in U.S. his-
tory. It designated over 104 million acres of federal land in Alaska for con-
servation purposes, dramatically reshaping the nations system of public
lands. The legislation doubled the size of the U.S. national park system and it
created the Denali National Park and Preserve.
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CLARKSON: And you were doing a section-by-section markup
throughout the entire bill.

LEVIN: Right. Line by line. 300 pages.

CLARKSON: What were some of the other issues that are in the back
of your mind right now, including reaf rmation and
exemptions?

LEVIN: Yes, we talked about those extensively during the
markup. We talked about nancial statements.

CLARKSON: False nancial statements.

LEVIN: We talked a lot about the jurisdiction of the bankruptcy
courts. In fact, we wrote a monograph called Article 1lI
bankruptcy courts to justify why it was necessary to
have Article Il bankruptcy courts if we were to give the
bankruptcy courts the pervasive jurisdiction that every-
body wanted to give them.

CLARKSON: Lets explain to our audience what the primary goal was
of creating an Article Il infrastructure for bankruptcy.

LEVIN: We could look at the law reports and see that there was
not a bankruptcy reporter. The B.R. started in 1979 once
there was a new code. One of the most frequent liti-
gation issues in bankruptcy cases was the jurisdiction
of the referee, and it was extremely wasteful and unnec-
essary. Now you can understand why people litigated
based on what | told you about perception of lack of
impartiality of the referees. So, jurisdiction was always
litigated. It often went up to the district court, and if the
bankruptcy judge didn t have jurisdiction, the case had
to go to the district court, which was a slower process.

It was a more expensive process, and it resulted in the
trustees and other parties representing the estate set-
tling out a lot cheaper than they might have otherwise.
And so, we wanted to provide the bankruptcy court with
pervasive jurisdiction. That was the phrase we used, and
when we looked at the constitutional issues, we were
ultimately proven right by Marathorand Stern vs. Marshall

If we were going to give them pervasive jurisdiction,
they had to be Article Il courts. So thats what we pro-
posed, and the subcommittee was a hundred percent
behind that.
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And that was in H.R. 6 and then 7330. And then what
was the reaction of the Judicial Conference?

Not good. They were very opposed. Then, one of the
subcommittees of the Judiciary Committee was the
Subcommittee on Administrative Law and Govern-
mental Relations. It was chaired by. George Danielson
(D-CA). The Administrative Of ce contacted Danielson,
as his subcommittee had jurisdiction over the Judi-
ciary. And so that was their main point of contact, and
they came to him and said that you have to defeat this.
They said we can never live with Article 11l bankruptcy
judges, and they gave lots of reasons. We all perceived
their reason to be that it would dilute the prestige of
the Article 11l district judges if there were another 200
or 250 Article Ill judges put into circulation. So, they
fought hard against it. They also had on their side
Tom Railsback (R-1lI), a member from lllinois on the
Republican side.

And when H.R. 7330 went to the full House Judiciary
Committee for consideration for markup and vote to
vote the bill out to the House oor for consideration,
Mr. Danielson proposed an amendment to eliminate
the Article Il status. And we defeated that amendment
in the Judiciary Committee and brought the Article Il
bill to the oor of the House.

What happened after that?

Well, they didnt stop there. We got to the oor in
October of 1977, and they put the amendment to the
full House. And we staff and the Members of our sub-
committee did not do a great job of setting up that vote.

You know the rule in court is to never ask a question
you don t know the answer to; in politics its never take
a vote that you don t know you re going to win. We did
not know we weren t going to win that vote, and we lost
it badly. And so, the bill was amended to eliminate the
Article Il court system and go to a court system that
was again subservient to the District judges. We knew
the Senate was going to head in that direction. And
we knew we would have no negotiating leverage with
the Senate in the conference if we didnt somehow
rescue the Article 11l concept.
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So we pulled the bill from the oor immediately after
that vote. And we embarked on a new series of hearings
in November and December of 1977.

One of our witnesses, if | remember correctly, was
Antonin Scalia, who was an Assistant Attorney General
in the Department of Justice at the time and testifying
against Article Il courts. Ultimately, we held the hear-
ings, and the subcommittee concluded that we had the
right answer in Article Ill. And then we did our lobbying
job, and we took the bill back to the oor in February
1978. And we reversed the vote. And | will tell you. It
is very rare to ever reverse a vote on the oor of the
House.

And the lobbyist for the Judiciary; | can t remember his
last name, but | can picture him.

It was William (Bill) Weller, who was the Legislative
Affairs Of cer of the A.O. His boss was A.O. Director
William E. Foley.

A very nice guy. | had a good relationship with him. He
was just oored. No pun intended. And he was both
upset and congratulatory for what we d been able to
accomplish. We put a full court press on all the Mem-
bers. We had people calling from their districts. We had
other Members talking to Members. We had Members
stationed at the doors as other Members came in to
vote. And we not only turned the vote, but we turned it
by a substantial margin.

And with that, there were a couple of other amendments
to be considered. And one of them was to make edu-
cational loans non-dischargeable for ve years in the
absence of undue hardship. You see where that led to;
that was a slippery slope. That was one we couldn t win.
So that failed, and then the bill ultimately passed the
House and was sent to the Senate for consideration.

On the lobbying job for the Article Il amendment,
| have to tell you that | personally visited more than fty
Members of ces, talking to staff who | believe frankly
had absolutely no idea what | was talking about. But
they promised to talk to their Members. Next door to
our Longworth of ce on the seventh oor was Al Gore s
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of ce. His wife at the time, Tipper, was his de facto

Administrative Assistant, and | walked over to her desk
unannounced with a coffee and the talking points page.
I m sure it wasn ta trade, but | agreed to attend a charity
bowling event in Arlington she was sponsoring a week
later.

Harold Volkmer also talked directly to all the Missouri
Members while on the House oor, and especially a
friend of his from lowa on the House Agriculture Com-
mittee, Charles (Chuck) Grassley. Grassley had the
of ce on the other side of our of ces in Longworth.
And | personally visited most of the Members of the
Missouri delegation, including Richard Gephardt, Bob
Young, Bill Clay, Ike Skelton and Richard Ichord. | m not
sure they understood, or cared, either. But I m sure we
got all of their votes.

The fact is that | ve never seen a turnaround like that,
ever.

But | think that | have to say that it had to do with the
image of the subcommittee s integrity. Its members and
staff. People believed that the subcommittee members
had no agenda, no dog in the ght. When they saw the
passion, and they saw that in the Chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee, Mr. Rodino and Mr. Edwards and the
subcommittee members on the Republican side, as
well.

Did the Judicial Conference bring out any heavy guns
other than the lobbyist of the Administrative Of ce at
that time?

They ultimately didn t bring out any big guns until we
got out of conference with the Senate and tried to pass
the nal bill. And then they brought out Warren Burger,
who was at the time the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court.

Hmm.

And also Bill Wellers boss, William Foley, the Director
of the Judicial Conference, as well as the Chief Justice.
And he called Strom Thurmond to try to put a stop to
the bill in the Senate. We had come up with a compro-
mise with the Senate, which was not Article Ill, but was
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much stronger than the system existing at the time. And
that was even stronger than we have today. But Senator
Thurmond put a stop to that. The bill was held up for
about ten days.

Finally, it was ultimately passed about a week before at
the end of the 95th Congress through a compromise.
If it hadn t passed then, it would have been dead until
the next year. And as we said at the time, is still true.
There are two kinds of legislation, quick and dead. And
we had to be quick, and we had to get it out. So our
members made the deal, it got drafted, it got passed on
October 5, 1978 by the House and on October 6, 1978 by
the Senate.

Then it was sent to President Carter for signature. But
the opposition didnt stop there. Chief Justice Burger
still thought the courts were given too much and he
sent a detailed message to President Carter.

The other veto message came from Harold Williams,
who at the time was the chairman of the SEC.

The role of the SEC in corporate reorganization was
substantially reduced, and so he had sent a veto mes-
sage, but ultimately Carters Attorney General, Grif n
Bell, probably because of contacts from Peter Rodino,
or maybe for some other reasons, went to bat for the
bill and persuaded Carter to sign it.

And he had to sign it because Congress was then out
of session, and if Carter had not signed, it would have
been pocket vetoed. So it was signed at ten o clock at
night on the last day of the ten day period.

Well, you ve mentioned two names. First of all, Attorney
General Grif nBell,and he alsowas involved in the effort
in support of the Danielson-Railsback Amendment.

He was.

He opposed the move to Article Ill status of bankruptcy
judges. He was a big player, and he visited the Hill sev-
eral times. And then once they were successful the bill
was pulled. They didn t think it would ever be revived,
and so they stopped their effort. By the way, it was also
interesting to note that Mr. Edwards changed his vote
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