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Legislative and Administrative Assistant
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Preface
by Donald A. Ritchie

"I see politics as struggle and strife," Howard Shuman explained, echoing the
view of Edward Corwin that the Constitution was "an invitation to struggle"
between Congress and the presidency over foreign policy. For Shuman, the same
sense of struggle pervaded all areas of Senate activity during his twenty-seven
years on Capitol Hill. As legislative and administrative assistant to Senator Paul
Douglas during the 1950s and '60s, Shuman helped carry the banner for civil
rights, fought against oil and gas interests, and promoted the many other liberal
issues on Senator Douglas' agenda. During the 1970s he continued the struggle
while administrative assistant to Senator William Proxmire, in support of "Truth
in Lending" laws and in opposition to the SST. In that same vein, as a specialist in
economic issues, through his associations with the Senate Appropriations,
Banking, and Finance committees and Joint Economic Committee, he came to
see the Congressional role in the federal budget less as a "process" and more like
"a barroom brawl."

Shuman's appreciation of political struggle took shape in the Senate of the 1950s,
when Lyndon Johnson prevailed as Majority Leader, Richard Russell led the
powerful Southern Democratic bloc, and Robert Kerr dominated the Finance
Committee. Against these giants, Paul Douglas rallied liberal forces, and during
their battles, Howard Shuman served as Douglas' "strong right arm." "He was
always on the side of the angels," Senator Douglas testified, "despising sham and
pretense."

Although initially defeated, Douglas' allies steadily overcame the filibuster to
enact the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Voting Rights Act of 1965. Shuman labeled
this protracted persistence a Seven-Year Principle: "It took seven years from the
time you got a good idea and introduced it as legislation, until it passed. I saw
that in the Civil Rights fights from '57 to '64. It look seven years for the Truth in
Lending bill to finally make it. It took six, almost seven years for the Depressed
Areas bill to make it. It took us that long to save the Indiana Dunes.... Most of the
major legislation I worked on, that was new, forward looking, which started out
heavily opposed and without a mandate, after seven years of convincing, of
publicity, of talking, of arguing, of hearings, finally made it.... It took that much
time, and that much effort, and that much struggle to come off. 'Struggle' is the
word."

Howard Shuman came to the United States Senate from an educational
background that reached from Illinois to Oxford. Born February 23, 1924 in
Atwood, Illinois, he attended the University of Illinois before joining the U.S.
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Navy during the Second World War. After training at the University of Michigan
and Harvard University, he was sent to Pearl Harbor. After the war he returned
to the University of Illinois to receive his bachelor's degree. From 1949 to 1952 he
attended Oxford University, where he became only the third American elected
president of the Oxford Union. While teaching in the economics department at
the University of Illinois, he accepted an offer to join the staff of Senator Paul
Douglas. He served as legislative assistant from 1955 until 1960, as
administrative assistant from 1961 to 1966, and as executive director of the
Douglas Commission on Urban Problems, from 1966 to 1968. In 1969, Shuman
returned to the Senate staff as administrative assistant to Senator William
Proxmire, a post he held until his retirement from the Senate in 1982.

In later years, Shuman has taught courses on Congress at the University of
California, Santa Barbara, and at the National War College in Washington. He
has written numerous articles about Congress, and is the author of Politics and
the Budget: The Struggle between the President and the Congress. "It was his
long experience with the federal budget here in the Senate which produced this
remarkable book so full of insight and intuitive understanding," commented
Senator William Proxmire. In this oral history he describes those experiences,
and draws upon them to explain the workings of the United States Senate from
the 1950s through the 1980s. Howard Shuman died in Alexandria, Virginia, on
November 18, 2008.

About the Interviewer: Donald A. Ritchie is associate historian of the
Senate Historical Office. A graduate of C.C.N.Y., he received his Ph.D. in history
from the University of Maryland. He has published articles on American political
history and oral history, including "Oral History in the Federal Government,"
which appeared in the Journal of American History. His books include James M.
Landis: Dean of the Regulators (Harvard Press, 1980), The U.S. Constitution
(Chelsea House, 1989), History of a Free Nation (Glencoe, 1991), and Press
Gallery: Congress and the Washington Correspondents (Harvard, 1991). He also
edits the Executive Sessions of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
(Historical Series) (Government Printing Office). A former president of both the
Oral History Association and Oral History in the Mid-Atlantic Region (OHMAR),
he received OHMAR's Forrest C. Pogue Award for distinguished contributions to
the field of oral history.
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Howard E. Shuman

Legislative and Administrative Assistant
to Senators Paul Douglas and William Proxmire, 1955-1982

Interview #1: From Illinois to Oxford
(July 22, 1987)
Interviewed by Donald A. Ritchie

Ritchie: I'd like to begin by asking you about your early years in Atwood,
Illinois. I understand that you've just been back there, and I wondered if you
could start by telling me what kind of town it was?

Shuman: Well, I was born in Atwood, where my father taught high school. He
taught agriculture. And my mother taught English and music. But I lived there
only the first year and a half of my life and I have no personal memories of
Atwood at all. My father had to teach five years after graduating from the
University before he could become a county agent or a farm advisor. We moved
to Pekin for a year where my father and mother sang in the Presbyterian Church
choir with Everett Dirksen, and then to Jerseyville, Illinois, which is near St.
Louis, and I lived there until I was about five. Then we moved to Whiteside
County, to a town called Morrison, which is in the northwest corner of the state,
where I've just been back to my forty-fifth high school reunion. That is the county
where Reagan was born. It is also Lincoln Country for he fought there in the
Black Hawk War. It is also Grant Country for he came from nearby Galena which
was once known as the Sodom and Gomorrah of the West. When you drive
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through, all the Interstate Route signs read: "Visit Ronald Reagan's birthplace."
He lived below the river. The Rock River, which the Indians -- mainly the Sacs,
Foxes, and Winnebagoes -- called the Sinnissippi, cuts through the county. It
comes down from Beloit, Wisconsin and flows through Rockford and Dixon and
Sterling and into the Mississippi at Rock Island. Above the Rock River is the good
land of the county, and below the Rock River is the sandy soil. The Germans lived
on the north side, and the Irish lived where Reagan came from, in Tampico, to
the south of the river. My father represented the University of Illinois and took
the University's research to the farmers directly. We lived in the county seat. So
Morrison, Illinois, is my home, not Atwood.

My father was heavily involved in creating all kinds of farmer's cooperatives and
organizing the farmers. He played a big role in trying to keep the farmers from
going under in the Depression.

One of my earliest memories is going to a farm sale where the local farmers
would prevent anyone from buying out a good farmer who was going bankrupt.
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The farmers would bid a dollar and dare anyone else to bid more, and no one did.
Then they'd give the farm back to him. But they wouldn't do that for a lazy
farmer. It was a very lively and active time. He often took us -- my brother, who
was a year younger, and me -- with him, before we were
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in school and then during the summers, out to vaccinate pigs and to do post-
mortems on chickens with coccidiosis and to kill chinch bugs. I remember in the
early days, 1930 and '31, when he tried to get the farmers to vaccinate their cattle
for tuberculosis, he was actually chased off farms from time to time. And the
reason was that the best cows, the biggest milk producers, were the ones who got
tuberculosis because their energy went to producing milk not fighting the disease.
So to go in to destroy the cows with tuberculosis made the farmers angry because
that took their best producers.

There was something called the Liberty Lobby, a very right-wing group, which
greatly opposed what my father was doing. I was an Eagle scout, and I
memorized the Gettysburg Address and said it on Memorial Day at the
celebration at the local cemetery -- one or two Civil War veterans still took part.
The rumor went around that my father was there and waved me down from the
platform and wouldn't let me salute the flag. Well, I'd saluted the flag every
Monday night for years at boy scout meetings. And my father didn't happen to be
there that day, because there was some crisis among some farmers, chinch bugs
or something like that. So the rumor was absolutely untrue, but it was
deliberately spread by those who opposed trying to organize the farmers in
cooperatives and to help them overcome the worst effects of the Depression.
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I have other early memories of the town. We lived near the railroad, (Chicago,
Northwestern, Union Pacific) where at least a hundred trains a day came
through, and they were filled with -- we called them -- "bums." They weren't
bums. They were the unemployed going West, searching for work. Dozens of
them would come by and stop at our house. My mother would feed them. But she
required them to do some work. She always had a few things for them to do. They
could tell where to go to get a meal, because there were coded signs on the trees
or elsewhere. I have some very vivid memories of those early days.

My family was very lively. We were interested in political affairs. We were friends
with people like our Presbyterian minister and the newspaper reporter and one of
the doctors, and we talked and argued about politics, religion, and public affairs. I
used to follow the elections. It was a very Republican place. No Democrat had
ever been elected to any office when I was there. Since then it has happened. But
I remember in 1936 when there were big torchlight parades for Alfred Landon.
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He came through and talked from the back of a train. Many houses in town had a
Landon picture in the window, or a Landon sticker. I was certain that Landon
was going to win that election. Of course, he didn't. Later I had a friend Ed Kelly
who worked with Senator Paul Douglas and who was from an Irish ward in
Chicago. I told Ed about this. He said, "Well the same thing happened to me in
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1928. Everybody in our neighborhood had Al Smith's picture in the front
window." He said, "I was certain Al Smith was going to win." So I think what one
thinks is going to happen politically may very well come about from the
perspective of where one lives.

There was a lot of activity in the town. There was a lot of musical talent. The most
famous person from the area was Robert Milliken, who was then America's
greatest physicist and won the Nobel prize for physics in 1923. I went to one of
the local grade schools and the high school, did all the things that one usually
does: played football, played basketball, ran on the track team, played tennis, and
played the captain of the Pinafore and the major general in the Pirates of
Penzance. I was president of the freshman class and the student body and co-
captain of the football team. It was a small high school. I was a big fish in a very,
very small pond. In fact, I played quarterback on the football team because I was
the only one who knew all the signals, which is not a great recommendation. My
senior year we lost every game, although we had been winners the year before.

Ritchie: You've just been back there. How did it compare?

Shuman: Well, one's memory plays tricks. My memory had been that
everything was physically bigger. The houses I had lived in seemed bigger than
they were this summer. An interesting thing about the seventy-seven people in

my class is that twenty
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percent are now dead, and all the wild people are dead. The kids who were
difficult disciplinary cases are dead and most of them died from accidents. The
first seven who died were men; now the women are dying. The men have been
dying of heart attacks; the women are dying of cancer. Almost everybody in my
class is now retired, most taking Social Security. They've moved in off the farm to
the town. When I was back there ten years ago, any number of them had had
children in the Vietnam war; one or two of them had children killed or wounded.
This last week when I was there, two or three people mentioned that they had
grandchildren who were in the Persian Gulf, and they were concerned about the
reflagging of the ships as a result.
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I have never put the town down. I am very proud of Morrison. It's a beautiful
place. I went out from Chicago one time with an English friend of mine I had
brought back for a visit in July 1950. We drove out from Chicago early in the
morning, a hundred and thirty miles. The corn was very, very green and shoulder
high, and the oats had turned golden. The land in northern Illinois is rolling, like
southern Wisconsin, not flat like central Illinois. In fact, under the Northwest
Ordinance, that part of the state north of a line drawn from the southernmost tip
of Lake Michigan to the Mississippi River was a part of what is now Wisconsin.
As we drove out early in the morning and saw this beautiful green corn and the
golden oats it occurred to me what a beautiful part of the world it was. I had not
realized that growing up there. There are some more beautiful places, the Grand
Canyon for example, but in its own way this rural area is equally grand.

Ritchie: You mentioned that your parents were politically active, what was their
politics?

Shuman: They weren't party political, but they were active on issues. My
mother was head of the League of Women Voters one year. My father organized
the cooperatives, and his job was to carry out the farm programs of the New Deal.
He was interested in conservation, got farmers to plow around the hill instead of
up and down, showed them how to build terraces. Later, starting in 1953, he
spent ten years in the villages of India doing the same thing, and two years in
Afghanistan after that. We joked that when my mother married my father she
promised to follow him to the ends of the earth, and when they arrived in India
and Afghanistan she said "Here we are." So there was always a lively discussion in
our house about politics, about issues, about what was going on. We listened to
Roosevelt's "fireside chats." My father was an interventionist before World War
I1, one of the few people in the area who was not an isolationist. The Chicago
Tribune had a tremendous effect, politically, there.

page?7

Then, in addition, my father came from a big family. There were eight living
children, all of whom had gone to college. My grandfather wanted to go to college
and was not able to, but he sent eight children to college. He was determined to
do it, and did it. I had an uncle, Milton McLean, who was president of Lincoln
College in Illinois and taught at McAlister, Ohio State, and Southern Illinois
University. I had another uncle who was a Presbyterian minister. They were all
interested in social issues. A close knit group, we had all kinds of family reunions
and visits. So we were constantly talking issues, arguing about things. It was
lively in that sense.

Ritchie: You mentioned that it was a Republican town. Were your parents

Republican?
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Shuman: No, my father was neutral, at least he never publicly professed any
party politics, because he was out working with the public. My mother, however,
was a pretty partisan Democrat. Her father, who had been the city clerk of a very
small town in Illinois, ran as a Democrat. And she had a brother who had lost his
home in the thirties. He had bought a house, and that was the period when one
had to put down a lot of money and pay it off in a few years. The depression hit
him, and he lost it. Her youngest brother had to quit college in the thirties and
found it very difficult to get a permanent job in the depression. Consequently out
of background and what had happened to them, we

page 8

were pretty strongly in favor of what Roosevelt did. So my mother was really
more party-oriented than my father.

Ritchie: You mentioned the depression going on around you, but it sounds like
to some degree your family was insulated from it.

Shuman: My father, I suppose, had the second or third highest salary of
anybody in town. There were people with more wealth, but I think he made
perhaps eight thousand dollars a year during the late depression years, which was
a lot of money in those days. My parents built a house in 1939, under the FHA,
which was then not for poor people; the FHA built for the upper-middle-class. So,
no, I was insulated. We never had any important personal money problems. But
one saw many people who did, even in what was a relatively well-to-do area of the
country. I remember some kids coming barefoot to school for part of the year, so
one was aware of their need.

Ritchie: Did you have a chance to travel much when you were a child, or did you
stay mostly in Illinois?

Shuman: Well, I certainly traveled a lot around the state. I guess until I was a
junior in high school I didn't travel much beyond. I went to places like Iowa City,
Madison, St. Louis, Minneapolis and Cleveland. Between my junior and senior
year in high school in 1941 I hitchhiked to California to find a
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summer job and to live with my uncle in San Diego. My father thought: well, let
him do it, he'll get discouraged and come back. I started on a Sunday morning,
got to Boone, Iowa, by late afternoon, and I caught a ride from Boone, Iowa, to
Oakland, California, and arrived in Oakland Tuesday noon, and then spent two
days hitchhiking down to San Diego and spent the summer there. I hitchhiked
back by way of the southern route. I was a bell-boy in a hotel, the Churchill Hotel
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in San Diego, and I carried bags for a jewelry salesman, and I earned good money
that summer on tips.

Then I came back and the war began, December 7, 1941. I was a senior in high
school and I was just turning eighteen. Since I had enough credits to enter the
university, I quit high school in the middle of my senior year to go to the
university. I was determined to do that. I was very unhappy in high school, my
last year or two, because I had almost no one who was interested in the same
issues and subjects I was. I was interested in public policies and I was reading
progressive papers that my uncle sent me. I don't think you would call him a
Socialist, but he was reading all kinds of literature that he would send to me, and
I got very interested. And we had a local Presbyterian minister who gave me a
variety of books. I think one of the books was entitled Men and Women of
Conviction, it told stories of social workers, Jane Addams, and a man by the
name of Thomas Mott Osborne, who
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reformed the Auburn Prison in New York. I was interested in that but I had very
few people to talk with. Most of my friends were a year or two or three older than
I was. So when I went to the university, I was very happy. I was excited and
stimulated by the intellectual atmosphere.

Ritchie: You mentioned it was an uncle who was sending you the material. Was
that the college professor uncle?

Shuman: No, it was the preacher uncle. He was a pacifist, so he was sending me
pacifist literature as well, but I didn't agree with that. But I didn't dismiss it out of
hand. I thought a lot about it. I read the literature. I considered joining the
ambulance corps. I went to the meetings of the Fellowship of Reconciliation at
the University. But I made a clear and positive determination that I was not a
pacifist. I think that was a good thing to do and it made me more confident in my
view than if I had not considered it thoroughly. I have not changed my mind over
40 years.

Ritchie: But it was mostly on social reform issues.
Shuman: Yes, it was.

Ritchie: When you got to the university, did you have any idea what you wanted
to do?
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Shuman: Yes, I wanted to study economics, and I was interested in political
economy.

Ritchie: So you knew from the very beginning.

Shuman: Yes, I knew what I was interested in. But I wasn't involved in the
political scene. That happened when I got back from the war. I decided after I got
back from the war that I had to get involved in politics in one form or another. I
made a list of "what can I do to do something about the problems of the world."
That was a bit naive, perhaps. I made lists of things to do like joining the
American Veterans Committee, running for precinct committeeman, and so on,
and I did them.

Ritchie: Before that, you said you were in the university for a year.

Shuman: I was at the University of Illinois for a year and a half, from February
'42 until July of '43. The Navy took me then.

Ritchie: You were drafted?

Shuman: Well, I wasn't drafted, no. The Draft Board was after me, so I joined
the Army, but with an option to transfer to the Navy V-12 program when I was
called up, and I did that. I was lucky, because I couldn't see very well, and I
waited until the tenth and last day to take the physical. I'm nearsighted, and I

page 12

couldn't really see well enough to qualify for V-12 and officer's training. But I
wanted to join the Navy and take part in the war. There was a corpsman there
who made an anti-Semitic remark. I jumped on him. I told him that was wrong,
he shouldn't do it, and I ticked him off. The doctor heard me, and I think the
doctor was Jewish. I'm not sure, but I'm pretty certain he was. So he said to me
after I'd flunked the eye exam: "Well, you've probably been studying too hard,
seeing too many movies, and not getting enough sleep. Why don't you go in that
room there where it's dark and stay fifteen minutes, and we'll do it again." When I
came out I couldn't see any better. But he did things like asking: "What is it that
the English have in the afternoon, late?" I said "T." He said, "What do you do
when you urinate?" And I said, "P." "Well, he said, "you pass. They'll catch you
later if you can't see." I had made a decision at this stage in my life to challenge
any one who made an anti-Semitic or anti-black or racial slur, rather than to let it
pass, which was the easy thing to do. And on the whole I have done that for more
than forty years.

So I got in, and when I was called up in July, I first went to DePauw University in
Greencastle, Indiana, but they didn't have the right courses for me, and I was
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transferred to Ann Arbor, Michigan. But by that time I had memorized the eye
chart, which had eleven letters across and the same number vertically, and I
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knew all of them, and I knew them every way, forwards, backwards, up and down.
In fact, I still remember the first line. It was OHCDLFNTCOC--O Henry Could
Don Leave For New Trier Come Out Come. I had a sentence like that to remind
me of every line. I had to take the eye exam three times, and every time I
memorized the chart, and finally I was commissioned. Meanwhile I was at the
University of Michigan for twelve months. I got sixty hours of credits, two years
in a year, and then was sent to Great Lakes for a few weeks, and then to the
Harvard Business School, which was the Midshipman's School for the Navy
Supply Corps, where I was commissioned in 1944.

Ritchie: Why the University of Michigan?

Shuman: Only a few places in the Midwest had a V-12 program. The University
of Michigan was one, Notre Dame another, Purdue a third and DePauw was
another. Michigan had a great football team that year, because they got all the
Wisconsin players, and they kept the Michigan players, and a man by the name of
Bill Daily from Minnesota, who was an all-American half-back was sent there.
Elroy "Crazy Legs" Hirsh was there, and I was the student manager of the football
team that year, '43. So I knew them pretty well. Fritz Creisler, an imperious
fellow, was the coach and Biggie Munn and Bennie Osterbahn, who were very
friendly, were assistants. I was too small to play, but as student manager I got
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out of a certain amount of calisthenics and drill, and I got to go on the trips to the
away games.

I want to tell you about going home one time from Great Lakes. I got a ride on the
Union Pacific Streamliner, which did not stop in Morrison, but stopped at
Clinton, Iowa, fifteen miles west. One had to have a reservation, and I got a seat
on that train because I was in uniform. I was given the conductor's seat, which
was the first seat of the first passenger coach. The conductor was there and we
had a conversation. He was a cousin or an uncle of the druggist in Morrison,
Harry Donichy. He asked me what I was going to do, and I said, "I'm going to
Clinton and then hitchhike back fifteen miles." The Streamline train had never
stopped in Morrison except when there was an accident. It went through at about
90 miles per hour. This was early on a Saturday night, and in those days the
farmers all came to town, parked their cars on the main street and talked. The
railroad was just half a block away.
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The conductor decided to stop the train and let me off. Everybody in town
thought there had been a wreck. They all streamed down to the depot and I got
off. And there I was, a Navy apprentice seaman with a duffle bag over my
shoulder. Now, the sequel to the story is that like every small town, certain people
more or less run the town. The Smiths owned the bank. The Potters ran the
lumberyard. One Potter was married to a Smith

page 15

daughter and another had a son in the leading local law firm. He was a lieutenant
commander in the Navy, served in the Pacific on a carrier, and was a very brave
fellow who saw a lot of action. But in any case, his mother couldn't understand
why the train had stopped to let me off when I was an apprentice seaman, but her
son a lieutenant commander had to go to Clinton and drive back!

Ritchie: But it tells a lot about the social structure of the town!

Shuman: It could have been the Lynns' "Middletown." There was a social
structure.

Ritchie: More obvious, perhaps, than in larger places.

Shuman: Yes, they used to say the Rotary Club owned the town, the Lions Club
ran the town, and the Kiwanians had all the fun. There was a very real social
structure in the town. My family had one-foot-in and one-foot-out of the
Establishment.

Ritchie: Was your father a federal or a state agent?

Shuman: Well, in those days, he was paid three ways. He was paid by the
University of Illinois, but funds were provided by the Department of Agriculture
as well, and then some funds were raised locally. So he had three bosses. He

worked for the Extension Service of the University of Illinois.
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Ritchie: But it gave him some independence.
Shuman: Yes, he did have a lot of independence of action, certainly.
Ritchie: What did you do in the Navy after you finished your training?

Shuman: Well, I was sent to Pearl Harbor on a World War I destroyer, the
U.S.S. Stringham. I remember seeing Admiral [Chester] Nimitz at Makalapa
almost every day while I was waiting for orders. I asked for a ship, and instead
United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
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they assigned me to the 14th Naval District, to the Naval Ammunition Depot,
which had three stations there. I was stationed at two of them: West Lock and
Waikele Gulch. We provided the ammunition for the Pacific fleet. I served there
for about a year and a half. I was an ensign. I was twenty years old when I was
commissioned. My twenty-first birthday occurred just as I arrived. I was probably
the greenest ensign who every existed. I had an all black outfit. I was first
stationed at Waikele Gulch, in the boondocks, where we stored torpedo warheads
back into the sides of a deep gulch, which was at the confluence of Kipapa and
Waikakalua Gulches. I ran the galley, paid the men, and provided the supplies.

My senior storekeeper was a man H. Franklin Brown, who was thirty-five years of
age, who had graduated from the University of
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Michigan law school. I had been pulled out of Michigan by the Navy and sent off
to Harvard, and when I was commissioned I still didn't have a degree, although I
had enough credits for it. Here I was, this twenty-one year old ensign who was
the officer, and here was this thirty-five year old black enlisted man with a
Michigan law degree who was my senior staff fellow, who was terrific. It always
struck me that that was an unjust situation.

Among other things I taught remedial courses. About twenty percent at least of
my men couldn't read or write. Some signed their names "x." We were visited by
the NAACP from time to time. Walter White, who was then head of the NAACP,
came out with a group to see how things were going. It was a racially segregated
place, except in my galley, where I fed the men. I segregated people by Marines
and Navy. When a white Navy working party came to our base to get
ammunition, they ate with the black Navy. We had a Marine guard unit, which
was white. We would often get working parties of black Marines, and the white
and black Marines ate together. So we segregated by service rather than by color,
and it worked. So far as I know, we never had a problem, at least in my galley.

We did have a problem another time on the base. When I was at Harvard there
was one black officer. On Oahu he was stationed perhaps two miles from where I
was. Supply officers traded supplies from time to time. One would run out of
something, and
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go to the guy next door to get it. He was at my base one day at the noon hour, so I
invited him to lunch at the officer's mess. We only had about twelve officers
aboard. Our executive officer was from Waco, Texas, who I must say was a
prejudiced fellow. But I brought this black officer in and we had lunch, mind you
this was 1945, and our executive officer swallowed three times and treated him
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properly. But a rumor got around the base that the executive officer had refused
to eat with the black officer. We almost had a riot as a result. And we didn't have
a riot because of my 35-year-old storekeeper, H. Franklin Brown. I told him what
the truth was. The men thought that the lieutenant commander had done wrong,
but in fact he hadn't. And we avoided a riot on the base as a result of H. Franklin
Brown's intervention with the men. So there was tension from time to time. We
had all white officers. The Marines were white. My chief petty officer in the galley
was a white, and the post office was run by a white chief petty officer. But the
bulk of the men were black.

Ritchie: 1 was going to ask you why you felt it necessary to keep the Navy and
the Marines apart. Was it because the Marines were mostly white?

Shuman: No. The men always wanted to eat by service. The services were quite
separate in the galley. The Marine guard unit was a very proud unit, and they ate
in one part of the galley, and the Navy ate in another. But the few white Navy ate
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with the black Navy and the black Marine working parties ate with our white
Marine guard unit.

Ritchie: 1 guess this was the first time you'd encountered any large group of
black people.

Shuman: Not exactly. When I first went to the University of Illinois in 1942
three or four of us had a black student woman friend, and we took her to one of
the campus restaurants and ordered ice cream sodas. We whites all got proper
sodas and she got a glass with about a half scoop of ice cream in it. And we were
absolutely outraged. We tried to open the campus restaurants. We got no help
from the University administration. We failed in that. Then we tried to open up
the downtown movie houses, which were segregated. They had a balcony or back
area for blacks. And we failed in that because the local black minister, who was
the key to this, didn't believe that his people should go to movies. So he was
unwilling to help desegregate the movie houses!

Then I had an experience with Paul Robeson. Paul Robeson came through to sing
at what we called "Star Course," a half dozen or so concerts a year by famous
artists. A woman, Margaret Robins, a sophomore or junior, whose parents were
friends of my family, was in charge of escorting Paul Robeson to the concert
before and afterwards, and she invited me along. So the two of us
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escorted him. We picked Robeson up at his hotel, and he sang -- he sang "Old
Man River" among other pieces and wowed everybody. Afterwards we took him
to dinner. He had been an All-American college football player, and he told us his
coach told him if he sang as well as he played football he would be a great man.
We took him to a restaurant in downtown Champaign but had to go into the alley
and take him in the back door where he was served in the back room, which was
offensive to me. So there were a number of times when I was involved in trying to
desegregate institutions. That was before I was in the Pacific. I was also involved
in the issues afterwards. Truman set up the Civil Rights Commission and
published their report, after the war, 1947. When I went home for Christmas, I
took copies of the Civil Rights Commission report, and I distributed them in
Morrison, Illinois, which led to all kinds of charges that I was a Commie or a
radical. But it was a great report. So one of the things I did for Senator Douglas,
of course, was to do much of the floor staff work for the Civil Rights bills. I was
intensely involved in it because I believed in it.

Ritchie: Some of which coming from your experiences in the war?

Shuman: Certainly from the war, and from my family. My family taught us that
all people were children of God and shouldn't be discriminated against.
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Ritchie: Did you spend the whole war in Hawaii?

Shuman: Well, I spent a year and a half in the Navy before I went out there, and
then another year and a half in Hawaii. Yes, that's where I was. And I was very
unhappy about not getting a ship. Now, I look back on it, and I was probably
lucky not to have been killed, especially as one ship I had been on as a passenger,
the U.S.S. Stringham, was attacked by kamikazes at Okinawa. West Loch, where I
was also stationed, was the scene of the second or unknown Pearl Harbor disaster
in May of 1944 before the Saipan invasion. Six ships were sunk and there were
more than 500 casualties as a result of an ammunition explosion. I've just
finished an article about it for the Institute of Naval Proceedings.

Ritchie: And in '46 you were discharged?

Shuman: I was discharged in the summer of '46 and I went back to the
University of Illinois and to summer school. I took nine hours, reestablished my
credentials, and graduated that summer. I ended up only a semester behind
where I would have been if I had gone through the normal university sequence,
because of all those credits at Michigan and Harvard. I got thirty-six hours for the
Midshipman school at Harvard and sixty hours at Michigan. Then I got a
Master's degree at Illinois in 1948 and then I went back to Michigan in the
summer of '49, before I went
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to Oxford. I had left Michigan in 1944 needing only six hours for the
undergraduate degree, and I did nine hours the summer of 1949 and got a second
undergraduate degree, the B.B.A.

Ritchie: Had you mapped out your future at that stage? Did you know what you
wanted to do?

Shuman: By that time I was very interested in politics. I got interested in party
politics in '48 when [Adlai] Stevenson and Douglas ran for governor and for
senator. I was asked to head the "Downstate for Douglas" committee by Charlie
Davis who was the chief clerk of the House Ways and Means Committee. Actually
we didn't do very much -- but what was wanted of us was to show some
downstate interest in the Douglas candidacy. Colonel Jack Arvey from Chicago
wanted us to do this. So I organized a bunch of people, and we all wrote to Arvey,
telling him that we were people who supported Douglas, that we would work for
him, and would contribute to his campaign. We got publicity about this as a way
of showing support for Douglas downstate. But as a matter of fact, this was
unneeded. It was window-dressing. I didn't know it at the time, but I know now
that it was window-dressing, because the issue had been decided. Douglas had
been selected by Arvey and the party.
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Then I followed Adlai Stevenson around the state, and I heard him speak a dozen
times. He was not a very good speaker in '48. In fact, he was a lousy speaker. This
may come as a surprise for in 1952 at home and abroad he was the preeminent
speaker of our time. Let me illustrate the point. We had a large meeting for him
in Urbana, and mostly university people came. Here was this man, running for
governor, reform governor because we had a crooked governor, the Green
administration. And Stevenson had been to the U.N., not as the ambassador but
as second or third, and everyone who came wanted to hear him speak about
issues. We had lunch at the Urbana-Lincoln hotel, and he spoke for about twenty
minutes and he cracked all the jokes he used in 1952 when he ran for president,
but he didn't have the timing down, and the speech really didn't go down very
well. As a result, people left disappointed. Then we went twenty miles away to a
county seat, Monticello, Illinois, which is the county seat of Piatt county, where I
was born. We had a meeting in the Methodist Church basement. We pulled in the
old guys off the courthouse square to come to the meeting to swell the crowd.
Stevenson was dressed in a pin striped suit. He was a little overweight. He wore a
vest. He wore a key chain, with academic keys dangling from it. And he spoke for
an hour to that group on the meaning of Western civilization. And he bombed. He
bombed both places. If he had given the Monticello speech to the faculty at
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Urbana and cracked the jokes in Monticello, he would have been a great hit in
both
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places. But he seemed perverse; he seemed to be unwilling to talk to either group
in a way they wanted to hear him speak. I saw a lot of him.

We organized a group of university Democrats. We were precinct committeemen
in the county. We sponsored and succeeded in electing Charles R. (Jim) Simpson
to the state legislature. Jim was blind but graduated from the University Law
School with the highest grades in 25 years. He was selected the best freshman
legislator by the press. Later he was a fellow at Harvard, rose to the top of the
Internal Revenue Service, and with the help of Sheldon Cohen the Commissioner
and Senator Douglas, was appointed a tax court judge by President Johnson.

Committeemen were supposed to cast the number of votes at the organizing
meeting for the party after the 1948 primary according to how many Democratic
votes there were in their precincts. Our group of about a dozen precinct
committeemen represented more than a majority of the Democratic primary
votes in the county and we were determined to organize the county committee
and to defeat the existing county chairman, Leo Pfeiffer, who was an old-line
politician. Leo fractured the English language. He looked like a politician. He was
overweight. He smoked a cigar. We were determined to defeat him. And I really
learned my first political lesson as a result. We went to the meeting with the
votes. What happened was that Leo appointed, after the primary, a precinct
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committeeman in every precinct where there wasn't one. Then he determined
that each precinct committeeman could cast one vote, instead of voting the
number of Democratic votes in the precinct. Then he allowed only one vote per
precinct to overrule our objections. As a result, he won, and we lost. He tricked
us, and he stayed on for many years.

Ritchie: It was a good object lesson in the political process!

Shuman: It was. Anyway, I worked hard locally in Mr. Douglas' campaign,
Citizens for Douglas. But then I went off to Oxford for three years and didn't go to
work for him until after the 1954 election.

Ritchie: How was it that you went to Oxford?

Shuman: I went to Oxford for a variety of reasons, but basically an Oxford
Union debating team came to the University in 1947. Tony Benn, then a moderate
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but who is now a radical, left-wing Labor member of Parliament, Sir Edward
Boyle, who later became a Conservative Minister of Education and resigned over
Suez, and Kenneth Harris, who is the biographer of [Clement] Attlee, and who
interviews the Queen on the BBC, made up the debating team, and I debated with
them. They were very, very good. They were superior to anything I had seen or
heard. I determined that I had to go to the fountainhead to find the source
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of their excellence, so I spent a year getting in. The summer of '48 I went to
London and Oxford. Tony Benn wrote a letter of recommendation for me to New
College. The warden of the college had asked him to keep his eye out for
Americans he might recommend. He did that for me. I applied. A New College
don interviewed me on a bench at All Souls College, which is a college with no
students and all professors where, because of the wine cellar, it is said that the
best brains in Britain are preserved in alcohol. New College accepted me, not for
that year but for the following year. By this time, I had a Master's degree and I
was determined to go.

Ritchie: You had been debating in the United States?

Shuman: I didn't debate very much, but I was interested in it, and I was the
assistant debate coach to Professor Richard Murphy, who was my great friend
and from whom I received great insights. Most of the people I learned from were
people I learned from through personal relations, not necessarily in the
classroom. And Dick and his wife Theresa were two of those people. There was a
woman, Marie Hochmuth, who was in the Speech Department and who wrote
history around speech-making of famous historical figures. She was president of
the professional association. Those three people had a great influence on me and
stimulated all kinds of academic interests.
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I had an economics professor by the name of Don Kemmerer, who was a very
conservative fellow, but I had him in my first economics course. He taught
economic history. I was excited by his classroom and his teaching, and I did a
paper for him, in my freshman year, on the great Chicago Pullman strike of June,
July 1894, which pitted Eugene Victor Debs and Governor Altgeld of Illinois
against Grover Cleveland. Cleveland sent in the troops to break the Pullman
strike needlessly. The violence occurred after the troops came in to protect the
railroad from the union. Of course, Governor John Peter Altgeld was Illinois'
greatest governor -- even counting [Frank] Lowden, or Stevenson. He pardoned
the Haymarket rioters and took on Cleveland in the strike. There is a great poem
about him, "Eagle Forgotten" by Vachel Lindsay. Just after he had been defeated,
in part because of his stand on the Haymarket rioters, Altgeld was asked not to
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sign a bill for the utilities but to let it become law without his signature. He was
told that there was money in a lock box in Chicago. He was given the key. He
went to Chicago, opened the box, saw that the cash was there, came back, and
vetoed the bill. If you read the book Eagle Forgotten by Harry Barnard, you'll
read about that. Altgeld was a great governor, and he was responsible for getting
money for the University of Illinois. He thought that the University of Chicago,
with the Rockefeller funds, would be a very conservative place, and he wanted the
people's university to grow to offset this conservative place. Well, what happened
ironically
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was that, until after Hutchins left, Chicago was the radical university and the
University of Illinois was the conservative place. But Altgeld really built up the
University, and the law building was named Altgeld Hall after him.

Anyway, I was stimulated by the course and once one gets into one issue, one gets
into others. So economics, and economic history, and political history were the
things that I was most interested in. Don Kemmerer also put me on to William S.
White's Autobiography which was an exciting book mainly about the progressive
or Teddy Roosevelt wing of the Republican Party, and that stimulated my interest
in politics and economic history. I got to the place when I was more interested, as
a graduate student, in going to the political rallies than I was in going to the
library. So in the end it was a good thing that I didn't stay and teach and that I
went into active political work.

Ritchie: Tell me about Oxford when you got there. It must have been quite a
change of place and atmosphere.

Shuman: Well, Oxford is a place where the students teach themselves. I was
there in what I call the "Golden Age." The students were back from the war.
Instead of arriving or coming up, as the English say, at seventeen or eighteen,
they were my age, twenty-three, twenty-four, twenty-five. I was twenty-five when
I matriculated. Most of my friends there, many of whom have
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since become quite famous, even to the degree of running the country, were my
age. They had been in the war. Oxford is based on self-education. It was in the
tutorial system, where a student spends an hour a week with the tutor, who
assigns him a subject matter, and he writes an essay, and reads the essay to the
tutor, where the great teaching took place. As President James Garfield pointed
out, a university is a student and a professor (Mark Hopkins) sitting together on a
log. There are no courses or credits or routine exams. There are three terms a
year. A student stays for three years. The student writes nine exam papers at the
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end of the three years. Each term the student prepares for one of the exam
papers. If he does history he would have six assigned papers and probably three
that he could choose to write on.

He would go around to a tutor who was an expert in one of the nine fields. He
never graded him. It was like going to a piano teacher to prepare for a recital,
where somebody else did the grading. The purpose of the tutor was to help the
student pass the final exams. If a lecture was given that would help, he went to
the lecture. If it didn't, he didn't go. Most students went to lectures their first
year, maybe their second year, but their third year they spent most of the time
getting ready for the exams. Then they took the exams and were graded by people
independent of the tutors. The exam grader didn't know whose
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paper it was, and the student graduated with a first, second, third, or fourth class
honors degree. A student needed a first class honors degree from Oxford or
Cambridge to get to the Foreign Office. That was true then but not now. And to
teach in a university in England he had to have a first class degree. Not a Ph.D.,
but a first class honors degree at Oxford. That was the entry to teaching, to
become a don. If he got a good second, just missed the first, he might stay around
and do a graduate degree to prove to them that he really had the stuff. That was
the system.

Oxford was exciting. Those were the three best years of my life. But I spent most
of my time in the political clubs and in the Oxford Union. I met, in a very
personal way, most of the leading political figures in the country, and a good
many of the literary figures as well, but mostly the political figures, who would
come up to Oxford, a) to the political clubs, and b) to the Union, to speak. Every
week there was a meeting of the Labor, the Conservative, and the Liberal clubs.
Some member of Parliament, usually a cabinet member, or from the shadow
cabinet, came up to talk. As I was an American, and in the Union, and in the
clubs, the officers of the clubs often invited me to the dinner with the cabinet
person the evening he or she came to speak, and then around to the student digs
afterwards to talk to them. So I really got to see at close range people like Hugh
Gaitskell and Dick Crossman and Bob Boothby and Randolph Churchill and
R.A.B.
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Butler, and Dr. Edith Summerskill, and Michael Foot and Lady Meagan Lloyd
George and Lady Violet Bonham Carter, almost all the major figures in the
county, with the exception of Winston Churchill, who refused to come up. He
would not speak at Oxford because of the "King and Country" debate in 1933. I
had a marvelous time.
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Many of the students since then, people I knew very well, have become famous.
Shirley Williams has since been a member of Parliament and helped establish the
Social Democratic Party. She's one of the "Gang of Four." So is Bill Rogers. Tony
Benn had gone down before I came up but he has held several cabinet offices. Sir
Edward Boyle, who later resigned over Suez, had also gone down. But Robin Day,
who is now the Walter Cronkite of the BBC was one of my two best friends. Peter
Blaker, who is now Sir Peter Blaker, who was the Minister of State for Defense
under [Margaret] Thatcher in her first term, is now a Privy Councilor and
knighted. Jeremy Thorpe, who became the leader of the Liberal Party, was
president of the Union when I was secretary. There is just a long, long list of
people. There is John Gilbert who was Minister of Transport and who was
Minister of State for Defense, who is now the Vice Chairman of the Defense
Committee in Parliament. There is Sir William Rees-Mogg, who was editor of the
London Times. All these people were there. They were and are my friends. I
defeated for president of the Union a fellow who was
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the leader of the House of Commons, Norman St. John Stevas. There was Gerald
Kaufman, now a Labour Shadow Cabinet member, and Sir Patrick Mayhew, the
Attorney General, and Michael Heseltine the former Minister of Defense. The
Labor Government had come in, and there were all kinds of changes going on in
the country. I was there for two elections.

Ritchie: It sounds like many of the people you were associated with were people
who became involved in the Labor and Liberal party. Did you find that was the
crowd you felt more comfortable with?

Shuman: No, not necessarily. I thought that the first Labor government was a
pretty moderate government by present standards. They were strong on NATO.
They were strong against Russian aggression. They were progressive at home and
their post-war leaders had taken a pretty firm stand against both fascism and the
Russians. So I felt pretty comfortable with them. I have trouble now accepting the
policies of the far radical left of the Labor party. I think they've made it almost
impossible for the Labor party to come back until they change their views, at least
in the area of defense. They're unilateralists, and I'm not a unilateralist. You
know, Ernest Bevin grabbed the offer of the Marshall Plan and ran with it. Bevin,
the Labor Foreign Minister was one of the key figures in establishing NATO. The
Labor Party was a very different party then. But I thought that what one
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would call the moderate wing of the Labor party and the progressive wing of the
Tory party were relatively close together. There wasn't all that much difference. A
number of my friends who were Liberals, and some of them who were Labor,
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when I was at Oxford, have since become Tory MPs. Others became Social
Democrats.

Ritchie: There was a lot of social action going on then; that was a period of
nationalization and new welfare programs.

Shuman: Well, I never thought much of nationalization. What I thought was
important about what the Labor party was trying to do was to promote greater
equality in the country. Because of the class structure there were wide differences
among classes. The saving grace in this country has probably been the urge to
egalitarianism, the ability of people to climb the social ladder, and the division of
power in the federal government. The saving grace in England is not that. The
saving grace there has been their political institutions, their judicial system, the
rule of law, and parliamentary government, although I do not favor a unitary
system for this country. But social equality is not one of their strong points. The
promotion of greater social equality by the Labor party struck me as important,
not nationalization, although I was not offended by nationalizing the railroads.
Every government in Europe, mostly conservative, nationalized the railroads. In
this country, for all practical purposes, the
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railroads were heavily subsidized. The U.S. Government gave them the land they
built on, and the land every other square going to the West Coast on either side of
the railroad. So there's very little difference.

I don't see much wrong with the utilities either being owned or regulated,
because they are a natural monopoly. There was a special case for the coal mines
in the U.K. because they were not going to survive under private ownership. But
when it came to nationalizing steel, or operating industries, I thought that was a
mistake. And I don't think that has very much to do with equality at all. In fact,
what they did in many cases was to substitute a state monopoly for a private
monopoly. And that did not necessarily bring any greater equality or
egalitarianism. It did not change the social structure, and it did not open up the
industry in most cases to people's grievances in any major way either, although
sometimes it made a difference, as in the mines. So that part of it I wasn't much
taken with. But I was taken with the urge to try to right some of the social class
wrongs and to abolish poverty.

Ritchie: You did a major study while you were there.

Shuman: 1 did a study on wages in the British engineering industry, which is
really a combination of our shipbuilding, steel and auto industries. I traveled all
over the country. I had a
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Rotary Foundation fellowship, so I could go into a city and go to the Rotary Club,
and get introductions to the heads of industry. Then through my tutor I had
access to the unions. And because I was an American, both sides were quite open
with me. That was a great experience.

Ritchie: What did you feel that you learned the most from that study?

Shuman: One thing that I was really struck by: I would go into cities like
Birmingham, Manchester, Glasgow, or Coventry, the auto industry towns, and I
would go to the homes occasionally of union leaders, men who were uneducated
in any formal sense. Their homes would be lined with books. These men were
self-taught and well read. One couldn't believe the volumes of books that were
seen on the shelves of the local union leaders. It was a remarkable thing. They
were extraordinarily knowledgable. That I think was the most striking thing I saw
during that study.

Ritchie: It must have been an interesting experience to be an outsider, and to be
allowed to get into a society that was so fragmented.

Shuman: Yes. I could go into any class of society because of my accent and be
accepted, which was a marvelous thing. And I had this entree through the Rotary
Clubs too. I also followed the elections of '50. Attlee came to Banbury in 1950.
Banbury is
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north of Oxford, about fifteen miles, the town made famous by the nursery rhyme
"Ride a Cock Horse to Banbury Cross," and Attlee came to speak there, and I
went up to hear him, because I wanted to see the Prime Minister. His wife drove
him up there in their little car. No secret service, no crowds of people
surrounding him, protecting him, no public relations people, no staff. The Prime
Minister just drove up with his wife. He spoke in the town hall, which was
crowded. A great many of my undergraduate friends were candidates in those
elections; I suppose a dozen or more students. They were candidates for seats
where they had no chance to win, but they got their feet wet doing this and later
got seats they could win.

Oxford had a big town hall. The four political parties who were running
candidates for Parliament, the Liberals, Labor, Conservatives and the
Communists, flipped a coin to see which party would get the town hall for their
rally on the eve of election. For four nights preceding the election, each party got
the town hall. And the Communists won, so the Communists got the favored
evening at the town hall, the eve of the election. Students went along to heckle
and to fill the hall, and they sang "Lloyd George Knew My Father," to the tune of
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"Onward Christian Soldiers." I don't know whether you know it, but one just
keeps repeating the words "Lloyd George knew my father, father knew Lloyd
George."
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Jeremy Thorpe, who was the best stump speaker of my era -- not the most
intellectual speaker, but the best stump speaker with a crowd -- was speaking one
night. He wasn't the Liberal candidate, but he introduced the Liberal candidate.
And there was a woman in the middle of the hall, an old woman, and she was
toothless. She kept yelling during Jeremy's speech. Finally he said to her: "Lady,
if you'd open your mouth any wider we could see your socks." Everybody cheered.
In that same election, Aneurin Bevan was confronted by a shrill-voiced heckling
woman. He called her a virago, in the sense of a vixen or shrewish woman. He
replied by saying that the three worst things in life were half cooked meat, a
faithless friend, and a cackling woman. It was interesting to watch the cut and
thrust, and listen to the repartee that went on during that election.

Ritchie: Tell me about the Oxford Union. It is remarkable that a Yank became
president of the Union, but it also sounds to me that English debating was very
different from anything you would have done if you had debated in the United
States, much rowdier and no-holds-barred.

Shuman: Yes. Well, first of all in the United States one debates in a closed room
with a judge. There is no audience, which is ridiculous. The Oxford Union is
modeled on the British House of Commons, and people sit across from each
other. When I was there, there was a debate every Thursday night of term, so
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there were eight debates a term. At four of those debates at least, outside guests
would be brought in. I joined immediately and became a life member. It was then
a debating society and a men's club. There was a hall, which held seven or eight
hundred people, with balcony seats for visitors. There were also two very good
libraries. There was a bar and dining room, and a reading room with most of the
newspapers in the country. One could get almost any newspaper or journal there.
So students joined it as a place to use the library, to read the papers, to have
lunch, as well as to go to the debates.

I joined the first week I was there. Peter Blaker, who was at New College, came
around and asked me to join. He was then Tony Benn's great good friend,
because his grandfather and Tony's father had been in Parliament together. I
started off speaking. In the beginning, you get to speak late at night and to give a
three minute speech. Then if you do reasonably well, you are invited to give a five
minute speech. Then if you do well you are invited to give a paper speech, which
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means that you are listed as one of the six or eight major speakers for the
evening, and dress up in black tie. Ahead of time you are assigned one of the
speeches on the paper. You also climb the hierarchical ladder, from the library
committee to the standing committee to officer. So I spoke, and I was recognized
and asked to give a five minute speech. Then I gave a speech on the paper. Then I
stood for the
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library committee and won. Then I jumped over the standing committee, and ran
for secretary and, surprisingly, I won, largely because I stood out. There was
something distinctive about the American accent.

I was in on some good debates. The Union debated things like "This House
Prefers Its Back to the Engine." There was a debate on the British press, I've
forgotten the specific motion now, but I called the British press the "Bubonic boil
on the body of Britain," -- which it is. It is and was terrible. They have the best
and the worst press in the world. So I was elected secretary. Then automatically I
got to speak in the political debates. Then I was elected librarian, which was next
to the top. Then I stood for president, and I was defeated twice. Once by Ivan
Yates, who was killed in an auto accident. And then by Peter Blaker, who was one
of my two best friends. Then I finally won, against Oleg Kerensky, who was the
grandson of the Russian [Alexander] Kerensky who was the first post-revolution
prime minister, and Pat Hutber, who was the most radical non-Communist left
person in the university, and president of the Labor Club, and Norman St. John
Stevas, who had come over from Cambridge and was later leader of the House of
Commons under Margaret Thatcher. When he came to Oxford as president of the
Cambridge Union, we invited him to speak, and he got early paper speeches
without having to work for them. And all of a sudden he was
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standing for president. He was Conservative. The Union had a proportional
representation system of voting. I debated those other three twice. I spoke on the
paper at the first debate of the year, during which Attlee spoke and then the
presidential debate, when the former prime minister of France, Monsieur Paul
Reynaud, spoke.

The balloting for president was held the day after the presidential debate. At that
time, there was no canvassing. You could not go around and ask people to vote
for you. That was a disqualification. I won because I was most people's second
choice. Pat Hutber thought he was going to win. He was the Labor Club
president, and he led on the first ballot but without a majority, and Kerensky was
fourth. So they transferred Kerensky's second place votes to the others, and I got
more of them than the others and I won on the second ballot by twelve votes, got
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a majority of the votes and was declared president. Hutber was very angry. I met
him later in the private offices of the Union where there was a fireplace and
where the officers gathered. He was so angry about being defeated, he was so
disappointed because he was certain he was going to win, that he took most of the
glassware and china and threw it into the fireplace, broke it into pieces. He threw
a fit. He later became a very, very right-wing columnist in one of the London
papers -- I think the Financial Times. He became probably the most right-wing
major columnist in the
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country. His career was very typical of people who are one extreme and then shift
to the other.

I invited Dr. Edith Summerskill to speak in my first debate as President. She had
been Minister of Education. It was a stormy night. It was in the spring and just as
she was congratulating me on being elected president there was a great clap of
thunder from outside the hall. She turned and said, "Ah, you sir have been
acclaimed by the highest authority."

Ritchie: That had to be very unusual, to have a woman speak at the Union.

Shuman: It was. I deliberately invited her to speak. It was a time when the
Union did not allow women members. I also invited another woman, an
undergraduate, to speak, Caroline Carter, who was a very radical, left-wing
person. This was the time of McCarthy in the States. I determined a) to invite a
woman, and b) to invite a radical woman just to disprove the stereotype that all
Americans were Joe McCarthyites. So I invited her quite deliberately.

But anyway, Dr. Edith now out of office, was debating Nigel Birch, who was then
a junior conservative minister. I invited him to speak. She spoke too long, much
too long, and when Birch got up to speak, he said something to the effect that
"Dr. Edith in the early part of her speech, which was a very long time ago now,
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made the following points." Very clever. One of the undergraduate paper
speakers introduced them. Dr. Edith was crusading against boxing, and the
student said "How delighted we are tonight to have with us Dr. Edith
Summerskill and Mr. Nigel Birch. In this corner, at a hundred and thirty pounds,
we have Dr. Edith Summerskill, a light heavyweight. And in that corner, at a
hundred and eighty-five pounds, Mr. Nigel Birch, a rather heavy lightweight." It
was that kind of clever spoofing that went on.
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Ritchie: Many of the examples you've given have involved humor. Would you
say that effective use of humor was important in that setting?

Shuman: Oh, yes, wit, not broad humor.
Ritchie: In some cases even more than the argument itself?

Shuman: Sometimes. One had to have some wit in the speech. But there were
people who were very dull and very dry speakers, who did reasonably well on
grounds that they were so dull that people thought there must be a lot of heavy
thought in what they said. I've never, ever thought that people who were dull and
dry were necessarily good speakers. But people would say about them, "Well, I
know he was a little dull, but it was a very thoughtful speech." It wasn't
thoughtful at all. It was just dull. But yes, there was a lot of witticism and
paradoxes and
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good clean fun. When interrupted, it was a battle between the speaker and the
audience. For the audience it was like going to a bull fight. The purpose was to get
the speaker. If they got the speaker, he lost out. People like Michael Summerskill,
Dr. Edith's son, who was on the ladder to become president of the Union, and he
was giving a paper speech and he gave a bad speech. He was interrupted and he
didn't have a reply, and it finished him. So every time one spoke, and if interested
in getting on, it was not only doing well, but it was surviving the barbs that was
important. It was like walking a tightrope. If you fell off you were dead. So you
had to survive. When interrupted one could say, "I want to thank the member for
his question. Surely there is some point to it," or "The member has made a
Euclidian point. It has a position but no magnitude," or as Robin Day once said to
a persistent interrupter, "Honorable members may tell jokes but not explain
them." We concocted all kinds of stuff to win points.

Ritchie: In advance?

Shuman: Yes. When I debated Norman St. John Stevas for the presidency, I
worked something out with Jeremy Thorpe to provoke an interruption from
Norman. Stevas' middle name St. John in England was pronounced "Sinjun," to
rhyme with "Injun." So I referred to him instead of "Sinjun" as "Mr. Norman
Saint John (pronounced the American way), Stev-as." Well, he'd been called
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that in America and other places many times, so he had an answer. He was then
the treasurer, and he came down from his chair and interrupted me. I was then
the ex-librarian. "Well," he said, "the Pope may canonize me, but the ex-librarian,
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never," to the delight of the crowd. He also was a prominent Catholic so there was
a double entendre. I knew that he would have an answer, and I had to have a
reply that would fit anything that he said. So the reply was like this. It was exactly
like this. I said, "He objects to the way I pronounced his name, but at Cambridge
he was called Norman, Saint John, Stev-as, and after all, that's where he made his
name." Everybody cheered, but it was absolutely contrived. P> I knew Walter
Mondale quite well, and I tried to help him in the campaign three years ago, but I
couldn't get by his gate keepers. I was concerned after the first debate, when
Reagan did so poorly and when his age was such an issue. It occurred to me that
he would have some kind of a remark about his age, kidding himself, self-
deprecating and so on, and that Mondale had better have a reply to that that
would fit anything Reagan said. I tried to get through to his staff about it, and
couldn't. But sure enough, Reagan did it, and I think won back the election in a
very real sense. If Mondale had had some quick retort, it might have been
different. His staff obviously didn't prepare him and they should have.
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Ritchie: It's ironic, considering that Mondale had pinned Gary Hart with his
"Where's the beef" quip, and Hart had no response.

Shuman: Right, correct.

Ritchie: 1 wanted to ask you to compare American and British politics by their
debating styles. Would you say that British politics follows the debating style of
the Oxford Union? A lot of heckling of speeches, even in the Parliament, and
requiring people to be quick on their feet?

Shuman: Oh, yes, certainly.
Ritchie: And that the American system does not necessary encourage this.

Shuman: Well, that's not quite true. The British system is that system
throughout, but I when I worked in the Senate there were some people I thought
were as good as any British parliamentary speaker. Hubert Humphrey was one,
Bob Kerr was another. My old boss, Paul Douglas, was a third. Probably [Everett]
Dirksen was another. [Eugene] Milliken of Colorado was another. There were a
handful of speakers in the Senate who could have done as well as anybody, and
better than many, in the Parliament. But only a handful. Most senators read their
speeches. I once heard Hubert Humphrey on the Senate floor. He
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was supporting foreign aid. Somebody got up and said something like, "What's
England got that we haven't got?" And quick as a flash, he said, "Westminster
Abbey." He was quick on his feet and would have done well in Parliament.

Ritchie: But Humphrey and Wayne Morse were often mocked by people for
being long-winded.

Shuman: Well, they were long-winded -- articulate is a better word -- but
Humphrey, especially was very witty.

Ritchie: But is there as much credit for being a good debater in the Senate? It
seems as if there are more dull speakers than witty speakers.

Shuman: Yes, there are many dull speakers. No, I don't think a senator gets
enough credit in the Senate for being able to debate. I have a proposal which I've
made on and off for a long time about what the Senate should do to improve
debate. I think now that television has come to the Senate that what should
happen is that [Robert] Byrd and [Robert] Dole should schedule about once a
month a major debate on a major issue, on the president's budget when it comes
down, on the economic report when it comes, on Irangate, or tax reform, or
whatever. There are enough issues that recur throughout the year that there
could be a major debate once a month. The majority party would propose
something like "The Senate has no confidence in Ronald Reagan's budget," or
"The
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Senate rejects Ronald Reagan's budget." Byrd could lead off, speak for fifteen
minutes. Dole could answer. He could propose a substitute amendment: "The
Senate has great confidence in Mr. Reagan's budget." Then the two leading
budget committee members could speak for ten minutes, and the Finance
committee chairman and ranking member, and the Appropriations committee
chairman and ranking member, each of them for maybe ten minutes. Then
anyone else who wanted to speak could do so for five minutes. The rules should
require that they speak germanely, on the subject. About five o'clock or six
o'clock, or even later, if necessary, the two people who proposed the motions
should wind up with ten minute summary speeches. Then vote. If a Republican
Senate rejected a Republican President's budget, that would be news.

Televise that! It would educate the country. It would be a sequential debate in the
Senate, and it would do a lot a) to educate the people, and b) to improve debating
in the Senate. That is what I think ought to be done on a regular basis. But when I
watch the Senate on television, all I see is senators talking about procedures,
about house-keeping matters, trying to get a unanimous consent agreement. Who
will speak next; who wants twenty minutes; arguing over the administrative
functions of the Senate which ought to be decided off stage, not there on the floor.
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I think the Senate needs to reform that aspect. They could reform it quite easily.
That's the Shuman plan, not the
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Robert Schumann plan but the Howard Shuman plan. I think the Senate could
have a monthly substantive debate of this kind and that would greatly improve
both public education and Senate debate.

Ritchie: Television doesn't seem to have changed the institution yet.
Shuman: Not much.

Ritchie: But if you introduce a new medium there's generally some adjustment.
It may take a few years before people realize its potential.

Shuman: But back to your question. I think if one goes to Parliament, much of
the time one sees a form of theatre. Debate, is a form of theatre, very interesting,
with its interruptions, with its arguments, with the wit, and so on.

Ritchie: Is it a productive theatre? Or is it a diversionary theatre?

Shuman: 1 think it's listened to a lot. It has great effect on the country. The BBC,
both television and radio, has a regular program, "Today in Parliament." People
can listen to the live debate on radio. Most newspapers carry a column, "Today in
Parliament," where they give, pretty much verbatim, the arguments on the major
issues, so that the speaking in Parliament has a
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great effect on public opinion. Even the House of Lords, which has no power to
speak of, nonetheless has great power in influencing public opinion. That is not
true of debate in the Senate or the House. As far as I can see it's almost entirely
ignored. I'd like to see something happen along the British lines here.

As far as the political system is concerned, I prefer our system, because of the
nature of congressional committees, the division of powers, and the investigative
powers of Congress. A British committee has almost no power even to command
the papers of a department or a ministry, but we do here. So the Parliament, as
opposed to the Cabinet and the Ministries has little power. It's a rubber stamp,
especially if the government has a big majority. Backbenchers have very little to
say. They seldom pass their own bills. So in many ways Parliament is superfluous.
But not in its debating aspects. They're superior to us in the debating aspects,
inferior to us, I think, in many of the other institutional aspects.
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Ritchie: Have you kept your contacts with the people you met at Oxford?
Shuman: Oh, yes. I see most of them regularly. Every year I lead a group of
students from the National War College to England, and I see many of them.
We're talked to by Sir Peter
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Blaker, by Sir Robin Day, by Michael Heseltine, who was the minister of defense,
by Bill Rogers in the Social Democratic party, by Sir Patrick Mayhew, who's the
Attorney General and by Tony Benn. Many of my old friends talk to my students
about various aspects of Parliament and public policy. One of my friends, Sir
Ronald Waterhouse, who is a high court judge, gives us lunch at the Middle
Temple every year after we see the criminal trials at the Old Bailey. I think it's
important for the military students that I teach not only to see the military side of
the country, which we do through visiting the select committee on defense,
visiting ex-ministers of defense, like Heseltine, and Sir Peter Blaker, and John
Gilbert, all of whom I knew at Oxford, and all of whom were former ministers or
junior ministers of defense. The students need to see the country not only from
the defense end but as the Mother of Parliaments, as the home of the rule of law,
and as the place where free speech started. So I get Sir Robin Day and a
newspaper and old Oxford friend of mine, Godfrey Smith, who writes a column
for the Sunday Times to speak to them about those institutions. And I get
academics like Lord Asa Briggs, the Provost of Worcester College, and Lord Alan
Bullock, the former Vice Chancellor of Oxford, to speak to them on social history
or U.S.-British relationships since World War II. So it isn't just the military
institutions we visit, although there is a preponderance of that.
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Yes, I keep in touch with them. I go back most years, and for thirty-five years
most of them who come here usually stay with us. My wife Betty, calls our house
London West. Especially when the exchange rates were bad, they stayed with us.
Now that they're a little older and a little wealthier they generally do not stay with
us. But some of them still do. Keith Kyle and John Gilbert still stay with us when
they're here. So, yes, I see them. I know that group of people as lifelong friends
better than any other group of lifelong friends I have.

Ritchie: It must have been difficult to come back from Oxford to Illinois.

Shuman: No, that's not true. I came back to Illinois. I have a great warm spot in
my heart for Illinois. You've got to remember, Illinois produced Paul Douglas,
and Adlai Stevenson, and Abraham Lincoln, and U.S. Grant and Jane Addams,
and John Peter Altgeld, and Carl Sandburg, and Ronald Reagan. It's no slouch of
a place. In the small town I grew up in there were all kinds of people who were
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extraordinarily able. One had to search them out, but they were there. So, no, I
make no apologies at all. In fact, I would say, as I mentioned earlier, some of my
great teachers were at Illinois. Some of the faculty went on to Harvard to teach.
One of them was the biographer of Roosevelt.

Ritchie: Biographer of Roosevelt. Frank Freidel?
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Shuman: Frank Freidel. He was in the history department. Illinois had a great
history department. J.G. Randall was there and his wife. [Arthur] Bestor was
there. A man who later went to the University of Minnesota, whose book on the
history of political thought I have here, was there, Mulford Q. Sibley. The social
historian, Fred Shannon was there. Clarence Berdahl was in political science, and
Fred Bell and Hod Gray were in economics. His daughter-in-law, Hannah, is now
Chancellor of the University of Chicago and she and her husband were at Oxford
when I was there. So there were really able people around.

Ritchie: I was thinking in terms of the old song, "How'ya gonna keep 'em down
on the farm, after they've seen Paree." In the sense that a lot of Americans, after
they've been in Europe, have difficulty in coming back to the old surroundings.

Shuman: Yes. Well, when I was at Oxford, there were a certain number of
Americans who went native: carried rolled umbrellas, wore bowler hats, got a
British accent. Pretty fake, I thought. I made a point of staying the Yank from the
Middle West, even put it on a bit at times. I was not ashamed of it.

Ritchie: Which was one of the reasons why you were noticed, perhaps.

Shuman: Yes, I think so. I had very little to do with the Americans there. Some
were my friends. My best American friend
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was John Brademas, who became a member of Congress from Indiana,
Democratic whip, and now the distinguished President of New York University.
And there was Jim Billington, now the Librarian of Congress and an expert on the
Soviet Union. Tom Hughes, the head of the Carnegie Endowment, dates from my
Oxford days. John Brademas and I would talk by the hour about American
politics. But I didn't spend my time with the Americans, or with the American
Club, or at Rhodes House, as some Americans did. Some of them I think overdid
it. I tried to take advantage of the English society while I was there, their politics,
their political clubs, and so on. I made a deliberate attempt to do that. I didn't
shun the Americans, but I just didn't make a point of going into all the American
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societies. One could have done that and not found out anything about Britain and
its institutions.

Ritchie: There was a story about them dressing you up in a flannel shirt and a
woodsman's cap.

Shuman: Yes. Robin Day promoted that. He suggested it. Robin was the
producer. He was the ablest person I knew in Oxford. The debate was in the
Union and the debate was on "What is the state of the British public schools
today?" In the middle of a speech by another man -- Nicolas Dromgoole -- which
Robin had arranged, the speaker raised his voice and asked the question "What is
the state of the public school boy today?" And at that stage, dressed in a wild-
appearing multi-colored lumber jacket and
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a red baseball cap, I was pushed through the door by Robin and I walked into the
chamber just as the speaker was saying "What is the state of the British public
school boy today?" Jim Schlesinger, who later became the U.S. Secretary of
Defense, CIA Director, and Secretary of Energy was there that night. He comes
over to the National War College every year, and he reminds me of that event
every year. His memory of me was seeing me come into the hall in that lumber
jacket. It made a hit. Made my name, I guess. Then I gave a speech, in which I
claimed to be the original public school boy from the public schools of East
Whistlestop, Illinois. I enjoyed that. That was fun. But Robin really produced
most of it. He produced the speeches for both Dromgoole and for me.

Ritchie: So there was a certain amount of stage managing.

Shuman: There certainly was.

Ritchie: Which was a critical element.

Shuman: Yes. Robin was pushing me to do well in the Union. He would come
around to all of his friends and help us with our speeches. Even when he went
down and became a barrister in London he would send telegrams, or call us, or
come up when we had an important speech, to help us with it ahead of time. It

was self-education. The speech teacher didn't do this. Your closest friends did it.
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Ritchie: Which is the Oxford tradition.

Shuman: Yes, the tradition of self-education, right.
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Ritchie: I think it might be a good idea to stop at this point, so we can start up
the next time with your coming back to the United States and going to
Washington. But this has really been a very interesting session for me.

Shuman: Well, there was a lot that happened that I haven't talked about.

Ritchie: Is there something in this period that you think is particularly
important that we didn't cover?

Shuman: Well, you might ask me how I got with Mr. Douglas, which grew out of
the fact that I worked for him in the '48 election. I did that business in '48, as
head of the downstate committee. I worked in his campaign. Then I went to
England, so I didn't go with him to Washington, or he didn't ask me to go in his
first term in '49. While I was at Oxford he read about me in the Manchester
Guardian to which he subscribed. They reported some debates in the Union, and
when I became president, and when at Jeremy Thorpe's request I was one of the
main speakers at the Liberal party conference. Mr. Douglas read about me in the
British papers, recognized my name, and remembered that I had been part of his
local campaign in 1948.
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When I came back, I taught at Illinois, but I was unhappy. I really wanted to do
more in politics. I worked again in Douglas' '54 campaign as the faculty advisor to
the Young Democrats, and I campaigned for him in Champaign County. And
whenever he came through I would help swell the crowd. After the campaign he
was looking for a legislative assistant, a number two person in his office, because
the then number-two man Bob Wallace, was moving to the Banking Committee
as its staff director. Mr. Douglas came through Champaign, and he was with a
fellow who was on the Journalism faculty, and he offered him the job, but he
didn't want it because he wanted to stay in teaching. But he suggested me, and
Mr. Douglas remembered me.

Well, this was in November. My wife was about six months, seven months
pregnant with our first child. I was really being starved to death. I made $4500. I
had been looking around for a job the previous summer. I'd gone to the various
journal magazines, to Time magazine and Newsweek and so on -- I was Time
magazine's stringer when I was at Oxford, so I had a certain number of contacts
there. I was interviewed by the Washington Post, by WTOP, and a few others and
was offered a job by the Post. But I decided to take the Foreign Service exam. I
took the exam and passed it, the last four day exam they gave, and I was about
ready to go into the Foreign Service. I passed it and I was in the 99th percentile,
out of the several thousand people who
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took it. But I was in Washington that summer. Betty and I sublet Robin Day's
apartment in Georgetown. He was then working for the British Information
Service here. And I didn't have the nerve to go up to the Hill and ask Mr. Douglas
for a job. I was just afraid to do it.

After the election, he held "thank-the-voters" meetings around the state, which is
one of the reasons he survived politically: with six years to go he came around
and thanked people. There was a luncheon at the Moose Club in Champaign, and
I got somebody to take my one o'clock class, and my wife and I went to the Moose
Lodge to hear Mr. Douglas thank the voters. He never ate at these lunches. He
would go up and down the aisle shaking hands with people, greeting everybody.
He came to me, and he greeted me like a long-lost friend. He remembered me. He
poured it on. Of course, I was flattered. Then about three o'clock I was home, and
I got a call from the journalist friend who said "Mr. Douglas would like to see you
in Danville," which was forty miles away. He said, "I think he's going to offer you
a job." My wife was at a faculty tea and I couldn't reach her. I didn't have any
money in my wallet. The car had only an eighth of a tank of gas. I drove to
Danville. I left her a note saying: "I'm going to Danville to be interviewed by Mr.
Douglas. If he offers me a job I'm going to take it."
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I got over there. He was then ill. He drank milk in Southern Illinois that hadn't
been pasteurized and got undulant fever. He didn't know what his illness was
then, but he would rest between meetings. He was up in the hotel room with a
blanket over him and talked to me about the job. He then asked everybody else to
leave, and then he asked me -- he took me to the woodshed -- if there was
anything in my background that might be harmful, especially if I had belonged to
the Communist party. I said, no. I said I had belonged to the ADA [Americans for
Democratic Action], and he laughed. He said, "Oh, I've done much worse than
that!" So he hired me. Called me about a week later and offered me $6500. I was
so pleased, a fifty percent increase in salary. Well, I didn't have any cash. I had to
borrow enough money from the local county chairman to fill my car with gas, and
drove back. Then I resigned at the end of the semester and came down to
Washington.

But I got the job because I'd worked in his campaigns, which was very important.
He always remembered people who came out and heard him or worked for him.
He was a believer in that form of patronage. People would come in for a job and
he'd say "Well, what have you done? Have you ever done anything in politics?"
"Oh, no, I'm neutral. I've never done anything." And they expected one to think
well of them. Well, I didn't think well of them at all. I mean, where were they
when we needed them? And he
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also felt strongly that while intellectuals got rewards in politics because of their
belief in issues that to be successful in politics there had to be rewards for people
who didn't have an intellectual view. So he believed in patronage in the sense that
one rewarded party workers who were qualified. He didn't want to give a job to
anyone who wasn't qualified, but it didn't bother him to reward party people who
were qualified.

This was ironic, because the organizational Democrats put him up for the Senate
because they were afraid that as the former independent alderman in Chicago he
wouldn't recognize the party in the state, and they therefore wanted Stevenson
for governor and Douglas for senator, so they could get Douglas out of the way.
The fact is that Stevenson was really not only non-party, but he played to the
other side to a considerable degree. He ignored the party, and I think it's fair to
say that if Mr. Douglas had been governor he would have gotten along much
better with the party than Stevenson did. I'm sure he wouldn't have let them steal
the Capitol dome, but he would have been more understanding of their patronage
problems than Stevenson was.

End Interview #1
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Howard E. Shuman

Legislative and Administrative Assistant
to Senators Paul Douglas and William Proxmire, 1955-1982

Interview #2: The Senate in the 1950s

(July 29, 1987)
Interviewed by Donald A. Ritchie

Ritchie: You said that when you were a child your father took you to see
Franklin Roosevelt.

Shuman: In the early '30s, probably before 1935, my father took me to Chicago
to see Franklin Roosevelt. He spoke to the convention of the American Farm
Bureau Federation, one of the three groups for whom my father worked.
Roosevelt came out to speak to them, at the depth of the Depression. I have two
very vivid memories of that occasion. One was watching Roosevelt go by in his
car at very close range at the stockyards in Chicago, and the second was seeing
him in braces and on crutches, come in on the arm of one or two people. I saw
him standing in his braces, which one never saw in pictures. It's illustrative of the
interest that my father and my mother took in issues that were vital at the time
that he would take me to Chicago to see the President (See Appendix).

I have a couple of other things that I wanted to mention concerning my father. He
was a natural teacher, and he had great enthusiasm. He could take complex
issues and simplify them (which was also the case with Mr. Douglas). Let me tell
you of one thing he did, to illustrate that, when he first tried to get farmers in
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the county we lived in, Whiteside County, to use the new fertilizers in the late
'30s. He was the first one in the hundred and two counties in the state to have a
soil lab, where farmer's soil was tested and then my father advised them what
fertilizer to put on their soil in terms of potash and phospherous and nitrogen.
There was a road leading into town, to the county seat, and there was a hill along
the side of the road. A farmer by the name of Schroeder lived there. What my
father did was to take the new fertilizers and spell out the farmer's name along
the side of the hill: SCHROEDER. And after a rain and in a matter of ten days or
two weeks, that had grown two or three times as high as the rest of the pasture,
and was much, much greener. It was so green that it seemed almost a deep black.
Farmers had to drive into the county seat on this road, and they would see the
name. Then they'd come into the soil lab and sign up. He did all kinds of things
like that. He did the same thing in India. He spent ten years in the villages of
India, teaching farmers there by the methods he used to teach the farmers in
Illinois. Even though Whiteside did not have the richest soil in the state, or in the

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
wWwWw.senate.gov


http://www.senate.gov/learning/learn_history_oralhist_shuman_appendix.html
http://www.senate.gov/learning/A
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=d000456

Midwest, for several years the county had the highest average of corn yield in the
country.

That reminds me of one other thing: when he was teaching high school
agriculture at Atwood, he had a group of farm boys who were not from very
literate or prosperous families, but
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he inspired them enough that that class of students, in the agriculture course,
produced a yield on their experimental plots of a hundred bushels of corn to the
acre. This would have been in 1924, '25, when that was unknown. But he did it,
and the students got all kinds of praise and recognition as a result. I use that to
illustrate his ability, a) to teach, and b) to inspire people.

There are two or three other things I wanted to mention. I want to mention Alan
Bullock, who was the dean of my college at Oxford, and who wrote Hitler, A
Study in Tyranny. Later he was the Founding Master of St. Catherine's College,
Vice Chancellor of Oxford, and now Lord Bullock. In my second year at New
College, Oxford, I moved out of the college and into a college house, where he
lived with his family. I lived in the front. Of course, I stayed up at Oxford during
part of the vacations. Those who lived in England went home during the six
weeks vacation, but I couldn't very well fly back to the states, so I stayed around
for at least a part of the time. When he was writing that classic book, he came to
see me one evening to talk. He talked about two things: one was whether or not
we would have declared war on Hitler if Hitler had not declared war on us. The
Japanese attacked us, but Hitler then declared war. If that hadn't happened,
probably we would have fought the Pacific first and it would have been a very
different kind of World War II. I told him I thought we would
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have declared war, because of the triparte alliance among the Japanese, Italians,
and the Germans.

The second thing he told me was that all kinds of books were coming out then on
World War II history. The generals were writing their books, from Guderian on
the German side to Montgomery, and Eisenhower, and Patton and all the rest. He
gave me a long list of books, which for the most part I read. Not only did I read
them, but I read Churchill's volumes not only on World War II but also on the
First World War, which are in many ways as interesting if not more so than his
Second World War volumes. Then what I did during my vacations was to visit
many of the battle sites in Western Europe, where the war had been fought. So
while I'm here at the National War College teaching Congress and the Presidency,
in some respects I have more knowledge of history of at least World War IT and
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since then, in terms of warfare, than most of the students and some of the faculty.
But anyway, it whetted my interest and it's been a lifelong interest since then.

In the summer of '48 I went over to get into Oxford, and that wasn't the only
thing I did. I spent three months in Europe. I flew to Glasgow first of all, which
was really in a terrible condition. I thought I was back in a nineteenth century
industrial town. It was so dark and gloomy and grimy. Part of the reason for that
was that at that time people still burned soft coal in their fireplaces, and the coal
and the soot permeated the
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city. Then I went to Tonnypandy and Trealaw, in the Rhondda Valley in Wales,
which was the heart of the mining area. I spent about a week there, which I found
fascinating. Then I spent several days at the Olympics in London. Then, I went
over to the World Council of Churches first meeting in Amsterdam, where Robert
Taft's brother, Charlie Taft, was the most prominent American there. Tony
Benn's mother, who was a Congregational layman, was part of the British
delegation. There was a great ditty at the time: the three theologians who were
most prominent were Dodd of Britain, Barth of Switzerland, and Niebuhr of the
U.S. There was a little ditty that "Thou shalt love the Lord thy Dodd, with all thy
Barth, and thy Niebuhr as thyself."

After that, I got into Western Germany. One couldn't go in then without a permit,
and they were not easy to get. A tourist couldn't get one. I did get a permit at the
Hague which allowed me to go from Amsterdam down to Switzerland, but I had
some friends in Bonn and Bad Godesberg, and in Frankfort-on-Main. Once I got
in, there wasn't much they could do to get me out until I wanted to leave, so even
though I only had a three day pass I visited Reimscheid, and Solingen and
Cologne in the Ruhr, which were then leveled. And Frankfort-on-Main was
leveled, even two years after the war. In that period the Berlin airlift was going
on, and I could hear the planes from Weisbaden go over, almost every minute of
the day and night. I was struck then how
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relatively little concerned the West Germans seemed to be that the Russians
would attack, as compared with the anxiety at home about whether they would
attack. People comment now about how the Europeans and the NATO allies are
lackadaisical and really don't care as much as we do about the Russian threat. I'm
not certain that's true, but the outward emotions about it were then the same as
they are now. They didn't seem to be as concerned as some of us were.

Ritchie: Why do you think that is?
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Shuman: I would say it's living near the threat for such a long time. But it was
true then. I was struck by it. And then I went down through Switzerland and
down to Rome, and then back to Paris. I spent two or three weeks in Rome, and I
spent more than a month that summer in Paris. I had friends in the American
Friends Service Committee, who were doing things like rebuilding bridges and
bicycle paths. I did more than visit Oxford in the summer of '48. I also wrote an
article every week for the local paper in Morrison. The editor said, "I want you to
tell us what's happened to that Marshall Aid money." Of course, one never saw it,
because on the whole it was used for balance of payments purposes, which then
allowed the country to do things it otherwise couldn't do.
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I have one anecdote which I want to tell about Oxford. When I was elected
president of the Union, it happened at the time that an American, who was either
the Regis Professor of Jurisprudence, or the Chichele Professor of Jurisprudence,
a man by the name of Arthur Lehman Goodhart, became the first American to
head an Oxford college, University College. There is a dispute about which was
the first Oxford college, but University goes back to the mid-thirteenth century,
and he was the first American ever to head an Oxford college. He was a very
distinguished man, a cousin of Herbert Lehman, governor of New York and later
senator. But anyway, Walter Lippmann made a trip to Europe every spring, and
Lippmann almost always came to Oxford. In 1952 he came to Oxford and stayed
with the Goodharts at University College, and Goodhart had a small luncheon for
several Americans, and invited me. I was the only student there. One of the
people who came was a man by the name of J. Barton Leach, who was a law
professor at Harvard, and whose expertise was in real property. He was an
advisor to the Pentagon on their property dealings. Well, Barton Leach was a big,
tall fellow, and he was Mr. Rotary Club, hail-fellow-well-met, almost--what's the
Sinclair Lewis character?

Ritchie: Babbitt?

Shuman: Babbitt. He was almost a Babbitt, but very intelligent otherwise. Knew
it all, pushy fellow. I always thought that he probably came because the Harvard
faculty wanted
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him to leave for a year -- as happened to many visiting professors. About a third
of the visiting professors were people that one knew their faculty was just glad to
get rid of for a year. He was that kind. Anyway, we arrived at University College
together. Mrs. Goodhart met us. She was English. Goodhart was on the honors
list, but as an American he couldn't accept it, but she was Lady Goodhart and he
was Professor Goodhart. We walked through the corridors of the whole side of
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University College together with Lady Goodhart and we went back to the library,
where Lippmann was. I had never met him or seen him before. He was a very tiny
man. I don't suppose he was more than five feet two, and had very small hands. I
was amazed, because all I had seen of him was the picture of his head and
shoulders in the papers.

We walked in and Lady Goodhart introduced us to Lippmann. She first
introduced J. Barton Leach, and Leach slapped him on the back and said, "How
are ya, Walter," or "Nice to see ya, Walter." And Lippmann really put him down.
He said, "Well, I don't think we've ever met." Then she introduced me, and here I
was the undergraduate, and here was the Harvard professor. She introduced me,
and Lippmann said, "Oh, Sir Pierson Dixon at the United Nations told me about
you," putting down Leach. Well, what had happened was that my friend at
Oxford, Peter Blaker, married Sir Pierson Dixon's daughter Jennifer and had
been to New York to court her shortly after I was elected president of the Union.
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He had preceded me as president, and had in fact defeated me for president. But
apparently they had talked about my election, because my picture was in Time
magazine. But Lippmann deliberately put down Leach with, "Sir Pierson Dixon
told me about you."

Ritchie: You mentioned going to the House of Commons.

Shuman: The one thing I was unable to do when I was in England was to hear
Churchill speak. I went to the House of Commons many times, and I did hear him
answer questions, but I never heard him make a full-blown Churchillian speech.
During the early part of 1952, Churchill and [Anthony] Eden came to the states. I
think it was over Korea, that was after we had pushed to the Yalu, and there was
some kind of an incident that brought them to the states, the question of using
the atom bomb or some issue that created a great stir. They flew over to the states
and talked with Truman and came back and there was to be a two-day foreign
policy debate, at which Churchill originally was to lead off, and Eden was to give
the final speech.

The father of Alasdair Morrison, a friend of mine at Oxford, was the Speaker of
the House of Commons, "Shakes" Morrison. Alasdair got me a ticket for the two
days of debate to the Distinguished Strangers gallery in the House of Commons,
so I had a terrific seat. The first day I had tea in Morrison's private
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lodgings. The Speaker lives in the House of Commons. But anyway, instead of
Churchill leading off, Eden led off the debate, gave the opening twenty minute
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speech. Dick Crossman, who was a Labor back bencher who often came to Oxford
and who invited me to dinner that night at the House of Commons, interrupted
Eden and almost devoured Eden on a couple of points. I had gone down to hear
Churchill, but I never got to hear him, because that night the King died. There
was a month of mourning, and the debate was cancelled. So I never in my entire
time there got to hear him make a proper Churchillian speech, although I did
hear almost every other major political figure in the country.

Ritchie: You mentioned that Churchill refused to come to Oxford. Was he
invited on various occasions?

Shuman: Yes, he certainly was. You see, in 1933, the Oxford Union passed a
motion that "In no circumstances will this house fight for King and Country."
Now, that isn't quite as bad as it sounds, but Hitler took it to mean that the
British were decadent, and the youth wouldn't fight, and it encouraged him, or at
least Churchill thought it encouraged him. The phrase "King and Country"
though has a jingoistic connotation, so while one might fight in defense of the
country, some weren't going to fight for this jingoistic thing of "King and
Country." That was part of the meaning. A man by the name of C.E.M. Joad, who
was a philosopher, led it off, and the motion was passed. A week later

page 70

Churchill sent his son Randolph to Oxford to move that the minutes of the
meeting be expunged from the record. The Union refused to pass Randolph's
motion by a large margin and later Randolph was thrown into the Isis River,
which is the upper reaches of the Thames. Well, for these reasons, Winston
Churchill refused to speak in the Union and at the political clubs. He thought
Oxford was decadent. A similar situation existed with Churchill in his relations
with R.A.B. Butler, who probably should have been selected as prime minister
when Churchill left and Eden was picked instead. But Butler had been on the
wrong side of events in the '30s. Because he supported Chamberlain and Munich,
Churchill was determined that no one who made that misjudgment should
succeed him as leader and prime minister of his own party. The former is the
reason why Churchill didn't come to Oxford.

We had a great debate when I was at Oxford, when Randolph Churchill came
back to debate C.E.M. Joad. Joad was a moral philosopher who broadcast for the
BBC, but he'd been caught riding in a first-class railway carriage on a third-class
ticket, and the BBC thought this was a bit much for their moral philosopher, and
fired him. We had a debate. The motion was "This House regrets the influence
exercised by the United States of America as the dominant power among
democratic nations." Robin Day, as president, staged it. He assigned me to
Churchill. It was alleged we were leading Britain around by the nose. Joad spoke
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first, and he was a snarling, nasty little fellow, and people were so incensed at
what he said that they moved from his side of the house to our side of the house.
His line was that American culture "infects, corrupts, and pollutes." Randolph
had imbibed too much and he was about three sheets to the wind. At one stage
when he spoke he gestured with his left arm in such a sweeping motion that he
actually hit one of the students behind him on the face. Then a man by the name
of William Rees-Mogg, who later became editor of the London Times and was the
leading conservative, who was sitting next to us, kept telling Randolph: "Don't
mention railway carriages." But Churchill finally said that Joad was a "third-class
Socrates," which was a personal attack, and everyone was so incensed at this they
got up and moved back to Joad's side. My memory is that Joad's side won the
debate, largely because of Randolph, but it was a repeat of the '33 occasion.

Ritchie: You had mentioned that they sit facing each other.
Shuman: Yes, just as in the House of Commons.

Ritchie: And people actually change sides according to their sympathies with the
speakers?

Shuman: Yes, that's right, they can. They don't often do it. You sit on the side
that you expect to vote for, generally, although sometimes the place is so crowded
you just take a seat where you can get it. The students vote by teller as they leave.
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They go through the "aye" or "nay" door and are counted by the tellers.

Ritchie: There's something especially physical about that: walking over to your
side and taking your position with the rest.

Shuman: Yes, that is very important, and it is one of the reasons that the two
party system has survived in England. The early Parliament met in the Church of
St. James, which you pass through as you walk into the present Parliament. It
was then a Catholic Church, and became an Anglican Church under Henry VIII,
and people sat across from each other. They were two sword lengths apart so they
couldn't cut off each other's heads when they got angry. To vote with the other
side, a member physically had to walk across the floor. This has had a great
influence on politics, and I think the fact that in this country we have semicircular
seating has helped cause the umbrella nature of our parties. The semi-circular
chamber is taken from the French. Everybody says our institutions came from
England. They didn't. Many of them came from the French.
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I noticed when I worked in the Senate that the Democrats who were closer to the
Republicans than others generally sat in the middle. I could almost see them
move over to the other side when there was a debate, and then move back, so they
could by osmosis join the other side, without the same kind of public criticism
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that goes with walking across the floor. As Churchill himself said in his memaoirs,
he'd done that twice, so he knew something about it. He built the new House of
Commons in the same fashion. He was determined it shouldn't be semicircular,
after it was bombed in World War II, and he determined that the number of seats
should be smaller than the total number of members, so that on most occasions it
seemed to be fuller than it was, and on great occasions it was so full that people
had to stand. This creates an atmosphere of marvelous tension and excitement,
which we really don't have in the same way. It is the result of the architecture.
Architecture affects politics in a very meaningful way.

Ritchie: Also in the Senate, people don't address each other.

Shuman: They address the chair. Well, they do that in Parliament as well. They
say, "Mr. Speaker," and refer to "The Right Honorable Member from Such and
Such." So they never say "you."

Ritchie: I thought we should talk about your working for Senator [Paul] Douglas
in the 1950s. We ended last week talking about his offering you the position. I
wondered if you could tell me about Douglas' qualities, and what it was that
attracted you to him. I noticed, by the way, that he was a political economist. Did
you know about him before he got into politics?
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Shuman: Yes, I certainly did know about him before he got into the Senate. I
didn't know him personally until the '48 election. The first time I met him, I think
was in the summer or fall of '47, before he was the candidate. I went up to
Chicago and the University and visited him in his office when it was thought he
would be a candidate. I also heard him speak at the University of Illinois before
he became the candidate. I also saw him at the American Economics
Association's annual meeting in Chicago in December, 1947, just as he heard that
the Democrats had slated him. He was quite famous in Illinois, because he was
one of fifty members, as a Chicago alderman, of the city council, and he
consistently took on the organization. I heard him say that the best training he
had ever had to deal with Lyndon Johnson was the fact that he had been a
minority of one with the organization people in Chicago. It was a great stroke
when Colonel Arvey put up [Adlai] Stevenson and Douglas for governor and
senator, and a lot of us were really excited about it. That really got me involved in
party politics, to support those two people. They were two extraordinarily able
people.

Douglas and Stevenson had some minor fallings out over that '48 campaign.
Stevenson on the whole would not mention Mr. Douglas in his speeches, except
before labor groups which were partisan, or before large Democratic groups. Mr.
Douglas made a point of backing the ticket no matter where he spoke, to the
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Rotary Clubs or wherever. Stevenson was unwilling to do that. The second thing
Stevenson did was he out-waited Mr. Douglas. At joint rallies, Stevenson would
always come late and would arrive in the middle of Mr. Douglas' speech, and he'd
walk down the center aisle and everybody'd get up and cheer. He put himself in
the limelight. There was one occasion when Mr. Douglas absolutely refused to
speak till Stevenson got there. They waited I guess an hour for him. But Mr.
Douglas wasn't having that ploy any more.

A third thing which divided them, which again was a part of Stevenson's lack of
partisanship, was in the campaign of 1950, when Stevenson was governor and
Scott Lucas, who was then the majority leader of the Senate, was up for
reelection. Mr. Douglas was campaigning for Lucas. He had a jeep and a loud
speaker and he'd go street corner to street corner all over the state. Douglas
started the modern street-corner handshaking, go to the shopping centers, go to
where the people are form of campaigning, as opposed to having a rally where the
people come to you. People didn't go to political meetings anymore. One had to
go to meet them. Douglas was speaking in Bloomington, which was Stevenson's
hometown, either at Illinois State Normal University, as it was called then, or
Wesleyan University. He was on the street corner campaigning for Lucas, and for
Stevenson's legislature, the lower house of which was Democratic, and he spotted
a limousine down the street, and saw that Stevenson and Lucas were sitting there
in the

page 76

governor's limousine, while Douglas was speaking from his jeep. That night
Douglas was in Springfield with Stevenson and he urged him, very strongly, to get
out and campaign. Douglas said that if he didn't he would lose his legislature and
Lucas would go down the drain. Now, the politicians had made a big mistake. In
'48, the pros had put Stevenson and Douglas up, thinking they would be defeated,
and they won. Because they'd won, the pros thought they could put anybody on
the ticket again and win automatically. In '50 the Chicago organization put a man
up for Cook County sheriff, Tubby Gilbert, who had a very bad reputation and
essentially helped bring down the whole ticket. A big mistake. But Mr. Douglas
was urging Stevenson to go all out, and Stevenson said to him that he'd been
elected with a lot of Republican votes and he didn't intend to do anything to
alienate them. Mr. Douglas was infuriated by that.

He was also unhappy with him on one other issue. The WPA during the
Depression had built all kinds of marvelous things around the country, which
people are now finally recognizing. The WPA restored New Salem, Illinois,
Lincoln's home. And because people had made such terrible jokes about the WPA
and had made nasty statements about people who were involved in the WPA, Mr.
Douglas wanted to see that the WPA got some recognition for the good things it
did, like Lincoln's hometown. So he urged Stevenson to put a sign up saying New
Salem was built by the WPA,
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and Stevenson refused to do so again on grounds that it might offend his North
Shore Republican friends.

There was one other incident in the '52 election, when Stevenson became the
Democratic candidate. Mr. Douglas had gone to him earlier to say that people
had proposed that Mr. Douglas run for president, and he didn't want to do it, and
in fact he turned it down for a variety of reasons, which we can go into if you want
to. But he'd gone to Stevenson and said "People will try to play us off against each
other, and we must be very careful about this." He said, "I'm being pressed by all
kinds of people, [ Estes] Kefauver and others, to support them." But he said, "I
don't want to support somebody outside the state if you are going to be a
candidate. You don't need to announce now, but if there's any possibility that
you'll be a candidate, please tell me so I don't support somebody outside the
state." And Stevenson told him that there was absolutely no way that he would be
a candidate and that he was uninterested. He was a reluctant dragon. Later Mr.
Douglas found out that at the very time that this had happened, Stevenson had
his emissaries going to see the Catholic Cardinal in Chicago to ask his position
about a divorced man on the ticket. So in fact he had plans at that stage.

Then there was an issue about the delegates to the convention in 1952. The
Democratic party then gave extra delegates -- if the party had the governor or if it
had a senator. Generally
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speaking, the governor got twelve and Douglas got twelve. Well, those 24
delegates were largely selected by Stevenson without putting key Douglas people
on the list, even though there had been a promise of that. Only a few got on, and
Stevenson had agreed with Douglas about this. So there were a number of
frictions between Stevenson and Douglas, which in a sense was too bad, although
Mr. Douglas very loyally supported him in both the '52 and the '56 Presidential
campaigns. In fact I don't think Douglas ever publicly said any of these things
about Stevenson, but I knew about them, and I knew that Douglas was offended
to some degree about them.

Ritchie: You said that Douglas had reasons why he didn't want to be president.

Shuman: Yes, several reasons. He was called up to New York by what was then
the Eastern Establishment, which didn't pick the presidential candidates of both
parties, but the presidential candidates of both parties had to pass muster with
the City Bank, [Henry] Luce, and others. They had a veto over both party
candidates. I guess you'd call it the Eastern Foreign Policy Establishment. Mr.
Douglas was called to New York, where I understand Luce was there, the head of
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City Bank was there, one of the Rockefellers, and so on. And they offered him a
million bucks as a campaign chest, if he would be willing to be a candidate. This I
think was in '51, a year before the
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convention. Well, he did not want to be president, and he had several reasons.
Number one: in the twenties and thirties he'd belonged to some organizations
which later turned out to be pro-Communist. Now, he had gone to Russia in the
twenties and had come back as a very determined opponent of Stalin and the
Russian system. He couldn't have been more opposed to it. In almost all of these
organizations he either fought to get rid of them and was successful in doing so,
or resigned and got out if he failed. He'd been kicked in the shins by them many
times over policy issues. So his record was extraordinarily good. There's no
question about him being a vigorous anti-Communist who had fought in the
trenches. Other people hadn't had that experience. But nonetheless he'd been a
member of a lot of these groups. So that was one reason. He thought that in the
atmosphere of Joe McCarthy this would be a very difficult thing to defend.

Secondly, he'd had a divorce at a time when no divorced man had been elected
president. And the divorce issues plagued Stevenson in 1952 and 1956 as it did
not in 1980 when Reagan ran.

Third, he didn't think that he was emotionally suited for the job, which I don't
think was true. Mr. Douglas had problems sleeping. I don't think he slept very
much many nights. He read late, and he'd get up early. But he felt that he would
worry too
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much about the issues. Now, I think he was wrong about that, because I saw both
with Mr. Douglas and Senator Proxmire that they were quite capable of handling
the big issues. It wasn't difficult for them to decide how to vote on NATO or any
of the major issues. The Marshall Plan, the budget, public works and so on, were
easy issues to decide. They would fret and be upset more by some personal event
or some family difficulty than any of the great issues. I think for people who have
been in public life for a long time, this is true. The big issues are relatively easy to
decide. I don't think he really would have fretted that much, emotionally, about
them. But he was afraid that he would, and thought that he was temperamentally
unsuited for the job.

For these reasons he didn't want to be president, and he was quite content to be a
senator. This was the fulfillment of his ambitions, really and truly it was. This
also made it easier for him to be tough on issues that a presidential candidate
couldn't be as tough on for fear of offending the west or the south or some
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interest group. But for all these reasons he didn't want to be president. When the
group in New York asked him the question: who was his boyhood hero?, he said
his boyhood hero was Eugene Victor Debs, Debs was the Socialist candidate for
president several times! Mr. Douglas did this deliberately, as a pixyish thing, to
get them off his back. But his candidacy went down the drain when
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he told Henry Luce and a Rockefeller that his boyhood hero was Eugene Victor
Debs.

Ritchie: From what I've read about him, I get the feeling that if his boyhood
hero was Eugene Victor Debs, he would tell them even if he wanted to be
president. He didn't seem like the type who held things back for public relations
reasons.

Shuman: I don't think he advertised it. The Chicago Tribune for years and years
would start their articles, their news articles: "Senator Paul H. Douglas,
Democrat of Illinois, who supported a Socialist candidate for president, said
today. . . " They would do that. What happened, in 1932 Mr. Douglas could not go
for Hoover, because of his economic policies. He refused to act at the depth of the
Depression. Roosevelt in the '32 campaign came out for a balanced budget also at
the depth of the Depression, which Mr. Douglas with his belief in counter-cyclical
fiscal policies -- and this was before [John Maynard] Keynes' book came out in
1936 -- was opposed to. That would have been a disastrous policy. He therefore
voted for Norman Thomas, and I think supported him publicly. He wrote a book
advocating a new party, which his enemies delighted quoting from for more than
30 years. But he never, ever joined the Socialist party, and was not a Socialist,
because he did not agree with the pledge that one had to take that the state
should own the means of production. He was for the diffusion of economic power
into smaller and
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smaller units, rather than substituting state ownership for private monopoly. He
believed in breaking up monopolies, in anti-trust, and the diffusion of economic
power, and the diffusion of political power. But he couldn't join the Socialist
party, because he opposed putting the ownership of the means of production in
the hands of the state.

Ritchie: He strikes me as a man who knew his own mind.
Shuman: Yes, he did.

Ritchie: Wasn't a follower, but set his own course.
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Shuman: He did, but he was nonetheless a very good politician. People think of
him as a professor, but he was an extraordinarily good politician, partly because
he liked people, and he reacted to them. He enjoyed that. He enjoyed the Irish
mafia. He enjoyed the Eastern European ethnic groups. He enjoyed the political
types. He appreciated their role. There was a poem about the professional soldier
that he quoted, in the ward meetings that I went to in Chicago. I was in virtually
every ward in Chicago, and there were times on Sunday mornings in the wards on
the Near North Side and along the Chicago River where I felt my life was
endangered by some of the people who were there. He would quote this poem to
them, praising them and raising up the journeyman political worker. It went like
this:
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The day and the hour the heavens were falling,
The day when earth's foundations fled,
Followed their mercenary calling,

Took their wages and are dead.

Their shoulders held the sky suspended,
They stood and earth's foundations stay.
What God abandoned, they defended,
And saved the sum of things for pay.

He felt that whereas the intellectuals could work in politics because they were
involved in issues, and believed in the things they were doing, a party
organization based on reward was necessary if the party were to attract a lot of
ordinary people to do the foot work, and I think he was right about that. He was
really more in favor of patronage, postmasters and the rest, than Stevenson was.
If he'd been governor, I think he would have worked better with the organization
than Stevenson did, even though he was put up for senator because the
organization was afraid that if he were governor he'd act like he did in the
Chicago city council and oppose the organization.

Ritchie: What type of person was he to work for?

Shuman: One got caught up in his causes, so in many respects I worked harder
in the years I worked for him than I have ever had to work before or since. He
was a man who attracted great loyalty from his staff. We all loved him, deeply.
We took a ride on his magic carpet. He was really a father-figure to us. He was
very kind, very generous. I only can think of maybe
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once in twelve years when I was in any way reprimanded by him. He just didn't
do that.

He was a Quaker and he had this routine of silence for thirty minutes or so in the
morning, very early, thinking about what had gone right the day before, the good
things he'd done, and the bad things he'd done. One day he had a tumultuous
hearing with George Humphrey. Humphrey was then Secretary of the Treasury,
and was a very boorish man. He was a self-made man, self-educated, who
thought he knew everything and knew very little. He knew nothing about
economics to speak of. But he had testified before the Joint Economic
Committee, and Mr. Douglas had really trimmed him. George Humphrey was the
strong man of the Eisenhower administration, and Mr. Douglas absolutely
devastated him. I'm told that Humphrey went back to his office and pouted for
three hours, wouldn't see anybody after this contentious interrogation of him
over the economic basis for the budget estimates. Mr. Douglas just absolutely
tore him apart. But Mr. Douglas came back that day, after that hearing and said
to me, very informally, "I hate George Humphrey. I hate the Republicans." I
didn't pay any attention to it. It was the kind of thing one would say when very
angry. The next morning he came in and he called me into his office and he said
to me, very seriously, "You know, yesterday I said I hate the Republicans and I
hate George Humphrey." He said, "I must apologize for that. I withdraw that. I
take it back."
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He said, "I've been thinking about that. I must not have hate in my heart." He
genuinely got down on his knees to think about the way he lived his personal life.
I thought this retraction was incredible.

Then I have another anecdote about the time that Chairman of the Federal
Reserve William McChesney Martin came to see him. Mr. Douglas wouldn't tell a
white lie. Before he would allow Jane Enger, his secretary, to say he wasn't in the
office to someone he didn't want to talk to on the phone, he would step out into
the hall. Just absolutely honest. But William McChesney Martin came up and
they had had some differences over Federal Reserve Board policy. William
McChesney Martin came up to say to him that he had heard that Mr. Douglas had
criticized some of the things he'd done. He knew Mr. Douglas hadn't said that,
but he just wanted to hear it from him. And Mr. Douglas turned to him and said,
"Well, I don't remember saying those things, but since I've thought them many
times, I probably said them." McChesney Martin, who was sort of a Woodrow
Wilson type, with a high fixed white collar and very prissy, just turned and left.
He didn't know what to do. But Mr. Douglas couldn't tell him a white lie.

I have one other anecdote on this subject. Shortly after he was elected, a
candidate for a federal judgeship came to see him. The man professed to be a
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champion of Mr. Douglas' run for office but the Senator knew that he had in fact
contributed to his
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opponent C. Wayland (Curley) Brooks. He had played both sides of the fence. Mr.
Douglas confronted him with that fact. The man got ill and went into the
bathroom and threw up. But he was a highly qualified man and Mr. Douglas did
not use senatorial courtesy to stop him. He became one of the finest judges in the
country.

One other thing, there were times on Thursday night when he would go out to the
state absolutely worn out and say, "Do I have to do this again? I never have any
time with my family." And he'd come back refreshed on Monday morning. I used
to be amazed at this. How was it that he left so tired and came back so refreshed?
I really found out why that was after I campaigned with him a lot. First of all,
going out to speak to groups -- and he would speak and shake hands all around --
is really easier than life in the Senate because he got what I call "home run
questions." The issues he knew about and worked on and had hearings about,
were the ones people asked him about, and it was very simple to answer them.
People don't realize that most questions politicians get on the stump are easy,
shoulder high, home run balls. Secondly, he genuinely enjoyed people, as I've
said. Thirdly, the people he talked to when he campaigned were the people who
look upon politics as their hobby. Just as some people bowl, some people play
bridge, some people play tennis, so there are people who are political junkies.
These are the people
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who come to the political meetings. They live and eat politics. That's their hobby.
And they're very knowledgable. You don't need to take a poll to find out how
you're standing at all; they'll tell you. This interaction between the senator and
his constituents, and particularly the political junkies, refreshed him. A lot of
people over the years have said to me: "Wouldn't it be better if we had a system
like Britain where the member doesn't have to go back to the constituency
regularly?” I've always been offended by that, because it seemed to me that Mr.
Douglas got so much from that. And the same with Bill Proxmire. They came
back knowing what public opinion was. They came back refreshed. They came
back better able to do their job by this business of seeing a wide variety of groups
and interests, at least every other week if not every week.

Ritchie: But it had to be physically straining.

Shuman: Extraordinarily so. I remember in the '66 campaign, I was in Illinois
from July 4th, and along about September there was a weekend -- well, a Sunday
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-- I had free, the only Sunday I didn't work for all those months. I drove down to
see my parents, who lived in Champaign, 140 miles south of Chicago. I'd been
working around the clock, producing at least a speech a day, and a press release a
day, and other things as well, campaigning, going to the ward meetings and the
suburban county rallies. I got about ten miles south of Chicago and I couldn't
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keep my eyes open. I pulled over to the side of the road and slept a bit. Then I got
up after ten minutes and went on, and it happened to me again. I went on, and it
happened again. What I didn't realize was that I was exhausted. When I had a day
when I wasn't responsible for anything, all I did was sleep. I couldn't keep awake.
And that's the way a campaign is. It's exhausting. I don't know whether I could
physically go through a campaign where I worked as hard as I did in those
campaigns. And of course it is much more difficult for the candidate.

Ritchie: You had mentioned last week that when you first went down to
interview with Douglas he was ill; and I've heard that Lyndon Johnson once
described him as lying on a couch writhing in pain. Did he have a lot of physical
illness then?

Shuman: I saw that reference, and it is incorrect that Mr. Douglas would writhe
in pain. But Johnson was making fun of him, as he often did. I've heard from a
variety of people that he did that in meetings with Rayburn, where late in the
afternoon they and others had drinks. Dick Bolling has told me that he was in
meetings with Johnson and Rayburn where Johnson deliberately put Mr.
Douglas down and tried to cut him off at the knees.

Ritchie: Douglas?

Shuman: Yes. And one of the things he would say was "There he is, writhing on
his couch." His method was sarcasm and
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ridicule. Mr. Douglas was ill from the unpasturized milk he drank in southern
Illinois in the 1954 campaign. I went to work for him in January of 1955 and there
was something very wrong with him. He couldn't figure out what it was, and he
would wake up in the morning feeling strong, but by the noon hour he was
exhausted and he had to take a nap. It was finally diagnosed as undulant fever.
Drugs were prescribed and over a period of months he got rid of it. But during
that period one of the things I did was to go to him at times when it was necessary
for him go to the Senate floor, and say: "Mr. Douglas, you've just got to go to the
floor," when he really physically was unable to do so. He would get up from his
couch. He didn't cuss or use bad language, but he was extraordinarily irritated by
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this, and he would go over to the floor and take part in the debate. Invariably he'd
come back and thank me profusely for having gotten him up when he didn't want
to. But, yes, there was a year or so there when he was ill from undulant fever, and
actually one could see the undulating nature of his illness, the twitching of his
legs, which sleep repaired. Even a short nap repaired it. He did make a practice of
taking a short nap after lunch, for years. He often talked to people while he was
lying on his couch. He did have undulant fever when I went to meet him in
Danville, but he didn't know what it was. But Johnson's references weren't
sympathetic. They were sarcastic and aimed at ridicule.

page 90

Ritchie: When you got to Washington in January 1955, what were your
responsibilities?

Shuman: Well, I was the legislative assistant, the number two man in the office,
at a time when there were really only three professional staff people. The
administrative assistant in our office did not administer very much at all. Later
when I was administrative assistant I didn't administer, I was a super-legislative
person. A man by the name of Frank McCulloch had that job. He was an
extraordinarily able fellow, went to the NLRB [National Labor Relations Board]
as its chairman, and taught law at the University of Virginia after he left the
NLRB. He was an absolutely amazing, saintly fellow like Mr. Douglas. Frank had
been deeply involved in the issues that Mr. Douglas had been involved in in the
thirties. He was his long-time friend. It was an example of what I think an AA has
to be.

The one thing an AA has to be is a personal confidant of the senator. The senator
must trust him. There aren't many people he can trust. Everyone is after him to
do this or that. Even his staff is constantly pushing for their priorities to take first
place. Two things that I did as an administrative assistant were a) I did my best to
rise above my personal interests and tried not to get him to do things that I
wanted him to do, my priorities, or my personal agenda and b) I always felt
confident enough to tell both Douglas and Proxmire when I thought they were
making a
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mistake. I thought that my first duty was to be able to go to them without fear
that they'd fire me, and I felt secure enough in both cases that I could go to them
and say, look, I think you're making a mistake on this, and say to them things that
everybody else was afraid to tell them. This is one of the reasons why I'm critical
of both [John] Poindexter and [Oliver] North, because I think they failed to do
their duty to their president, their boss. To inform him was their first duty.

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
wWwWw.senate.gov



I was the legislative person, and for the first six years I worked in the Senate,
until 1961, I was on the Senate floor every day. The Senate has changed very
greatly since the time I was there, I think mostly for the better. When I came
there in early 1955, Alaska and Hawaii were not yet states. The only two senators
who were there then who are there now are John Stennis and [Strom] Thurmond.
And Thurmond left and came back. So I really had a longer time in the Senate as
a staff person than all but one or two senators. Richard Nixon was vice president,
and presided over the Senate. Lyndon Johnson was majority leader. [William |
Knowland was minority leader. Georgia's Walter George was the president pro
tem of the Senate, and there were people like Estes Kefauver, Harry Byrd, Wayne
Morse, Jim Murray, Joe O'Mahoney, Mr. Douglas, and Gene Millikin who were
powers in the Senate and famous in the nation. But John Kennedy, and Everett
Dirksen, and Bob Kerr, and Sam Ervin were unknown, minor figures.
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They were really junior, backbench, unknown people when I first came. That's
hard to realize now, but they were.

Dick Russell, who was the most powerful senator, certainly after Walter George
left anyway, was still a junior senator. Dirksen had just begun to make his name
as an orator, and he served as the chief defender of Joe McCarthy, during the
censure debate which took place during the summer of 1954, which my wife Betty
attended when we were here during that summer. She spent a lot of time in the
Senate gallery. People forget that Dirksen was the defender of Joe McCarthy, and
was his chief counsel. And I heard Dick Russell say on the floor, either during the
'56 or '57 Civil Rights debate, or over the filibuster rule in that period, that "The
Nigra" -- as he pronounced Negro -- "has his heel on the white man's neck." That
was a very injudicious statement, and one which was expunged from the
[Congressional] Record. But I heard him say that, and I've always thought that it
was ironic that the two Senate office buildings -- and it tells one something about
the Senate -- the two office buildings were named for the chief defender of
segregation, because Russell believed in segregation in a way that some of the
Southerners did not; and Dirksen, the chief defender of Joe McCarthy. They
named the third building after Phil Hart, who was an absolutely saintly fellow,
and I knew him very well. Mr. Douglas used to comment that Phil Hart proved
that a saint could actually get elected to the Senate. But there was a three
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hundred percent overrun on the cost of the building, which was very unfair to
him!

This business of changing the Record was true then, and one of my jobs was
routinely correcting the transcription after the debate. I spent a lot of time on it,
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because Mr. Douglas was determined that the Record reflect accurately what he
said. As an academic and a student of history he felt it had a great importance.
That was the time when the head person in the Office of Senate Official Reporters
of Debate was. . . .

Ritchie: James Murphy?

Shuman: Yes, Mr. Murphy was from a family who had done that for several
generations. Mr. Murphy was terrific. I mean, no senator ever made an
ungrammatical statement. No senator ever misquoted Shakespeare. Mr. Murphy
saw to it, and he was absolutely loyal. The public has no concept or idea of the
loyalty of that kind of staff, and Mr. Murphy personified how they worked in the
Senate. But I used to spend a lot of time in that office making certain that the
Record was accurate, and occasionally changing it. Mr. Douglas always reviewed
it. The rule was a senator could change the Record provided he did not reflect
adversely on another senator, or if he'd said no in debate to a question he'd been
asked, he couldn't turn around and say yes, because that would change the nature
of it. But apart
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from that, he could do anything he wanted to the Record. Dick Neuberger put it
well. He was a senator from Oregon and both he and his wife were my friends. He
was a newspaper man and an extraordinarily able senator who died an untimely
death from cancer. Dick Neuberger used to say, "You know, the Senate is the only
place in the world where you can say, 'Gee, I wish I had said that," and then say
it."

Along those lines, I also heard Bob Kerr, in a very famous debate, say that
Eisenhower had no brains. Homer Capehart of Indiana objected to it, and Kerr
then changed the Record to read that Eisenhower had no "fiscal" brains. When
Capehart saw that, he got angry and took on Kerr. Now, Kerr could outmatch
almost anyone in debate, except Mr. Douglas, although I once saw Dick
Neuberger really stand up to him and push him down. Kerr was objecting
because Neuberger was talking about some military base in Oklahoma, and Kerr
used the business of saying "Have you ever been there?" When Neuberger said
no, he said, "Well, then you have no right to enter into this." Neuberger
responded in an extraordinarily tough manner, saying, "Well, if you had to be
everywhere on every issue that he voted on, and know it personally, then you,
Senator Kerr, couldn't vote on ninety percent of the issues." Neuberger stood his
ground. Almost everyone else was afraid to. But Capehart did take him on on the
Eisenhower remark. Capehart was not a very good debater. He was
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a very short, fat fellow. Foxy bright but not intellectually bright. When Capehart
took him on, Kerr called him a "tub of rancid butter," which was objected to. That
came out in print as a "rancid tub of ignorance," but I heard him say a "tub of
rancid butter," I swear I heard Kerr say that.

I want to make a point about Joe McCarthy. I once ran into Joe McCarthy on the
Senate floor. It was about 1956, after he was censured. He was in a pitiful state.
At noon I was on the Republican side. I very seldom went over there -- Mr.
Douglas wouldn't sit on that side even temporarily, as some Democratic senators
did. But for some reason I was standing in front of the Republican cloakroom at
noon, after the Senate had come in, and there was a phone call for McCarthy, and
he thought I was connected to the Republican cloakroom and asked me about it.
Well, I confronted him at noon: his eyes were red and white, mostly red; he had
deep stubble on his face; and he absolutely reeked of bourbon, absolutely reeked.
He didn't give any appearance of being drunk, but he reeked of the stuff. And I
said to myself, this guy isn't going to last very long if he does this at noon. And he
died a year or so later, tied down in a hospital. Proxmire succeeded him.

I want to say something about McCarthy's technique, the way he smeared people.
I take this from the London Economist thirty-five years ago; I think I'm repeating
it precisely. It indicates
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how one can use guilt by association. The Economist applied it to Churchill, and
it went like this --

"Mr. Churchill is a member of the House of Commons, one of whose
members, Mr. Kone Zilliacus, is a member of the Communist party. This
Churchill is also a member of the Church of England, one of whose leading
prelates, the Dean of Canterbury, is a known fellow traveler. This
Churchill, during World War 11, joined an organization called 'The Big
Three.' Not only that, he attended all of its meetings. One of its members
was a known Communist, Mr. Joseph Stalin." That was the method
McCarthy used.
In the 1940s, in Illinois, there was something called the "little McCarthy bills,"
the Broyles bills, which demanded a loyalty oath from teachers. The University of
Illinois had an attorney -- I think he was paid a fee rather than employed by the
University -- who was the leading proponent of the Broyles bills, and I debated
him once on the local radio station. This was before television. I mention this
because I'm proud of the fact that I was active against the McCarthy people,
publicly, at the time. Anyway, I set him up. I had a marvelous quote from Lincoln.
It came from his speech in the House in 1848, saying when he opposed the
Mexican war, that the people had a right to revolution. If their government was
unfair to them, they had a right to revolt. Specifically Lincoln said that "Any
people anywhere, . . . have the right to rise up and shake off the existing
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government, and form a new one that suits them better. This is a most valuable, a
most sacred right -- a right which, we hope and believe, is to liberate the world."
So I said to this fellow, who was a proponent, and who was going all over the state
making speeches in favor of the Broyles bills, "Suppose a teacher said -- and I
quoted Abraham Lincoln -- that she believed that it was the inherent right of the
people to revolt." Could she be fired under this bill? "Oh," he said, "absolutely, no
question about it." I then said, "Well, you know, that was what Abraham Lincoln
said in 1848." And he said something about, "Well, this wouldn't apply to
Lincoln." But I had made the point and really got him, I thought.

I met my wife going down to the state legislature to lobby against the Broyles bills
in 1953. A group of us went down, and she drove the car. We had a lot in
common. And I heard the present senator from Illinois, [Alan] Dixon, who was
then a member of the Illinois House. Dixon, who was from the East St. Louis
area, was fiercely debating, was taking on as a civil libertarian lawyer, as a
proponent of the First Amendment and a defender of the right of the teachers,
the supporters of the Broyles bills. So I've always had a warm spot in my heart,
going back these 35 years, for Alan Dixon. I think Alan is thought of as an honest
pro, and he is, but he was a very strong civil libertarian when I first saw him, and
he still is.

Ritchie: You came to the Senate after McCarthy was censured.
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Shuman: After he'd been censured, but I was in Washington during the debate
on censure in the summer of 1954.

Ritchie: How did the rest of the Senate treat him after he was censured? Did it
affect his relations with other members?

Shuman: It did, very much. They, like the press, abandoned him. They didn't
shun him directly, but they almost shunned him. There I must tell you a story
which is important. Mr. Douglas was very loyal to the Marine Corps. He fought in
World War II, virtually lost his left arm, and was wounded twice. He joined the
Marines at age 50. He had this great loyalty to the Marine Corps. He had the
American flag and the Marine Corps flag behind his desk. The Marine Corps flag
is red, and one of the things that some of his opponents used against him was
that he flew the red Communist flag behind his desk. It shows you the depth of
the ridiculousness of the times. But there were times when he helped save the
Marine Corps: one when Truman wanted to do away with it; two, he sponsored
the bill to make sure that they have a minimum of four divisions, permanently;
and three to make the Commandant of the Marine Corps a member of the Joint
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Chiefs of Staff. Those are among the things he did. I can't remember precisely the
years. I wasn't there on all of these issues, but I know about all of them because
he told me about them many times.
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It was at the height of McCarthy's power. I think it was just shortly after Mr.
Douglas had cosponsored the [Ralph] Flanders resolution. I think there were
nine senators who sponsored the Flanders resolution against McCarthy, which
was the first major thing that was done against him. Anyway, it was a question of
saving the Marine Corps. Joe McCarthy had been a Marine, "Tail-Gunner Joe."
He lied about a foot wound and his combat experience. He had injured his foot in
a ceremony when he crossed the equator, not in combat. But he came back and
ran as "Tail-Gunner Joe." He was the key to a group of Republican votes in the
Senate: his own, [William] Jenner, a few others of his coterie including the
Senator from Idaho, Welker. Those votes were desperately needed if Mr. Douglas
was to succeed in his efforts for the Marine Corps. McCarthy let it be known to
Mr. Douglas, through indirect means, and I don't know precisely what they were
but, I think members of the press were the messengers, that in order to get his
votes, Mr. Douglas would have to go over to the Republican side of the floor, sit
next to him, in view of the press gallery, and ask him, in front of God and
everybody, for his votes for the Marine Corps. Mr. Douglas thought about that
long and hard, but his beloved Marines won out, and he did it, and he got the
votes, and he saved the Marine Corps, which is the reason you see a plaque on my
wall. Later I was involved in some of these issues when the Marines were under
political fire again. The Commandant of the Marine Corps,
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General P.X. Kelley, a year ago in a ceremony at the National War College made
me an honorary Marine. Although I don't deserve it, I am very proud of it, and I
certainly remember the times when I was involved with the senator to help keep
the Marine Corps alive.

Ritchie: Was McCarthy in any way influential after his censure?

Shuman: Absolutely not. He was like a skunk coming into the room. People
fled. He didn't understand that. People have told me that before he was censured
he would go to the floor of the Senate and smear people, suggest that they were
disloyal, and call them traitors and all the rest, and then meet them on the
elevator and slap them on the back and say how are you, thinking that they would
not be offended, that it was all just part of the game. He never really quite got the
message, but he was finished when I knew him.
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I want to tell about one other incident, but then I'd like to talk more about the
nature of the Senate. When I came to work there, Alben Barkley had just been
reelected to the Senate. He had been vice president; he had been majority leader;
he had been a leading figure on the Finance Committee. He had been senator
from Kentucky. After he was vice president he spent two years as a private citizen
and then ran again for the Senate. He sat on
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the very back row, the last seat on the back row. He was the most junior senator
in the place, and his office was right next door to the room I was in. My room was
carved out of a hallway and there was a locked doorway to his office in my room
and I could hear him from time to time in his personal office. He was a very
distinguished fellow and a very revered figure in the Senate. Barkley went down
to Virginia to give a speech to a college graduation after he'd come back to the
Senate, and he was mentioning that he had been vice president, had sat in the
presiding officer's chair, had been majority leader at the number one desk, and
now he sat in the last seat, in the last row, the most junior senator of them all. To
explain this, and how happy he was to be back, he said, "I would rather be a
doorkeeper"--paraphrasing the Bible--"in the house of the Lord, than to sit in the
seats of the mighty." At that moment he collapsed and died. It was a dramatic
way to die. Hollywood could not have improved on it. I can think of only one
other way to die that might be more interesting!

The reason I mention this is that certain senators -- my senator was one -- never
really wanted to move up. A senator moved over closer to the middle and moved
up closer to the front with seniority. Everytime there was a vacancy the floor staff
would go around and offer the next senior member the desk of the person who
had died or been defeated. Mr. Douglas made a point of staying in
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the middle and on the next to the back row. He eschewed joining the club and
preferred the back benches. Jack Kennedy sat right behind him. Hubert
Humphrey on the other hand, moved to the front and to the middle. I dearly
liked, loved, cherished, and thought the world of Hubert Humphrey. He probably
made fewer compromises for a man who got as far as he did than anyone else.
But in the period '56, '57, he moved into the club as his seating changes
exemplified. When we were involved in the Civil Rights debates, which is a very
major part of what I worked on in those days, Humphrey was the go-between
with the Civil Rights forces and Johnson. The Civil Rights groups would meet,
discuss, decide, and send Hubert as their envoy to Johnson. Invariably Hubert
would come back having lost his trousers. Johnson had his number. For some
reason, although no one else could pick him apart, Johnson could have his way
with him.
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I noticed during this period, and I pointed it out to Bob Caro, who is writing his
second book on Johnson's Senate career. I got the seating arrangements from
Congress to Congress to Congress, and showed Caro how Hubert kept moving up
front and closer to the middle. As he moved up and got closer to the middle, I
could see that his relationships to the Senate establishment changed. Originally,
he was farther out of the establishment than anyone else, especially when he took
on Harry Byrd at the very beginning of his career. But as time went on,
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Hubert really got into the establishment, and he made every effort to. It was
reflected in his voting record.

There was the book by William S. White, The Citadel, which in my view
canonized everything that was bad about the Senate. According to him, the
Dixiecrats were marvelous. He said that the Senate was the South's revenge for
Gettysburg, which it was. They had all the key positions. White thought the
filibuster rule was great, and he thought seniority was marvelous. We called it the
"Senility Rule." Everything that people criticize about the Senate he favored. He
was the one who really established that there was an "Inner Club." But what he
said was that the way senators got into the Inner Club was by personality. It was
the good guys, the hail-fellows-well-met, and those who got along by diplomatic
language and gentlemanliness with the powers that be, who got into the club.
That was absolutely false, because a senator like Herbert Lehman, who was the
most gentlemanly senator in the world, who never said an angry word to anyone,
couldn't possibly get into the club. a) he was from New York; b) he was Jewish;
and c) he had a progressive voting record. And it was the voting record that got
one into the club. The "club" treated him as a pariah.

If senators didn't join the coalition that existed at that time among Southerners,
Westerners, and trans-Mississippi Republicans, to protect segregation, to protect
oil and gas, to
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protect public works, to protect cotton, and tobacco, and wheat, and to give the
water projects to the Western states, if they didn't join that coalition, they didn't
get into the club. The quid-pro-quo was that the Southerners with their lock on
the committees and on the money, in return for support for the filibuster,
parceled out their goodies to the trans-Mississippi Republicans and to the
Western senators. That's how senators got into the club. They didn't get there
because they were nice fellows like Herbert Lehman. They got there because they
voted and worked for segregation when the chips were down. They didn't have to
vote against the final passage of a Civil Rights bill, but they had to vote with the
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South on the procedural issues that prevented any Civil Rights bill from ever
coming to a vote.

In those days, '57, '59, the Steering Committee, which the South dominated,
Russell dominated, waited until after the vote on the filibuster rule before they
assigned connittee seats. And among the senators elected in '58 -- if you look at
who got the good committees and who didn't -- those who voted with the south
on the filibuster rule got the good assignments. Bob Byrd went to the
Appropriations Committee as a freshman, as did Gale McGee. Cannon went to
Armed Services. Gene McCarthy, who had a different angle, went to the Finance
Committee as a Junior senator, and he did that because he essentially sold out on
gas and oil. He gave Bob Kerr his proxy on oil and gas issues. This was the way it
was done;
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it had nothing to do with personality, pleasantness, or gentlemanliness. That's a
bunch of hogwash! It had to do with issues.

Ritchie: You mentioned that you sat on the floor every day. When you started
the job, what did Douglas say to you? Did he say I want you to look after these
interests, or did he leave it to you to decide what to follow?

Shuman: He pretty much left it to me. I just figured my legislative job was a
legislative job and I was there on the floor. What I did is I went through every bill.
Mondays they called the calendar. An awful lot of bad legislation sneaks through
on the calendar, and Mr. Douglas was the watchdog over the Treasury. So one of
my jobs was to read those bills and to sniff out the pork. I did a couple of things
early on. One was a small bill to renew the interstate oil compact. The interstate
oil compact was run by the Texas Railway Commission. It was an umbrella for the
oil producers to get together and in the name of conservation to limit production
and to establish a higher price for oil than it would otherwise have been. But
under the Constitution to have a compact among states for conservation Congress
had to approve.

I was so naive, so unknowing about political forces that it didn't occur to me that
this was a powerful group of people. I just looked at that and said, "That isn't
right." I knew what
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the Texas Railway Commission was: it was a monopoly. It was a government-
enforced monopoly. So I went to the staff director of the Interior Committee,
Stewart French, who was a public interest staff man, and told him what I thought
about this, that it was a bad idea. He said, "Yes, but you don't do that around
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here." But I talked to Mr. Douglas and he got up on the floor and objected to that
bill on the routine call of the calendar. Everybody shuddered. Here we were
taking on the most powerful economic interest in the country, oil and gas. I didn't
know what I had gotten him into. But Johnson was very sensitive to it, and as a
matter of fact we got it modified. Johnson did not want to make a big issue of it.
Before we allowed it to go through we got an amendment that the Justice
Department's Antitrust Division would make an annual report with respect to the
competitiveness or lack of competitiveness as a result of the oil compact, and it
passed without amendment. Johnson, rather than fight it, agreed to it, even
though he was Leader and active for oil. Well, I was told afterwards that that was
just a dumb thing to do, that nobody else would have had the nerve, and ten years
later I probably wouldn't have dared to have done it. I did it out of ignorance of
the power of the political forces which ran the Senate. And we were successful.
That is what is called a fortuitous event.
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A couple of other things happened then. You know, "In God We Trust" has not
always been on the currency. Somewhere along in 1956 or '57, there was a
proposal to put "In God We Trust" on the bills, which came to the Banking
Committee, which had Jurisdiction. Well, this was at a time when Mr. Douglas
was fighting the filibuster rule. He led the fight against the oil and gas bill to free
natural gas from price regulation. He took on the Senate establishment on civil
rights and the filibuster. He fought the public works bills, when more often than
not he was the single senator who opposed the bill. One time Dennis Chavez was
in charge of the Public Works bill, and Mr. Douglas opposed it. Chavez stood up
and said, "I can't understand why the senator from Illinois is opposed to this bill.
"Why," he said, "there's something in it for everybody!" And, of course, there was.

But on the currency bill, I said to Mr. Douglas, "You know, there's the
establishment clause in the First Amendment to the Constitution, and it seems to
me that it might really be against the establishment clause to put 'In God We
Trust' on the bills." Even though I'd grown up in a family with a lot of
Presbyterian ministers, it seemed to me that that was an offense against the Bill
of Rights. Perhaps it was because I was a Presbyterian and the Scots, historically,
objected to an established Church of England. And it was Christ who threw the
money lenders out of the
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temple, so it seemed to me not only against the separation of church and state but
sacrilegious to put "In God We Trust" on the money. It involved what belonged to
Caesar and what belonged to God. He looked at me, and he said, I've been doing
all these things, taking on the Inner Club, taking on the filibuster, taking on oil
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and gas, and now you want me to vote against God!" So there was a limit to how
much he could do, and he wasn't prepared to do that.

The second dumb thing I recommended to him was an economic issue. As an
economic person I was in favor of vigorously enforcing the antitrust laws, and
baseball, explicitly, and other sports, implicitly, had an exemption from the
antitrust laws. So I went to him one day and said, "You really ought to do
something to take away the antitrust exemption from sports." I think there was a
bill up. Well, Chicago had the Cubs and the White Sox, and I think they then had
not only the Bears but what are now the St. Louis Cardinals football team. In any
case St. Louis and the Cardinals baseball team was also in his political orbit,
because of Southern Illinois. And there was the Black Hawk hockey team, and I
think St. Louis had a good hockey team as well. Again, he said, "Well, I can do a
lot of things, but I have more professional sports teams in Illinois than any state
of the union, and here you want me to vote against them!" There was a limit to
what even he as the most independent senator and a believer in
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antitrust could do. He knew the limits of his power, and his influence, and what
he could do and what he couldn't do. I learned a lot from those two incidents as
to how far I could carry out my idealism, or my civil liberty and Bill of Rights
views, or my pure economic views in terms of practical politics. It taught me that
his agenda and not mine was important.

Ritchie: Would you spend your days sitting in those big leather couches at the
back of the chamber?

Shuman: Not that much. I most often had a srnall chair next to Mr. Douglas, a
small black chair which one of the pages would bring in. One of the rules was that
I could not sit in a senator's chair, which I never did. One tine Mr. Douglas was
speaking. He didn't have the use of his left hand because of the wound he took at
Okinawa. He would roam the floor when he spoke. He needed a memo I had with
a bunch of figures on it, and I think he was holding something in his right hand.
So I got up from my chair, went over to where he was standing, and stood next to
him and held the paper in front of him so he could see the figures and read it.
[George] Smathers from Florida was in the chair, and he said: "Does the
gentleman standing next to the Senator from Illinois wish to be recognized?" I
was mortified! I knew I couldn't sit down on a senator's chair, so I sat down on
the riser until I could sneak back to my chair. But I looked, and the next day that
was struck from the Record as well.
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Ritchie: Could you give me some idea of what the atmosphere was in the
chamber? I get the feeling that things were much quieter then.

Shuman: I think in some ways there was more decorum, and far fewer staff
people. There were seldom more than five or six staff people on the floor at the
time, usually dealing with a particular issue. I got to know people like Ted
Sorenson and John F. Kennedy because we were in a couple of battles together.
We fought a Constitutional Amendment to change the electoral college, not by
providing that the winner of the popular vote would be elected but that each
congressional district would have an electoral vote at a time when they were
gerrymandered.

There were eight or ten senators who were then running for president, as we got
closer to 1960, and quite a few more who were secretly hoping that the lightning
would strike. Nixon was in the chair. Kennedy sat in the back row. Johnson the
majority leader was running for president and later announced. Stuart
Symington of Missouri had announced. Hubert Humphrey was running hard.
Scoop Jackson was waiting in the wings, hoping that he might be vice president.
And Margaret Chase Smith had announced as a woman candidate. Of course
when a senator addressed the chair, it was "Mr. President." And the word was
that when a Junior senator on the back row stood up to get recognition by
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addressing the chair as "Mr. President," at least a dozen people turned around
and said, "Who, me?"

One of the apocryphal stories of the time about Nixon, after Eisenhower's heart
attack in September of 1955, was that the two of them were standing at the base
of the Washington Monument, with its stairs to the summit. Nixon was the vice
president, one heart beat away from the presidency. Nixon said to Eisenhower:

"I'll beat you to the top."

I used to say in 1960, that the worst thing that could happen to the country was
either for Nixon or for Johnson to become president. The reason I said that -- and
I remember saying it many tines -- was it was quite clear to people who knew
them, who had seen them at close hand, that both of them had flawed characters.
It wasn't a surprise, it was known. Personally, I think Johnson was a better
president than he was a majority leader, which is a position that very few people
hold. But in the Senate he was beholden to Dick Russell. He couldn't go to the
bathroom without Dick Russell agreeing to it. Johnson was a powerful leader, but
he was the agent of the Dixiecrats. When he became president he was essentially
freed from that and acted in a much more national way. Even though he made big
mistakes in Vietnam, especially about Tonkin Gulf, I always thought he was a
better president than he was a majority leader. Perhaps that was because I was
not so close to him when he was President. George Reedy, Johnson's press
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secretary, in his book The Twilight of the Presidency, said in an obvious
reference to Johnson, that the Presidency was like a French Impressionist
painting. One had to stand a long way back from it to appreciate it.

One result of working in the Senate is that the Constitution becomes a living,
breathing document. Why if the Senate goes out on Thursday night does it have
to come in again on Monday? Or if the House goes out on Friday it can come in
on Tuesday. Why can't the House adjourn from Thursday to Tuesday? Well, you
know the provision, that no house can adjourn for more than three days without
the consent of the other. But that's something you learn because you work there. I
had to read the Constitution at times to find out things that affected my work.
Why is it that the Senate and the House can authorize five year money for planes,
tanks, guns, and ammnunition when the Constitution says that the Congress can
only appropriate money for two years to raise and support the army? When is the
electoral vote counted? Is it counted by the old Congress or the new one? Is it a
Constitutional provision or not? Think what a difference it could have made in
1960, or again when [John] Anderson was running against [Ronald] Reagan and
[Jimmy] Carter, or in 1968, if the elections had been thrown into the House,
whether the old House or the new one would elect, because each state then has
one vote. It would make a very important difference as to who voted. Well, the
answer is that
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the time of the vote is established by statute. And quite properly the new House
and the new Senate act on that issue, reflecting the will of the most recent
election. These are things that come up in the course of life working in the Senate.

Who presides over the Supreme Court when the Chief Justice is presiding over
the Senate in an impeachment trial? That was a question when we thought Nixon
would be impeached. Senator Proxmire came to me and asked me, "Do I have to
be on the Senate floor during all this impeachment business, every minute?" I
said, "Well, there's nothing in the rules about it," but I told him, "I think you'd
better be, because people will say that you're a Juror, and if you aren't there you
won't hear the evidence." So for practical purposes he would have to be there.

Who defends a senator when he's sued for libel for an act connected with his
official life? That was an issue I got into when Proxmire was sued by Hutchinson.
And what's the meaning of the combined provisions in the immunity clause, the
speech or debate clause, and the provision that each house shall punish its own
members? There's a connection between the two that one learns because one has
to live with them. I spent about twenty percent of my time over a five year period
dealing with those constitutional questions.
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But I think the most important thing about the Senate, which one must work
there to understand, is the provision in Article I that the Senate shall be
composed of two senators from each state. It's the only provision which cannot be
changed, because Article V, the amending article, says that no state without its
consent shall be deprived of its equal suffrage in the Senate. Now, there are those
who say it can be changed by two amendments. One could amend Article V first,
and then base the Senate on population. But for all practical purposes it's riveted
into the Constitution and it can't be struck out. To understand the Senate one has
to understand this. The smallest seventeen states, with thirty-four senators, or
one-third plus one, have only seven percent of the population. The largest
seventeen states with thirty-four senators, which again is one-third plus one,
have seventy percent of the population. It's a ratio of ten to one. This dominates
Senate affairs and Senate procedures in a way that unless one works there one
really doesn't know about.

Theoretically, the senators from those seventeen small states, thirty-four of them,
one-third plus one, could keep the Senate from overriding a veto, from ratifying a
treaty, from impeaching the president, from expelling a member, and could
defeat a Constitutional amendment. I mean, members representing only seven
percent of the population could do those things because of the two-thirds vote
with respect to them. It's very important,
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especially if you work with a senator from a big state. I remember a time when we
had thirty-eight votes to change the filibuster rule. Those thirty-eight votes
represented about sixty-five percent of the population. Yet we didn't win. The
opponents would say, "You don't know how to count!" Well, it was a rigged vote.
The Senate is the only remaining legally, Constitutionally gerrrymandered
legislative body in the country. But Bobby Baker used to go around saying, "You
guys don't know how to count." Well, we knew how to count, but we were
working with a stacked deck.

I remember there were times when Mr. Douglas would look over at [ George]
Molly Malone, who was a senator from Nevada, who would speak for hours, and
hours, and hours on tariff matters, who was the biggest bore in the Senate and
probably the dumbest senator. Mr. Douglas would look at him after a vote on
some issue such as Civil Rights, or the filibuster, or oil and gas, and say, "My God,
when I was alderman for the fifth ward in Chicago I represented more people
than he has in the whole state of Nevada." That wasn't quite true, but it made the
point.
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Anyway, if one wants to understand the Senate, and the coalition in the Senate in
that period, one has to understand this. And I think that Johnson failed in his
campaign for nomination in 1960 because he did not understand this point about
national politics. He thought that national politics were the
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same as Senate politics. He tried to get the nomination by calling himself a
Westerner and combining the southern and mountain states to give him the
nomination. That is the way he dominated the Senate. But in the presidential
election that coalition wouldn't work. Johnson was unsuccessful in 1960 for three
reasons: number one is that he didn't really realize that senators didn't have
much influence politically in their states, that in most states a politician has to
live in the state and be on the spot, in order to dominate its politics. It may not
have been true in Texas, but it certainly was true in most of the mountain states,
and was certainly true in the big states. Second, that coalition just didn't have the
votes to nominate. And third, Stuart Udall actually took the mountain states away
from him in any case, which was why he became Secretary of the Interior under
Kennedy. But Johnson really didn't understand. He knew Senate politics
instinctively, but he didn't understand national politics, and he wasn't really
attuned to national issues because of his focus on the Senate.

One of the most frustrating things in the Senate, for people like Mr. Douglas and
Senator Proxmire, was that as national Democrats they campaigned on certain
issues. Oil and gas was one. Wisconsin was the place where the Supreme Court
case on regulating natural gas, the Phillips case, came from. Senators would
campaign on this issue, and then go to the Senate and find
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that the party was dominated, in its leadership and its committee chairmen, by
people who were fundamentally opposed to the things the party stood for
nationally. And on the gas bill fight in '56, in which I was deeply involved, Kerr
and other oil state senators, the second senator from Texas, Price Daniel, actually
stood at the Democratic majority leader's desk managing the bill, against what
was the overwhelming interests of the party.

One of the things that Mr. Douglas objected to and a major reason for his
estrangement from Johnson in the Senate was that while he did not object to
Johnson as a senator from Texas voting for gas and oil, he didn't think Johnson
should make that position the national party position. It was political suicide for
Johnson to vote against gas and oil and as a politician Mr. Douglas understood
that, didn't have any question about it. In fact, on some of the Civil Rights issues
Mr. Douglas went to people like [ Frank] Graham of North Carolina and said,
"Look, you don't have to vote with us. You're committing suicide if you do. Don't

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
wWwWw.senate.gov



http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=u000002
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=d000036
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=g000353

vote with us." So he understood senators' ties to their states. But what he objected
to was that Johnson used his position as majority leader to impose a local Texas
position as the national position of the Democratic party.

One of the things I always admired Bill Knowland for, when he was Republican
leader, was his view on this issue. Later there was a Douglas-Knowland axis in the
'57 Civil Rights bill.
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Knowland was a very conservative but absolutely straight-arrow type. But when
Knowland spoke against Eisenhower's policies, when Knowland was minority
leader, I noticed that he would always leave the minority leader's desk and go to
the back row aisle seat to make his speech. I always admired him for not
pretending to be the spokesman for his party, when he took a position that was
counter to his president and his party. But that was never done by Johnson, Kerr,
or the Southerners. They were so powerful, they ran the place. You can see that I
feel strongly about this, but one had to work under it, had to feel the bruising
things that came from the way the Dixiecrats wielded power in the Senate. Indeed
it was revenge for Gettysburg.

Johnson never understood about six people, of whom Mr. Douglas was one.
Herbert Lehman was another. Bill Langer was another. And there were three or
four others. Johnson had almost everybody's number. He knew their weaknesses,
whether it was women or drink, or whether they wanted a certain bill, a
committee assignment or whether they wanted more office space. He knew what
almost everybody wanted. He never understood what Mr. Douglas wanted. He
was at a loss. There was no way Johnson could get to him. The reason was very
simple: what Mr. Douglas wanted was for Johnson to carry out the policies of the
National Democratic party. Not in exact detail because he was quite willing to
compromise, but he thought it was important that the
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leader do that. That's all he wanted, and Johnson couldn't understand this. He
could understand people who wanted more room, or who liked to drink too
much, or do other things, but he never really understood what Mr. Douglas
wanted.

Harry McPherson, who was one of Johnson's floor men when he was in the
Senate and a speech-writer at the White House and who, along with Bill Moyers,
was a most constructive influence in the White House, was asked what Johnson
was looking for in Vietnam. Harry's answer was "A deal." But I don't think
Johnson was on Ho Chi Minh's wave length or that he understood that he could
never get the kind of political deal he was famous for in the Senate.
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I think the reason Johnson never understood Mr. Douglas was it never occurred
to him that a senator would stand up for his principles. I think Johnson did have
some. I think Johnson was genuinely moved by the Depression. He never was
against poor people, he was for poor people. But of course he never let that stand
in his way to help the well-to-do and the powerful, either. But at least he had a
certain visceral reaction in favor of the poor. I don't think he was in any way anti-
Semitic or viscerally anti-black, in the way that Dick Russell was. In fact, Dick
Russell and some of the Southerners used to make references to Herbert
Lehman's Jewishness. There was an anti-Semitic overtone to it.
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One of the things that used to gall me was to hear some of the conservative
Western state senators, especially alleged rugged individualist Utah senators --
Mr. Douglas called them the "tin-cup states," because they couldn't last a day
without massive federal support for water projects especially, for wool subsidies,
for wheat subsidies, lead and zinc, all the minerals, for the national lands and
forests, for a variety of issues -- stand up and complain about the power and
influence of the federal government. Mr. Douglas used to quote what the English
journalist Labouchere, who had a French name but was an English Journalist and
a member of Parliament, used to say about Prime Minister Gladstone, who was a
self-righteous fellow. He said, "I don't mind Mr. Gladstone having all the aces up
his sleeve. What I object to is his insistence that the good Lord put them there."

The fact was that the small states a) were over represented, and b) as a result they
got massive federal subsidies, which were paid for through taxation of people in
the larger states. Yet at the same time their senators were self-righteous, not even
understanding that they were the major recipients of the federal largess.

I want to talk at some time in detail about the Civil Rights fights of '56 and '57.
Ritchie: I thought we would do that the next time.
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Shuman: Fine. But I do want to say one thing, because it fits in here. There was
a senator by the name of [Thomas] Hennings from Missouri, an extraordinarily
able, brilliant constitutional scholar, who was chairman of the subcommittee of
the Judiciary Committee which handled civil rights. Hennings was in charge of
the Civil Rights bills, and Hennings had a very, very serious drinking problem.
This was known to the leadership. What happened routinely was that just as the
bills would come up, Hennings would disappear, and we would wait on him, and
nothing would happen. The reason that Mr. Douglas took the leadership for the
'56 and '57 Civil Rights bills was that Hennings wasn't there. It was an unreported
scandal, and it was a tragedy, because Hennings was so able and deserved better
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from life. But every time there was pressure on Hennings he succumbed and
would go on one of his binges. So Mr. Douglas inherited these bills. This led to a
difficult situation. The Southerners would pick on anyone's alleged weaknesses,
to ridicule, make fun of him, so the "professor" angle came in. They referred to
him as "the professor," as opposed to the practical politician. It was a lawyer's
ploy. But also they made quite a point that he wasn't the subcommittee chairman
and wasn't even on the Judiciary Committee, and here he was leading the fight.
Well, the reason he did it was because nobody else would do it, and because
Hennings wasn't there to carry it out.
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Time after time, Mr. Douglas stepped back -- even pushed him -- especially on
the filibuster rule, to allow Clint Anderson of New Mexico, to take on the fight,
which Clint Anderson did. It was always the Anderson amendment on the
filibuster rule. Anderson had ties to the CIO and the United Auto Workers, I'm
not quite certain why. He had been a journalist who for health reasons had
moved to New Mexico and exposed the Teapot Dome scandal. But he also was
Secretary of Agriculture under Truman. The reason he was opposed to the
filibuster didn't have anything to do with Civil Rights. What happened was that
when he was Secretary of Agriculture Senator [Elmer] Thomas of Oklahoma --
there were two Thomases, of Utah and Oklahoma, it was the Oklahoma senatorv-
- tried to force upon Clint Anderson as under secretary, or assistant secretary, or
legal counsel, I don't know in particular who it was, a man who had a bad
reputation. Anderson refused to take him, and as a result, Thomas used the
filibuster either against the agriculture appropriations or against the
Department's legislation. So Clint Anderson came to the anti-filibuster position
not from Civil Rights but from what had happened to him as Secretary. So he was
always pushed to the front, because he was part of the Inner Club, and a man Mr.
Douglas used to say he never quite understood where he was coming from. But
we did know why he was there on the filibuster and why he was so involved in it,
although almost no one else knew, and it enhanced our position to have him lead
on the issue.
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I want to say one more thing about Johnson. I think that a great deal of the
opposition to Johnson over Vietnam was a personal one, and I will be very
specific. When Johnson was majority leader he was all powerful, except with
people like Douglas, Proxmire, and Lehman. Most people gave in to him. Frank
Church's man, Tom Dine, told me that for a matter of about six months after
Church had voted against something that Johnson was in favor of or had refused
to go along with him, that Johnson shunned him, very much in the way that
shunning takes place in Pennsylvania among the Amish sects. Johnson wouldn't
speak to him. Church couldn't get anything done, couldn't get his bills, couldn't
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get his projects, couldn't get his postmasters. Finally, Church went to him and
said, "Okay, you win, that's it." He capitulated. It was unconditional surrender.

Vance Hartke, was another opponent of Johnson on Vietnam. Johnson called
Hartke, who'd been mayor of an Indiana town, a two-bit mayor from a two-bit
town. Hartke never forgave him.

Gene McCarthy, and this is a more elaborate tale, in 1960 was Johnson's favorite
for vice president on a Johnson ticket. I doubt that Johnson ever promised it to
him, but he certainly waived it or dangled it in front of him, because if Johnson
defeated Kennedy, defeated this Irish Catholic Northern liberal, certainly he had
to put a Catholic on the ticket, and a Northern liberal Catholic, and McCarthy was
the obvious one. So Johnson
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dangled the vice presidency in front of McCarthy. McCarthy used to go around
the Senate saying, "I'm more Catholic than Kennedy, and more liberal than
Humphrey." He said it a lot. When the convention came in 1960, the best speech
of the Democratic convention was made by Gene McCarthy, but it was made not
for Johnson, who he was for, but for Adlai Stevenson. And it was done in an effort
to split the Northern forces which would support Kennedy. Mrs. [Eleanor]
Roosevelt was for Stevenson against Kennedy, partly because of Kennedy's
position on Joe McCarthy and his father's connections. Her famous line was
Kennedy needed more courage and less profile. She was a great advocate of
Stevenson, who could have split the Northern vote and possibly let Johnson in.

So Gene McCarthy made without question the best speech of the convention, for
a candidate he did not really favor. Then when Johnson had a chance in 1964, to
select a vice president, whom did he pick? Hubert Humphrey, from Minnesota,
McCarthy's own state. There is always friction between two senators from the
same party from the same state. Hubert leaned over backwards not to antagonize
McCarthy, but McCarthy was in some ways quite bitter about Hubert.

I liked McCarthy personally, and he was always very kind to me. I hesitate to say
anything unkind about him because he has been so personally generous to me.
He spoke to me. He called me by name. A lot of senators didn't know a staff
person, but he
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did, so I always liked him. In the 1968 campaign, when McCarthy ran for
president and didn't defeat Johnson in New Hampshire but did so well that
Johnson pulled out before the Wisconsin primary, McCarthy pointed out how
Johnson had proposed him as the vice presidential candidate, and that Johnson
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couldn't be trusted on Vietnam any more than he could be trusted on these
personal things. So it was a very personal as well as a policy matter.

These senators got out from under Johnson's thumb when he moved from the
Senate, to become vice president and president. They weren't free from him when
he was majority leader. I think that a certain amount of the opposition to
Johnson and the war came from their personal association with him in the
Senate. I used to think that the same was true of [J. William] Fulbright, but I
checked this out with Carl Marcy, and Fulbright really didn't have a falling out
with Johnson until after Tonkin Gulf and until after Fulbright had in fact turned
against the war. So that was a different story. But Johnson gave him the
treatment then. But in many, many cases, opposition to Vietnam while sincerely
held, also had a personal element to it that very few people realized, which
stemmed from Johnson's use of raw power in the Senate.

Johnson in the Senate was a benevolent dictator. Under [Mike] Mansfield it was
anarachy. Under Johnson it was like a Greek tragedy Nothing went on in the
Senate that hadn't happened
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off the floor before hand. All the votes were there, nothing new. There is one
point that I should make about how Mansfield became whip. It was a result of the
gas bill in 256. There are two points about the gas bill that I want to make,
because I was very much involved in it. Frank McCulloch did much of the staff
work for it, wrote most of the speeches and organized the groups who opposed
the gas bill, but I was on the floor and was involved in the parliamentary part of it
and the speeches as well. The key to getting the gas bill passed was to get the
liberal mountain state senators to vote for it. The key to the liberal mountain
state senators was Jim Murray of Montana. He was from the great tradition of the
Montana senators. There were several.

Ritchie: There was Tom Walsh.

Shuman: Yes, especially Walsh; Murray was in that tradition. And there was
Burt Wheeler on domestic issues. Of course they had been strong for trade
unions, and been against the mining companies. Well, Jim Murray was in his
dotage. He was not quite senile but close to it. He had his good days and his bad
days, and he had lost his grip on things. But the key to the mountain states was
Murray, and the key to Murray was Mansfield. Mansfield went with Johnson on
the gas bill. It was the Monroney-Fulbright bill then. It was no longer the Kerr
bill. The oil and gas forces got stung with Kerr out in front, so they picked two of
the nicest people in the Senate, particularly [Mike] Monroney, to
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lead this fight. But Mansfield persuaded Murray, and with Murray the oil and gas
forces got most of the mountain state votes, and they won on the final vote --
although they lost ultimately. When the senator from Kentucky, who'd been the
whip, was defeated in '56--

Ritchie: Earle Clements--

Shuman: Clements, a new Whip was needed. Johnson did not have a caucus or
vote. He called and said, "I'm proposing Mansfield, do you object to him?" Well,
neither Mr. Douglas nor anyone else could object to Mansfield, because he was a
liberal and he was liberal on most issues even though he had voted against us on
gas and oil. But he was picked in part as a reward for his gas vote, and in part
because Johnson did not want a Whip who would in any way compete with him
as a strong personality for the loyalty of the party. So there was this odd couple
arrangement. I always thought the Senate atmosphere was better under
Mansfield, even though it was anarchy, because it was so much more pleasant
under him, much, much more pleasant than under Johnson.

Now, on the second part of the gas bill of '56, it was one of the issues I had a role
in. We were working to get the votes, and the mountain state senators were
important, and the New England state senators were important, because they
didn't have any gas wells so they were free to vote for the consumer. [Leverett]
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Saltonstall was pretty much the key to the Republicans. He was a very nice fellow.
Mr. Douglas talked to him, and I was sitting next to him on the floor at the time,
and urged him to vote with us, solicited his vote, and the New England group,
against the gas bill. Sa ltonstall came back a few days later and said, "Well, I've
been back to the state, I've been talking about this, I've been wrestling with my
conscience, but, Paul, I'm going to vote for the gas bill." He walked away, and Mr.
Douglas said, "That man always wrestles with his conscience and his conscience
always loses." That line may have originated with Oscar Wilde or George Bernard
Shaw. But those two groups, New England and the mountain states were critical.

We met every day in Mr. Douglas' office, during the gas bill fight, with the
organizations who were with us. Then the local public utilities, the consumer gas
interests were with us, because they would have had to pay an enormous increase
in price from the producers. The UAW and the AFL-CIO, and other consumer
groups who were not all that powerful but who were important were with us. One
of the people representing the UAW was a fellow from Texas, who was also
extraordinarily close to Johnson. We knew he was a spy -- figuratively -- in our
midst, but there was very little we could do about it, because he had been sent by
[Walter] Reuther to represent the UAW. But we knew that everything we said got
back to Johnson, almost directly.
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One morning, I found out that the senator from South Dakota, [Francis]| Case,
whom we'd always put in the other group, counted him as a pro-gas bill vote, had
been overheard at breakfast at the Carroll Arms Hotel telling whoever he was
eating with that he was still undecided on the gas bill. I couldn't believe it. I've
forgotten now who told me, but it was somebody who was with our group who
had eaten next to him, and he came and told me. So I told Mr. Douglas, and that
morning at our meeting with our colleagues and with our public interest groups,
that point was made, and we tried to decide who could reach Case and see if we
couldn't convince him, reaching back into his state and all the rest to vote with us.
Well, our spy was there, and within twenty-four hours Case was visited by a
California oil man and offered two thousand dollars as a campaign contribution.
Then Case in a very short time came to the Senate floor. Mr. Douglas was there. I
was there. Fulbright was there. Monroney was there. Not too many other people
were there. But I remember the scene. Case came to the floor and made a speech
about how a bribe of two thousand dollars had been offered to him to vote for the
gas bill.

Well, I cannot prove it to you, but I swear that there was a direct link between
what happened at our conference and our spy going to Johnson and the Johnson
forces going to Keck -- the oil and gas man from California -- and Keck going to
Case. Fulbright
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was furious at Case. They all got up and denounced Case, who was the mildest,
most conservative man. He was an honest fellow, but he was a very minor figure
in the Senate. They just absolutely denounced him. Then the Senate leadership
set up a committee under [Walter] George to investigate the two thousand dollar
contribution. They put Case in the dock. He was the villain, not the oil and gas
companies, but Case. Mr. Douglas went up to the hearing and sat with Case when
he testified about it, and Mr. Douglas would go over and stand by him when he
spoke on the Senate floor, just to show that somebody had enough guts to stand
up with him. But the Senate hierarchy turned it into an investigation of Case
rather than an investigation of the attempted bribe. Eisenhower vetoed that bill
because of the Case bribe. I've always felt that I had a role in what happened.

Later, the Texas UAW fellow, whose name I will give you, but not for the record,
was a lobbyist on the Hill for the combined AFL-CIO. I know this first hand. Andy
Biemiller, who was the legislative head of the AFL-CIO, and President George
Meany, had asked him to get an appointment with Lyndon Johnson for them.
Our lobbyist friend was very close to Johnson. He wanted to be the intervenor.
He didn't want Biemiller and Meany to go to Johnson directly. He wanted to be
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the man to intervene with Johnson and then, to get back to Meany and Biemiller.
He viewed himself as
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the power broker. So he told Meany and Biemiller that Johnson was not available
at the time they wanted to see him. They were up on the Hill for some other
reason, and they were free and decided to go over to Johnson's office. When they
got there, they cooled their heels outside Johnson's office for about fifteen
minutes. Finally, at the moment they had asked for the appointment, their
lobbyist walked out of Johnson's office. He was canned on the spot. Anyway, he
was our double agent, and we knew this, but there was nothing we could do about
it. We could not keep him out of our conferences. But while his salary was paid
for by the contributions of the working men and women, the consumers of the
country, his loyalties were to Johnson and the Texas gas and oil interests in the
country.

Perhaps along these same lines, one of the problems we had in the Civil Rights
fights was we ended up not being able to meet because of Wayne Morse. Morse
insisted on coming to the inner sanctum meetings and being in on the decisions,
fair enough, but Morse leaked regularly and routinely to Drew Pearson. Pearson
would praise Morse and Morse would give Pearson all kinds of information. So
we'd have Civil Rights meetings and if anyone would suggest "Well, maybe we
could modify part 3," or "Here's a way we could get a change in the voting rights
provisions so that we might pick up another ten votes," the next morning that
would appear in Drew Pearson's column, with Morse as the hero who stood
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up and said, "I'll never ever compromise on this great issue for the country," and
a fellow like the Michigan senator, the former trade union fellow, an Irishman--

b>Ritchie: Pat McNamara.

Shuman: McNamara was a marvelous senator, much brighter and abler than
people gave him credit for -- McNamara ended up being unwilling to come to our
meetings because he would appear as a person who was throwing in the towel
and selling out, which he wasn't. He was a fine senator. So the group couldn't
meet. We had to work it by phone from then on, because of Morse. And then
Morse of course turned on us, in order to get the Hells Canyon Dam, and
denounced our group publicly. Morse, who was born in Wisconsin in the same
county where old Bob LaFollette came from, saw himself as the reincarnation of
LaFollette. He was selfrighteous. He was a loner. He made a significant
contribution to the Senate. He had guts. He had an amazing and ordered, and
sequential mind. He was right about Tonkin Gulf. But there was a flaw in his
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character which led him to denounce Dick Neuberger and the noble group of civil
rights senators, and to be incapable of working with almost any group for a
common cause.

Ritchie: Well, the whole Civil Rights issue is so big, I think we ought to save it
for the next time.

End Interview #2
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Howard E. Shuman

Legislative and Administrative Assistant
to Senators Paul Douglas and William Proxmire, 1955-1982

Interview #3: Paul Douglas and Civil Rights
(August 13, 1987)
Interviewed by Donald A. Ritchie

Ritchie: I'd like to spend today talking about the 1950s, particularly the Civil
Rights legislation. You came to the Senate in 1955, and Senator Douglas by then
had been involved with Civil Rights and filibuster rules changes. When you got
there, and Civil Rights legislation came up, did he ever sit down and tell you what
his goals were, and what his objectives were in terms of Civil Rights legislation?

Shuman: Well, we never sat down in that sense, when he said, "Howard, I want
to tell you what I'm trying to do." But because I was with him so much of the time
I certainly got a very good idea of what he was up to. It was done by osmosis.

First of all, his views on Civil Rights had a historical basis. He knew the
Constitution, which of course allowed slavery to continue, and which counted
blacks as three-fifths of a person, although they couldn't vote, and the politics
before the Civil War. He used to talk a lot about the ineptness of the presidencies
before the Civil War and their relations to Civil Rights. Specifically he mentioned
Franklin Pierce, who was a graduate of Bowdoin College from which both Mr.
Douglas and my elder daughter graduated, and James Buchanan. He referred to
them
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as dough faces, defined as northern men with southern principles. He said,
rightly, that they nearly brought the country to ruin. He often spoke of the Dred
Scott decision of the Supreme Court which ruled that a former slave even in a free
state was not a person but property. He talked a lot about the Thirteenth,
Fourteenth, and Fifteenth amendments, passed right after the Civil War. And
then he often centered on the Hayes-Tilden presidential election, where Tilden
the Democrat was denied the presidency by -- well, it was a steal. There was an
absolutely abominable deal made in which the electoral votes of several states, I
think four of them, were challenged, particularly Florida, Louisiana, South
Carolina, and Oregon and in the end all of the 19 challenged votes went to Hayes,
most of which should have gone to Tilden. Hayes won by one electoral vote. But
the deal was that the occupation of the South would end, that the Civil Rights acts
and the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments would not be enforced, and
segregation would continue. William S. White, who wrote The Citadel, a book
about the Senate, made the point that the Senate is the South's revenge for
Gettysburg, but that revenge really began after the election of 1876, with this
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deal. Originally I think there were seven Democrats and seven Republicans on
the commission to decide the disputed votes, plus a neutral Justice of the
Supreme Court, David Davis of Illinois. Davis resigned and was sent to the Senate
and a Justice who was a Republican, was appointed. So the votes were eight to
seven for Hayes. But the
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deal was that in return for no enforcement of the Civil Rights bills and the 14th
and 15th amendments, an end to the occupation, the return of the South to
Congress, and to essentially do in the blacks, the Republicans were given the
Presidency. In addition the senator talked a great deal about the history of the
filibuster rule.

Mr. Douglas' purpose in all of this was to do two things: one was to enforce the
Fifteenth Amendment, the Voting Rights amendment; and the second purpose
was to enforce the Fourteenth Amendment, which was really in some ways more
critical as it applied to more rights, such as desegregating hotels, motels, public
parks, buses, trains, etc., than voting rights. It reads that no state may
discriminate on the basis of race, creed or color because it is not allowed to deny
to any person "the equal protection of the laws." That, of course, brings in any
business or group or agency who are accredited by the state, or who are certified
by the state, including the schools.

The enforcement of these rights, denied since 1876, was clearly his aim. I think
his sense of the history of what had happened to blacks was a very, very
important background or motivation or stimulus to what he was trying to do. So,
yes, we talked about it a lot. And in those early days I met and worked with
people like Clarence Mitchell, who was the lobbyist for the N.A.A.C.P., and Roy
Wilkins, the president. I can't
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remember whether I told you about the dinner with Roy Wilkins on Pennsylvania
Avenue. One night in '56, when we were trying to get the Civil Rights bill passed,
a small group of us had a room in the bowels of the Senate wing of the Capitol, a
small room, because there was a lot of action going on on the floor, and we met
there and went back and forth to the floor and to the gallery. The Senate
adjourned one evening at a reasonable time, at six-thirty or seven o'clock, and we
decided to go down Pennsylvania Avenue to have dinner. Roy Wilkins was with
us, and I think Joe Rauh was with us, and Frank McCulloch, and myself. We
walked four or five blocks. There were then restaurants across from the Archives.
We finally found a restaurant, but the only reason Roy Wilkins was able to go to
that restaurant was because he was with three whites. That was Washington. My
students now don't realize the degree to which segregation was still invoked in
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the fifties and the sixties. In that period Roy Wilkins risked his life when he flew
into a segregated airport in Mississippi. It was incredible to me that in the 1970s
some young blacks called him an "Uncle Tom" because he believed that under the
law, legally and constitutionally, blacks could achieve their rights. Some of them
had no sense of history and knew nothing of the courage he showed. I once told
him that he made it possible for the younger generation to be irresponsible.
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Ritchie: Coming from the Midwest, what was it like to move into a segregated
city? Did you feel it when you got to Washington in the 1950s?

Shuman: Yes. The junior high school that my children went to was the first
school in Virginia to be desegregated, a momentous event, and I never will forget
the morning when that happened. The police were ringing the entire small junior
high school. Even in Virginia they then enforced the Constitution. So, yes, it was
apparent, but as I mentioned earlier I had been involved in Civil Rights issues,
particularly at the university, and when I was in the Navy the group of men I had
were all black. So it wasn't something entirely new to me.

Ritchie: But it certainly must have brought home how big the issue, that it was
right here in the capital.

Shuman: Yes, it certainly was an issue in the capital of the United States.
Washington was then a very lazy Southern town. History might very well have
been different if the capital had stayed in New York or Philadelphia.

Ritchie: In 1956, Eisenhower in his state of the union message proposed a Civil
Rights bill -- his first Civil Rights proposal. What was your role, and Senator
Douglas' role in that '56 bill.
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Shuman: Well, I was his legislative man. Frank McCulloch was his
administrative assistant, and Frank McCulloch worked with the organizations,
and I did the floor work. Particularly my job, rising out of the incidents in '56,
was to detail the parliamentary procedures for the senator and for the bipartisan
Civil Rights group of senators both in 1956 and 1957. I watched the floor, I wrote
a lot of speeches, but basically I was the person to find out from the
parliamentarian what we could do, and to learn the rules of the Senate backwards
and forwards.

We had a very difficult experience in 1956. The House passed a Civil Rights bill
which was very similar to the '57 bill as it started out, and which had in it key
provisions which ended up finally in the 1964 bill, especially what was called Part
United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
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3, which enforced the Fourteenth Amendment. That bill came over from the
House, and it was a pretty good bill. The later voting rights bills were much better
because in those early days the bills treated voting rights on an individual basis,
so that if an individual was not allowed to vote, he could go to court. He could get
an injunction from the court, which told the polling official to let him vote. It had
two weaknesses. What could have happened, and did happen under that
provision, which ultimately passed in '57, was that by the time an injunction was
issued and the court procedures occurred, the election was over. So there was
very little justice. Second, it put the burden on individual
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blacks in the South, who were poor and penniless, to take these legal steps at each
incident. That was a very, very poor answer to the almost complete lack of voting
rights in the South. The voting rights provisions in that bill provided very little
justice. The bill did include the Civil Rights Commission, and it did include Part
3, but Part 3 was deleted in the Senate in 1957.

In any case, that bill passed the House in 1956. Senator Douglas went over to the
House floor to accompany it to the Senate, so that it wouldn't be sent to the
Judiciary Committee. He got there just after the bill passed the House, and then
he came back to the Senate. When he got back to the Senate, the bill had arrived
almost as fast as the speed of light and had been referred, after a first and second
reading, by unanimous consent, to the Judiciary Committee, which was the
graveyard for Civil Rights. Jim Eastland's committee got the bill. It was the
committee which had bottled up a Civil Rights bill there for almost two years,
which didn't meet often, where there was a filibuster in committee when it did
meet, where members didn't appear for a quorum, and where the committee
adjourned at twelve noon when the Senate came in. Nothing happened! Mr.
Douglas was tricked in this instance. Lister Hill, his good friend from Alabama,
was in the chair, and told him afterwards, smiling like a Cheshire cat, that he'd
just followed the rules of the Senate.
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Then Mr. Douglas attempted to discharge the committee of the bill. Well, to
discharge the committee, there were a series of steps. A petition for discharge had
to be filed in the Senate at the morning hour. It had to lay over a day. Then it
could be motioned up. A filibuster could apply to the motion to proceed to its
consideration. Then if it was motioned up, another filibuster could apply to
voting on whether to discharge the committee. If that was successful all that
happened was that the bill went to the calendar. Then the bill had to be motioned
up, a filibuster had to be broken and the Senate had to break another filibuster
before there could be a vote on the bill. It was an impossible situation. But to do
any one of these steps it had to be done on a new legislative day, and a new
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legislative day came only after an adjournment. If the Senate recessed, there was
no morning hour, no new legislative day, and none of these steps could take
place. So what Johnson did was to recess the Senate, day after day, so that the
26th of July was the legislative day of the 13th of July.

Finally, out of desperation, Mr. Douglas moved to adjourn the Senate, instead of
to recess it. Johnson made a great to-do about this, on the grounds that this was a
prerogative of the leader, and it generally was. Johnson, after recessing for two
weeks, denounced Mr. Douglas for trying to take over the leadership. It was the
stock argument of blaming the other guy for your own
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faults. And a vote came. The vote was, I think, seventy-six to six against the
senator. He was crushed. The six votes came from a curious bunch of people:
[George] Bender of Ohio, the Republican who was of questionable reputation;
Bill Langer of North Dakota, who had I think been indicted by his political
enemies but never sent to jail after he was governor, who was a Robin Hood, who
took from the rich and gave to the poor, he didn't make any money himself; there
was Herbert Lehman, who was a saintly fellow; there was Hennings, a
Democratic senator who was an alcoholic, and who should have been leading the
fight but who never came to the floor at the crucial moments; Irving Ives of New
York; and Mr. Douglas. Those six. The only six votes. Hubert Humphrey did not
vote with us. Hubert was in Lyndon's pocket, on that vote.

Mr. Douglas went out to the bank of elevators, which then were operated by
patronage students from Georgetown. Senators punched the button three times
in order to call the operator and to tell the operator that a senator rather than the
general public was present. Mr. Douglas said to me, after this crushing defeat,
"Punch that button three times. Let's pretend I'm a senator." There was a lot of
pathos in it. He went back to his office, and in his memoirs he said -- I can't quote
this precisely -- but he said that he cried for the first time in many years over his
feeling of inadequacy for not being capable of pulling it off. Well, then he
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and others decided that after the '56 election they would make another try at
changing the filibuster rule in '57. They did. The United Auto Workers were very
important to us in this. Clinton Anderson of New Mexico was picked to move the
motion, on the grounds that the Constitution allows the Senate and the House to
determine its own rules, that the rules didn't automatically carry over from
session to session. One third of the Senate was newly elected.

Johnson opposed us at every step. He had opposed the attempt in '53, and he
opposed it in '57. He made critical motions to table, and so forth. He absolutely
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denied us every real opportunity to win. The appointment of new senators to
committees was put off until after the vote, and when new senators came to see
Johnson and Bobby Baker about what committee positions they would have, they
were told to please go down the hall to see Dick Russell, who was the power in the
Senate. And Dick Russell would ask them what their position was on the
filibuster rule, and make very pointed questions about that. The Steering
Committee did not decide committee assignments until after the filibuster fight
was over, and the people who voted with the Southerners got the gravy and the
good positions: the people who voted with us got the District of Columbia
Committee and the Rules Committee.

Ritchie: What do you think was Johnson's motivation at this stage?
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Shuman: It was very simple: Johnson was tied, lock, stock, and barrel, to the
Southerners, and the Southerners controlled the Senate. They elected him Leader
and they were his source of power. They had ten of the sixteen chairmen of the
standing committees. They packed the Steering Committee, I think nine of twelve
on the Steering Committee were theirs, and the other two or three were
sycophants from the fiefdoms, the very small etates like Rhode Island and
Delaware and Nevada, so they had almost complete control of the machinery.
One cannot now (1987) check the official record and find out who were the
members of the Democratic Steering Committee, the Committee on Committees,
thirty years ago. It was a behind the scenes, semi-formal group, controlled by
Dick Russell and the Dixiecrats, with Johnson as its chief executive officer (CEO)
and Bobby Baker as the key operator.

They controlled the Senate by the coalition among the Southerners and the
Democrats in the Mountain States, and the trans-Mississippi Republicans --
North and South Dakota, Kansas, Nebraska and so on. The deal was very simple,
as I detailed earlier.

But the key was that the Mountain State senators voted with the South on the
procedural motions having to do with Civil Rights. If a Civil Rights bill got to final
passage, the westerners were free to vote for it, but they stuck with the South on
the filibuster, and they stuck with the South on knocking out Part
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3 of the Civil Rights bill, Fourteenth Amendment provisions, and on putting a
Jury trial amendment on the voting rights provisions, which nullified them,
because at that time the Southern juries were all white. There was no way some
white registrar who was held in contempt of court could go to jail. If the judge
said I'm not going to take away this contempt until you register this black man,
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he could have a jury trial with an all white jury. It was absolutely rigged. Those
were the issues on which the Westerners -- most of them, not all of them -- voted
with the South. The quid pro quo was as I've pointed out. And the Republicans
from the trans-Mississippi middle west, right-wing Republicans from agricultural
states with very few blacks, voted with them. The coalition had fifty-five votes for
almost anything.

Ritchie: 1 was wondering also about its relation to national politics. The
Democratic party had such a heavy base in the South which it presumably didn't
want to write off.

Shuman: Yes, and one of the reasons that Johnson didn't want to bring up the
Civil Rights bill in '56 was that the convention was coming along. People didn't
want to break up the party and lose the South at that time. So there were great
pressures then. But when Eisenhower sent up a bill in '57, really the same bill,
and the Republicans pushed it, then the Democrats felt they had to go for it as
well. So we got back a certain amount of support.
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But Johnson was with the South because his basis of power was Dick Russell,
who controlled the Senate. Johnson wasn't in control of the Senate, Russell was.
Johnson essentially could not do anything that Dick Russell and his group
fundamentally disagreed with. He was incapable of doing that. He never did it.
He could give us a small token housing bill, because John Sparkman from
Alabama was in charge of housing, a few things like that, but he couldn't pass a
good Civil Rights bill or change the filibuster rule. Not only couldn't he do it, but
he went all out against us, against the Civil Rights group.

Ritchie: In 1956, when the Southern Democrats signed a declaration of protest
against Brown v. Board of Education, all the Southern senators signed it.
Fulbright signed it. But Johnson didn't sign.

Shuman: No, Johnson didn't sign it. He got out of signing it on the grounds he
was the Leader and a Westerner. Johnson was not personally a segregationist.
Dick Russell was. Dick Russell believed in it viscerally. Some of the other senators
Thurmond, Holland, McClellan -- believed in it as well. One senator, whose name
is Russell Long, advised Mr. Douglas -- I don't know whether he did it just
because he was talkative, or whether he did it because he believed in it -- but he
advised Mr. Douglas that the critically important thing on voting rights was to
send registrars into the South. He told him that was the way it had to be done.
Long
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said he would deny it if Douglas ever said he told him that. Mr. Douglas has got it
in his memoirs, but he doesn't give Russell Long's name. But I don't see any
reason now not to say who it was. It was Russell Long, who came from the
populist tradition of his father, Huey Long.

Ritchie: Do you think there were other Southern senators who felt locked into it
because of the politics of their states?

Shuman: Yes, definitely. I think of Lister Hill and John Sparkman, among
others. There were a few. [Strom] Thurmond was unbending. Spessard Holland
from Florida was a real racist. Curiously enough, I never felt Eastland really cared
very much about it. This was just the politics of his state. That was the way he
approached it. He was a cynic. I don't think he was too offended when Civil
Rights laws were passed. He started working for black votes, so did Thurmond.
When Senator Douglas, with Herbert Lehman, voted against Eastland for
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, Eastland in a pleasant and jovial mood
came over to Mr. Douglas' desk to thank him on grounds it would help Eastland
politically in Mississippi. I think he would have given Douglas three judges to get
him to vote "no". Of course he didn't.

One thing I wanted to make a point about: Nixon in 1957 ruled in our favor on
changing the rules, but he left it up to
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the Senate to decide. Now, it was very important as to what subsequent vote there
was on that ruling. If we could get a vote on the ruling itself, then half the
Democrats would vote to uphold Nixon, and most of the Republicans, because
they would be voting to uphold their Republican vice president. If the issue came
on some other issue, such as tabling, and the Republicans didn't have to vote on
the substance of what the vice president had done, then we were going to lose a
lot of the Republicans. In '57, when Anderson made his motion and got a ruling,
before we could move to vote on it, Johnson stepped in and used the unwritten
rule that the chair recognized the majority or minority leader over any other
senator, even if he wasn't the first to be on his feet to ask for recognition. Nixon
told us ahead of time that if Johnson wanted recognition he'd have to give it to
him. And Johnson did, and he moved to table the ruling rather than to vote on its
substance up or down. This let a lot of the Republicans off the hook, and many
voted with Johnson to table our motion.

But we got thirty-eight votes for it. And it had been predicted that we'd get only
eighteen or twenty. The fact that the thirty-eight who voted with us represented
about sixty-five percent of the population of the country, scared the South and
Russell. It so frightened them that they didn't really dare filibuster the 1957 bill.
Their choice then was not whether they were going to filibuster the bill, but what
the content of the
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bill would be. They essentially won that fight, by knocking out Part 3, the
Fourteenth Amendment enforcement provision, and by putting the jury trial
amendment on the voting rights provisions. Then we got into a parliamentary
quandary and a no-win situation where when Part 3 was up we couldn't modify it.
We couldn't weaken or modify it, in order to save it because if a senator voted for
an amendment which weakened it he was voting for something less than what
was in the bill, and the Civil Rights senators were unable or unwilling to do that.
But we figured that after Part 3 was knocked out we could come back with a
modified provision and then people would be free to vote for it because they
would be voting for something far better than nothing.

Just before that was proposed near the end of the time the bill was being debated
while there was huge commotion on the floor and while nobody was listening,
Johnson moved a third reading of the bill. A third reading of the bill cuts off all
further amendments. He did that in a -- I want to use the word -- "sneaky" way;
certainly there was no notice of it. He did it without people being warned. He did
it surreptitiously, and he cut off any further ability to propose even a watered-
down version of Part 3. Dick Russell then at the end of the debate said the
watered down bill was one of the great victories of his life, as he had virtually
killed the substance of the bill. Mr. Douglas said, using the old Lincoln phrase,
that that '57 bill as it passed the
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Senate was like soup made from the shadow of a crow which had starved to
death. That is essentially correct, except the House did come back and
strengthened the provisions to some small degree, and the Civil Rights
Commission did survive. Johnson then took credit, after having opposed us,
vehemently, at every step of the way, for the first Civil Rights bill in some eighty-
five years to have passed the Senate. But he was essentially against us. He was
unbelievable!

Ritchie: Technically the bill really didn't give you much of what you had looked
for.

Shuman: No, it did not. It gave a little, but not much.
Ritchie: It had major weaknesses, and legally Russell could claim it as a victory.

But symbolically a Civil Rights bill was passed. Don't you think that passing even
just a weak bill was an important step in the chain?

Shuman: Well, that issue came up on what to do on final passage. Wayne Morse
got up and denounced all the liberals who voted for the bill on final passage, on
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the grounds that they were voting for nothing, and that he was the only true Civil
Righter. Well, actually he sold out on us for Hells Canyon, in the middle of the
fight. There was a question of using rule 14 to put the House passed Civil Rights
bill on the calendar. We learned from the '56 experience to watch for that bill
coming over from the
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House, and there was a rule little known that a House-passed bill could by the
motion of one senator go to the calendar and not to a committee. In researching
it I found out that it had been done dozens of times. It was supposed to be done
on a bill where the Senate had a companion bill on the calendar or about ready to
come out of a committee and to go on the calendar of bills. But in fact, that rule
had been used at the end of the sessions time and time and time again when there
was no Senate bill at all, so that a House-passed bill at the last minute that
everybody wanted to pass could go to the Senate calendar and not to a
committee, by the objection of one senator. This discovery was, in retrospect, the
major personal contribution I made to the Civil Rights fight.

We devised a strategem to do that on the bill, rather than to send it to Eastland's
committee again, because the Judiciary Committee had killed its predecessors by
filibuster in committee. The Civil Rights group agreed to the strategy, and there
were sixteen Democrats who signed a petition saying they would go for it in
combination with the Republicans, jointly. The group was called the "Doulgas-
Knowland Axis." Knowland, who never got any credit for the Civil Rights bills,
was the key person, and was extraordinarily loyal. I give him great credit because
his word was very, very good. He was a very conservative fellow but a very
upright, honest fellow. He deserves credit that he's never received. Johnson, who
tried to kill it, got undeserved credit
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for the 1957 Civil Rights bill and Knowland, who supported it faithfully, got no
credit at all. He may get his reward in heaven, but that's the only place he'll get it.
I used to think well of him, at times when he was against Eisenhower on a
particular issue he would leave his seat at the front desk, the minority leader's
seat, and move to the back of the room on issues where he differed with the
administration, to speak from that podium instead of representing the
administration. I had a lot of grudging admiration for Knowland, even though I
didn't agree with him on almost anything. He would be a good companion in a
foxhole.

But in any case, Morse was one of the signers of that petition. The next day, when
the issue was on the floor and a vote was imminent, he got up, without telling
anyone ahead of time, and denounced our group for trying to put it on the
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calendar. He said it was wrong, that good procedure was as important as good
substance. As the rules allowed it and as the Southerners had done it many times,
we were not about to disarm ourselves unilaterally. I think he would have been
forgiven if he had come to the group and said "I honestly think I've made a
mistake to support this and would like to get out." But he didn't, he went to the
floor and denounced his allies. But the quid pro quo was that the Southerners
allowed the Hells Canyon bill to come out. In the midst of the Civil Rights debate,
the
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Hells Canyon dam was brought up in the Senate and passed and with the votes of
Southerners who had opposed it before. But Morse forgot to do one thing. The
deal didn't include passage by the House, and the bill died in the House, so he
didn't get his bill. Meanwhile he denounced everybody else.

Furthermore, the Civil Rights groups that year could not hold any meeting,
because Morse had to be invited. Then he would leak to Drew Pearson what had
gone on, and if any senator so much as suggested that he was willing to modify, to
back-down, to take three-quarters of a loaf, he would see his name in Drew
Pearson's column the next day charging this man had sold out, but that Morse
had stood there furiously behind the scenes standing up for Civil Rights. So the
senators had to decide whether they were going to vote for the bill or not, and
Morse voted against it and denounced everybody else. But the others voted for it,
just on the grounds you mentioned, that even though it was puny, it was symbolic
and should be voted for. When the House improved it there was no lingering
doubt as to what to do.

Ritchie: How do you explain a person like Wayne Morse?

Shuman: Wayne Morse was incapable of working with anyone. He was never
happier than when he was the independent party of one. When he was a
Republican, he couldn't get along with the Republicans. When he was Democrat,
he couldn't get along with the
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Democrats. But as an independent party of one, he was happy. And of course he
denounced his Oregon colleague Dick Neuberger on extraordinarily spurious
grounds.

I want to make another point about Civil Rights: in 1960, as a result of that
Russell Long conversation, Mr. Douglas and Jacob Javits put forward the voting
rights bill of 1960, which would have sent registrars into the South to register
blacks in those states where I think fifty percent of them otherwise eligible were
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not allowed to vote. When that bill was brought up in the Senate, Johnson as
majority leader, and Dirksen as minority leader, moved to table it, jointly. And
they Kkilled it, dead. Five years later, and I think it was five years to the day,
Johnson as president sent that bill to the Senate, and Dirksen sponsored it! They
slapped themselves on the back and beat their breasts about what great Civil
Righters they were. Well, I think Johnson had had a change of heart. As I said
earlier, I don't think he ever was a segregationist as such. But he used the
statement, when the '64 bill passed, about his black maid, who when she drove to
Texas didn't have any place to sleep or eat. But she was his black maid in '57, and
in '57 given the politics of the Senate he didn't worry about his black maid driving
back to Texas not being able to sleep in Holiday Inn motels or to eat in segregated
white restaurants.
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It was very hard for me to forgive him for his opposition in 1956 and 1957. The
thing that's most difficult to forgive him about was that he was so two-faced
about it. He never admitted that he had worked so hard to beat us. He not only
worked hard to beat us in terms of the votes, but he was very nasty personally
about it.

Ritchie: In what ways?

Shuman: Well, Dick Bolling told us about this. He was Rayburn's right-hand
man in the House and later became chairman of the Rules Committee, and might
have been Speaker if he'd been less offensive personally to some people. He was
intelligent and didn't suffer fools easily. But Dick Bolling used to have drinks with
Rayburn and Johnson at 5:30, or 6 o'clock at night at the famous Board of
Education, and he reported back to us the terrible denunciations that Johnson
was making about Mr. Douglas and others.

Ritchie: How were Douglas and Johnson face to face? How did Johnson treat
him?

Shuman: They were civil to each other. But Johnson was scornful, and he would
get people to call him "the professor" and poke fun at him, and especially to
generate articles by William S. White, who commanded the front page of the New
York Times, and others, to charge that Douglas was "ineffective." Johnson's
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efforts reminded me of the old Chicago Tribune cartoons which portrayed the
fellow with the dunce cap standing in the corner. Johnson was also very difficult
in terms of what committees Mr. Douglas got, kept him off the Finance
Committee for seven years. The Senator got little of the minor goodies other
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people got. Of course, Mr. Douglas didn't want them. Johnson never could
understand what Douglas wanted. Johnson had everybody's number -- women,
wine, rooms, bills, patronage, whatever -- he never understood Mr. Douglas
because the only thing Mr. Douglas wanted Johnson to do was to carry out the
party's program. Johnson could not understand why somebody would stand for
principle. The same thing happened later with Johnson's relations with Ho Chi
Minh. Harry McPherson, who is a classy fellow and a Johnson Senate floor man
and a presidential speech writer, told me what Johnson wanted in Viet Nam was
a "deal." Johnson never understood why Ho wouldn't deal. Douglas and Ho were
at absolutely opposite ends of the communist/anti-communist spectrum. But
Johnson really never understood people who stood for principle and wouldn't
"deal."

Ritchie: What about Hubert Humphrey in this period? Did he play the mediator
role with Johnson?

Shuman: Hubert Humphrey was the go-between between the Civil Rights
senators and Johnson. You could see him trying to establish a role as mediator
when he didn't vote with us when we

page 156

got six votes in '56; when he urged in '55 not to put forward a filibuster rule, to
see if Johnson could work it out. In '57 we kept sending him back to meet with
Johnson on Part 3 and issues like the jury trial amendment. All I can tell you is
that every time Hubert came back he had lost. Johnson seemed to have his
number. Hubert would be all geared up to go and make the arguments and would
be very optimistic about what he would get, and every time he came back with his
trousers off, figuratively. And you can see how Hubert moved up in the hierarchy.
Hubert would move closer to the middle and closer to the front. He ended up
being almost captured by the establishment, and I use the word "almost."

Ritchie: How would you evaluate the two strategies: in a sense Mr. Douglas was
taking the establishment on head-first, fighting them and not giving an inch;
Humphrey was being more conciliatory, trying to be on the inside, still favored
Civil Rights but was trying to play along and go along. In the long run do you
think that either one was more successful than the other? Or did they both lose by
taking the stance that they did?

Shuman: Well, I don't think either of them lost, although I think Mr. Douglas'
ultimate electoral defeat was in part due to his strong stand on Civil Rights and
his introduction of the Open Housing Bill in '66. That helped defeat him, because
of the riots in Chicago, and because [Charles] Percy switched. Percy at the
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time Mr. Douglas introduced that bill in the spring of '66 said that he was all for
it. By the time the election came around, he backed off. There were marches by
the Bevel group into the white suburbs of Cook County. Percy then said he was
still for open housing but only in apartments and buildings where there were
more than six units or the equivalent. That would have meant no desegregated
housing in most of the suburbs, which were largely Republican, so Percy shifted
on the issue and it cost Mr. Douglas the election. When Percy did this Mr.
Douglas said he wouldn't call Percy a racist, but that he was blowing kisses to the
racists.

Then there was also an interesting thing -- we never really understood it -- but
Martin Luther King's lieutenant in Chicago, the Reverend Mr. James Bevel, said
in that election, when Mr. Douglas was standing up for open housing, that "We
are going to march until every white man in the suburbs votes Republican." He
really helped to defeat Mr. Douglas in a very determined way, which we never
really understood because no senator had supported the Civil Rights movement
with the intensity of Mr. Douglas. There was a suspicion that Rockefeller money
had come into the state in a fairly major way because of Percy's connection with
Rockefeller, but that remained unproven. I'm not certain about it, but it was said.
Percy had two sets of literature, one for the white suburbs and another for the
black wards. In order to woo the black vote
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Percy made major cash contributions to black churches in East St. Louis during
the campaign.

But I want to go back, I don't think Hubert got anything for our group from
Johnson. We used to have a saying about Johnson: we gave him an orchard and
he gave us an apple. That is precisely what Hubert got from him in the Senate on
this issue. He may have gotten some personal things out of it, and perhaps what
he did was the reason he was ultimately selected as vice president. But there were
no goodies or compromises that came our way as a result of Hubert's willingness
to compromise. On the other hand, I don't think Civil Rights laws would have
passed when they did if Mr. Douglas hadn't made the kind of fights he made. In
fact, I will go so far as to say -- because I thought it then and I still think it now --
that the riots which started in '65 in Watts, '66 in Chicago, '67, and '68, and all
over the country when King died -- that if the Civil Rights acts had been passed in
'57, with the full Part 3, that the country would have avoided the kinds of rioting
that went on later. I think it would have been avoided because the blacks in '57
were still passive. One could hardly comprehend why they hadn't revolted long
ago, but they hadn't. But by the time '67 came around, and justice had been
postponed even longer than it should have been, I think that that situation
changed. So I think the country suffered from that, and I think it tells us a lot
about the kinds of problems we've had in urban
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areas -- crime, rioting, on and on -- that have happened. That's my view, but I
think it's true.

And also, the people who bring about change never get the credit. You see that all
the time in the Senate. The person who is out there battling to begin with never
gets credit. The person who gets the credit is the fifty-first person who decides to
come aboard, the marginal vote that shifts at the last moment. They take
everybody else for granted. But I think Mr. Douglas felt that his leadership of the
Civil Rights fight was the greatest thing that he did in the Senate. And it brought
a profound change in the nature of the country -- for the better -- even with some
of the things that have happened since. So while he may have been defeated for
reelection in 1966, his determined efforts forced the Senate and the country to
face up to the moral issue. He may have lost in the short run, but he had a
profound effect on the course of history. I consider it the greatest public moment
of my life to have been -- as he called me -- his strong right arm in this prolonged
battle for fundamental justice. Johnson and others fought him because he forced
them to face up to an issue they wanted to sweep under the rug. Certainly for Mr.
Douglas, and in a lesser sense for me as his lieutenant, in retrospect this fight
gave a sense of purpose to our lives in a way no other events or issues have
superseded.
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Ritchie: What was John Kennedy's role as a senator in this? Was he someone
you could count on?

Shuman: Well, John Kennedy had a very minor role in the Senate. He was
virtually unknown in the country. When I first came to the Senate in '55 he was ill
and wasn't there. The word was that he was dying, that he wouldn't recover from
the operation he'd had on his back, during which time he wrote Profiles in
Courage. So he was an extraordinarily minor figure. I remember only two or
three things he did that stand out. One was his speech on North Africa -- Algeria,
I think -- which was extraordinarily good. I listened to that speech because I was
on the floor, and I thought, "My God, this is really great stuff." It was super. He
managed the Landrum-Griffin bill in 1960, just before he went to campaign.
Archie Cox was his staff man. He handled in an extraordinarily able way some of
the most difficult and technical issues on labor law that one could possibly
imagine, and he got great kudos in the Senate for that.
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Following debate on the Landrum-Griffin Labor Act, c. 1959
Left to Right: Senator Barry Goldwater (R-AZ), Congressman Phillip Landrum (D-GA),
Congressman Robert Griffin (R-MI), Congressman Graham Barden (D-NC), Senator John F.
Kennedy (D-MA), and, seated, Senator Pat McNamara (D-MI).
UPI Photo

The third thing that I remember was when he and Mr. Douglas led the fight to
stop a Constitutional Amendment to change the electoral college. There were
provisions proposed which were ridiculous. The resolution proposed an electoral
college which would vote by proportional representation, which would have given
the one-party states the great benefit, rather than the two-party states. It would
have given the small states the benefit.
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There was attached to it a provision -- these were constitutional amendments --
which also would have given electoral votes by congressional districts, the
Mundt-Coudert amendment. We beat the amendment by showing that the
combination of proportional electors and the Mundt-Coudert provisions would
have thrown almost every presidential election in modern history into the House
of Representatives. Karl Mundt, for whom it was named, was one of the two
senators from South Dakota. He had the district in South Dakota which
represented the rural minority part of the state in terms of people, and the other
district represented the overwhelming majority of the state; his district would
have had one electoral vote, the same as the other. So that was a ridiculous thing.
Kennedy worked very closely with us on that.

When Mr. Douglas chaired the Railroad Retirement Subcommittee of the Labor
Committee he hired Ted Sorenson. That was the Junior subcommittee. Douglas
went on to become chairman of the Labor Subcommittee of the Labor
Committee, and Kennedy inherited the Railroad Retirement Subcommittee, and
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Mr. Douglas recommended Ted Sorenson to him as his staff, and then Kennedy
took him into his personal office. So during that electoral fight, Ted Sorenson and
I were the staff people who did the staff work for Kennedy and Douglas. It was a
great fight; and we won it, overwhelmingly, and stopped them. So there were
those three things I remember where
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Kennedy was a force in the Senate. He was not part of the establishment, which
in my view was in his favor.

He voted for Part 3, as I remember, but I think he voted for the jury trial
amendment. I know Mr. Douglas was very disappointed in his vote in '57, and
when Kennedy asked Mr. Douglas to come to Massachusetts in '58 to help him in
his reelection because Kennedy was very anxious to win big in '58 so that he
could run for the presidency, Mr. Douglas pondered what to do. Mr. Douglas
went up and spoke for him, but he had qualms about it because of Kennedy's lack
of vigor, I would say, during the Civil Rights fight of '57. Of course, when he was
president he waited but finally he did put in a bill which Johnson got passed, in
part because of Kennedy's death. But I think that that bill would have passed in
any case. The tax bill and the Civil Rights bill were almost ready to be passed
when Kennedy was murdered, and I think they would have been passed in '64.

But he wasn't a big figure in the Senate. Of course he was very junior. One of the
things Mr. Douglas used to say after Kennedy was president, and he came across
as a sparkling, able, marvelous fellow who lifted up the country, he said: "I
wonder how many other geniuses there are in the Senate that we don't know
about?"
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Ritchie: Is there something about the Senate that creates that kind of
personality?

Shuman: Yes, for the junior senators. That was still a time when junior senators
were seen and not heard very much. Kennedy sat on the very back row. Mr.
Douglas sat in the next row in front of him. I got to know Kennedy in a small way.
I didn't know him intimately, but there were those times we worked together and
later he or his staff called on me for help.

Ritchie: I also wanted to ask you about outside support for Civil Rights. You
mentioned when Roy Wilkens of the NAACP came in. What was the lobbying
effort, and to whom did you go to for support?
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Shuman: In '56 and '57 there was a relatively small group of senators. It was the
Coalition on Civil Rights, which was really funded by the Auto Workers, and
which included in it the NAACP. King's organization was involved but he was
always out in the country more than lobbying. I don't think I ever saw him come
to lobby in the Senate. He was out organizing people elsewhere. The Jewish
groups were involved in it. The Protestant and Catholic churches were involved in
it. But in '56 and '57 their power was token. Take the churches and synagogues
for example. Yes their leadership would come in and say that the moral thing to
do was to pass the Civil Rights bill, but they had no push behind
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their view. When '63 and '64 came, the churches and synagogues were organized.
Their rank and file supported Civil Rights, and that made the difference. So the
Coalition on Civil Rights was the group, and the key figures in lobbying Congress
were Joe Rauh and Clarence Mitchell. They were extraordinarily able fellows.
They were the pioneers.

Ritchie: In trying to round up votes?
Shuman: Yes, and in writing the briefs.

Ritchie: Outside of the Northeastern liberals, where did you have your support?
Who were the senators you were trying to get into this coalition?

Shuman: There were all kinds of people outside the Northeast, some surprising.
I've talked about the Southern, Western, trans-Mississippi Republican Coalition,
but some people left the coalition to support Civil Rights. There was a marvelous
senator from Colorado who was almost always with us, a one-term Democratic
senator.

Ritchie: John Carroll?

Shuman: Yes, John Carroll, exactly. And there were people like Wild Bill
Langer, who was a populist from North Dakota. Everybody said no one could
predict what he would do, but actually one could predict precisely what he would
do. He would be for
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almost any domestic social issue, and against any foreign policy issue that was
internationalist in nature. The Western seaboard state senators from
Washington, Oregon and California supported Civil Rights because they came
from liberal, progressive, states. The mountain states, as I have said, had almost
no blacks, so the senators there could quite easily support Civil Rights without
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offending their constituents to any great degree and break with the coalition
without endangering their reelection. And then there were any number of other
people. Some of the key Republicans were for Civil Rights, who weren't
necessarily representing the interests one way or the other of their states, but just
out of conscience. So yes, there were all kinds of good, strong people from a
variety of places who supported Civil Rights.

Ritchie: How would you evaluate the role of the Eisenhower administration in
Civil Rights?

Shuman: Tepid. What was said at the time? The bland leading the bland. Two
things happened: the Administration sent up the Civil Rights bill in '57, and then
Russell jumped on it because he found that the Part 3 provisions were written in
such a way that nobody knew the full implications. Part 3, to enforce the
Fourteenth Amendment, by indirection referred back to a group of Civil Rights
bills in 1873 which had never been enforced. When Russell found this out, and
came to the Senate, and exposed it, it was a great victory for him, because the
Justice Department so
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shrouded what that bill was intended to do in general language that nobody knew
what was in it. In fact, Mr. Douglas was surprised. He had read that provision and
didn't quite understand why it was there. He determined after finding out why it
was there to back it, because it was right, but even he who had sponsored the bill
didn't know why it was in the bill. This was done by the lawyers at the Justice
Department, I Judge, to slip something over and not to make the bill too
contentious. Then Eisenhower held a press conference and said even he didn't
know what was in the bill, and he backed off. That essentially killed us. The
Justice Department lawyers should have come at it directly. They out smarted
themselves.

On the Civil Rights issue I wouldn't have wanted to be in a foxhole with
Eisenhower. On some other issues, yes, but not on that issue. He didn't really
believe in it very strongly. It was a political thing with the White House. They felt
they couldn't continue to lose all the Negro votes, and they had Republican
senators like Javits and [Clifford] Case who were strong supporters. [Thomas]
Kuchel of California was one of our strongest supporters. He was a great fellow to
be in battle with, as was Knowland, when he decided to be with us. Dirksen from
Illinois never was for Civil Rights when the going was tough.

Ritchie: What about Eisenhower's Justice Department? Did they lobby for the
bill?
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Shuman: We didn't see them. They worked through the Republican senators.
People like Clifford Case would talk to [Herbert] Browned, who was then
Attorney General, or [William] Rogers, who held the post later. But we didn't
work directly with them.

Ritchie: One other question I have is with parliamentary procedures. You were
going into a real thicket of parliamentary battle. How helpful was the Senate
parliamentarian and the staff of the Senate?

Shuman: The Senate parliamentarian then was Charlie Watkins. Charlie
Watkins I think came from Arkansas, and Charlie Watkins was like almost all the
employees of the Senate itself, an agent of the Southern group. I mean, he
bristled when you asked about something. But Doc Riddick was his assistant, and
Doc was even handed. If you would ask him the right question he'd give you the
answer. On the whole I talked with Doc Riddick. I know him still and I like him
very much, but I never felt that he was out there championing our cause or
anything like that. But he was very even-handed in the way he treated us. I spent
hours with Doc Riddick.

Ritchie: That's interesting. I asked him how he could deal with both sides on an
issue, and he said he only answered the questions they asked him.
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Shuman: Well, that's essentially correct. But he would answer them, and he
would answer them correctly. Then also, Nixon was in the chair as vice president,
so through Nixon's office Civil Rights senators got a lot of information from the
parliamentarians, because they were darn well not going to turn down the
inquiries of the presiding officer of the Senate on some procedural issue. That
was done through Clifford Case's staff, but I did most of the work overall, as on
rule 14, and on all of the procedures on discharging a committee. I did that so
that Mr. Douglas could present clearly to the Civil Rights senators the options
they had. It was quite clear that discharging the committee was an option that
was going to murder them.

Ritchie: How would you evaluate Nixon's role in all of this? Was he playing it
square?

Shuman: Pretty square on Civil Rights. He kept his cards very close to the chest.
But he was getting ready to be a candidate for president. So he was more
interested in national politics than Senate politics. As the vice president he was
aloof to a considerable degree from the Senate. But his ruling on rule 22 was
pretty good except he didn't go far enough. He had the choice of making the
ruling and applying it, but he deliberately left the ultimate decision to the Senate
itself, which Johnson tabled. So he was just one step short of really going all the
way with our group. But it was better than nothing. Because of his
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outrageous campaigns against Jerry Voorhees and Helen Douglas, there was no
one I detested more at the time than Nixon. For whatever motives he had, I
reluctantly give him credit on this issue at that time.

Ritchie: It seems that everyone was moving so cautiously. It was an inch by inch
process, and other than your small group no one really wanted to be dramatically
out in front on the issue.

Shuman: Well, you see, that was one of the problems we faced. The support for
our side was wide but thin. It lacked intensity. And the Southerners intensity,
with less than twenty strong supporters, was so great that they could defeat the
eighty in the Senate who might more or less be for it. That was a big, big problem.
And it was important to the Southerners politically. It didn't make a fundamental
difference for most other senators except on a personal basis. The South
conquered the Senate on this issue the way Cortez conquered Mexico. A small
band of armed and determined people over came the diffused power of those
many times more numerous.

Ritchie: The 1960 Civil Rights bill wasn't as significant, although in some
respects I suspect people remember that one more just because it got so much
publicity.

Shuman: You mean '64?
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Ritchie: No, I mean the 1960 bill when Johnson did the round-the-clock
sessions to break the filibuster, and they had people sleeping on cots. It got a lot
of publicity.

Shuman: The voting rights bill was the bill I remember from 1960.

Ritchie: Well, maybe I'm giving it the generic title of Civil Rights bill. But that
was a different tactic. That was when Johnson took more of a confrontational
tactic.

Shuman: Well, the big confrontation that I remember was '56 and '57; Sixty as I
remember it was over pretty fast, but that's a question of fact which we can look
up. That was twenty-seven years ago!

Ritchie: I was just thinking that in '57 as you mentioned, the South was nervous
about their position and didn't hold a prolonged filibuster.
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Shuman: No, they did not filibuster, although the threat of a filibuster helped
get the bill watered down.

Ritchie: But they did in 1960, and that was when the Senate stayed in session
around the clock.
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Shuman: We also stayed round the clock in previous times, too. I slept on a cot
in the Senate Office Building many times. I read the book Kon Tiki during one of
those periods!

Ritchie: The real question I was getting at was how effective is that tactic, of
trying to stop a filibuster by keeping the Senate in consistently. Right now,
Senator Byrd doesn't like to do that, but some people think it's necessary to break
a filibuster.

Shuman: That plays into the hands of the filibusterers. It is not a good way to
break a filibuster, and the reason is very simple. Twenty senators who are willing
to filibuster, determined to stop a bill by a filibuster, can defeat the rest. Even as
few as twelve can do it, but let's say twenty, which is about what the Southerners
had. One man goes to the floor, the ten committee staffs they chaired write the
speeches. In the period I was involved the Southerners finally made germane
speeches. They read long Civil Rights cases, so they were germane. But the staff
would write four to six hour speeches for each of them. One senator would go to
the floor and give a speech, and he would have with him another senator, a team
of two. The other senator would spell him, by asking long questions from time to
time, and also guard the floor, to make certain that nobody else got the floor, and
to give the speaker a chance to go out and go to the men's room while the second
senator was asking a long, involved
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question. I've seen it happen. The senator would come back from the men's room
and say, "I'm glad you asked that question." The two would go on for whatever
time it took to finish the speech, and if the other side wasn't guarding the floor,
they would stop and pause for four or five minutes at a time.

Then, at the end of the speech, there would be a call for a quorum. Generally
speaking, a quorum doesn't show up immediately, so after fifteen minutes there
was no quorum, which meant that they could delay even longer. Then to delay
further they would ask for a live quorum. Then before anything could happen,
fifty-one senators had to show up. Well, except for the two Southerners on the
floor, their eighteen allies did not show up to help make a quorum, as did a few of
their secret allies. They hid out. The people who were determined on Civil Rights
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would come and answer their name, and the middle group, well, maybe they'd
come and maybe they wouldn't. It was extraordinarily difficult to get fifty-one
senators to answer a live quorum call. So two senators could combine a six-hour
speech, and at least an hour, maybe two hours, getting a quorum. They could use
up eight hours that way; to carry that out they needed only six senators a day to
speak.

So a senator who was filibustering didn't have to show up except every third day
and didn't have to speak except every sixth day. The people who were trying to
break the filibuster had to be around, fifty-one of them, at all times, to answer the
quorum
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calls. They slept there, and had to get up and answer their names at four o'clock
in the morning, or at six o'clock in the morning, after being up all night. The
effect of it was to wear out the people who were trying to break the filibuster,
rather than to wear out the people who were filibustering. Very simple. I mean,
that was a device to help the Southerners, generally speaking. And that happened
in part because of their intensity of purpose, and because of the rules of the
Senate.

Ritchie: And that was Johnson's tactic in 1960.

Shuman: Well, whenever they used it, or perhaps more important, when they
threatened to use it, as in '56, and '57, and '60. I will have to look up the specific
dates on the filibusters, but Johnson certainly backed those who used it or
threatened it, and that did not help us. It helped the other side.

Ritchie: What's your opinion in general about the filibuster rule, and the fact
that senators can filibuster? Removed from Civil Rights, do you think that it's a
legitimate and useful tool, or do you think that it's been a detriment to the
Senate?

Shuman: 1 think in the Senate or in any parliamentary body there should be
debate, long enough to essentially do two things: to examine major questions
thoroughly so as to arouse public opinion and public attention. Then after that
has been done, the
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Senate or the body should have the right to vote, and a majority -- perhaps a
Constitutional majority, fifty-one -- should have the right to prevail. Now, in the
time I'm speaking of, in the fifties, what happened in the Senate was that there
was lots of debate, long and prolonged talk, whose purpose was designed to
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prevent a vote. That was the purpose of the filibuster. It wasn't to educate the
public, it was to prevent a vote on Civil Rights. I define filibuster not as long talk,
but talk designed to prevent a vote.

After the Civil Rights bills were passed, the Senate went to the other extreme
under Byrd. I think that's wrong. Under Byrd, there's no debate and lots of votes.
So what happens now is that a cloture petition is laid down the minute anybody
starts to debate a contentious issue. Once the cloture petition is laid down and the
vote on it isn't going to come for forty-eight hours, everybody leaves. Nobody
listens to the debate. Then forty-eight hours later, without having had any kind of
debate, the Senate votes. The Senate votes and votes and votes. Now the situation
is no debate and lots of votes, which is the opposite of the old days. What I think
should happen is that there should be a system to provide for both. We used to
say in the fifties that perhaps three weeks of debate would be sufficient. We
proposed a two-step solution. Until the debate had gone on for two or three
weeks it should take sixty-seven, or at least sixty votes to break a
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filibuster. But after the third week, a Constitutional majority of fifty-one ought to
be able to shut off debate, because by then there had been sufficient debate that
the majority should prevail.

That's what I believe in. I would not want to see a cloture rule in the Senate that
could be invoked immediately, whereby fifty-one senators could stop debate. The
Senate does have such a rule in the tabling motion. There is a negative form of
majority cloture. A majority can Kkill a bill without debate, but cannot pass a bill
after prolonged debate. It used to really get me when the Southerners would get
up and move to table, as on our petition to change the rules, and do so in the
name of unlimited debate, freedom of the filibuster, and all the rest, and they
would then cut off debate without a moment's debate by the negative cloture of
tabling, which is a non-debatable motion. So I believe in both full and free
debate, and in the right of the majority ultimately to act.

That was the condition in the Senate in its early days. The idea that one hears,
everytime the filibuster rule comes up, that the founding fathers were for the
filibuster, is historically inaccurate. That is hogwash. I don't know whether you're
familiar with that fact or not. In the early Senate, Jefferson's Manual was the
rules of the Senate. Jefferson's Manual, which I have here, provided for a couple
of things. First of all, the ruling of the chair was without appeal. It was final. This
was
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true when Jefferson was in the chair as vice president. So there was no appeal
from the decision of the chair. Secondly, and I think I will now read from my
volume in order to be precise, under Jefferson's Manual there was a rule 17,
which provides that in the Senate of the United States the president's decision is
without appeal.

But it also provides the following: "No one is to speak impertinently, or beside the
question, superfluously, or tediously." Now imagine what would happen to the
Senate today if senators could not speak tediously or superfluously. I mean, the
Senate would come to a screeching halt.

But the combination of a tedious speech being out of order, or a superfluous
speech being out of order, or speaking beside the question out of order, with the
right of the vice president to rule it out of order with no appeal, meant that there
couldn't be a filibuster. No way! And there was no filibuster.

Then in addition to that, there was a rule 34, which provided for the previous
question motion, which is what we now have in Robert's Rules of Order, which
goes back to the British parliament, which is a means by which a simple majority
could cut off debate. That was used four times in the early Senate. Twice it ended
debate by majority vote. Irving Brant, who was a very famous historian and
Madison biographer, an extraordinarily able
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fellow, worked with us on this. He and I worked together on this bit of history. I
wrote a speech for the senator to publicize those four cases. The speech detailed
the cases, the four times the previous question motion had been used, and twice
by majority vote the Senate cut off a filibuster, cut off debate, in the early Senate,
before 1806. Brant did the work on these factual issues. This was unknown until
then. Dick Russell got up and said, "Well, that's the rule from the House of
Commons. That rule is not a rule to stop debate, but merely to postpone it."

Well, what we did was to provide a complete induction, citing every example
before drawing a conclusion. I think it was something that had never been done
before, except in Lincoln's Cooper Union speech in New York, where he debated
the issue whether the founding fathers were for or against slavery. He examined
the views of the founding fathers, one by one and proved that every one of them
had been against slavery, either from their speeches or by what they did. That was
an example of complete induction as Lincoln took every possible example and
showed logically that the founding fathers were personally opposed to slavery.

We did the same thing on this question. The previous question rule came in in the
House of Commons in 1604, so Brant went to the predecessor of Hansard and we
collected every time the previous question motion had been moved in the House
of Commons from 1604 to 1789, the period before the Senate started, and the
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period before Jefferson's Manual, from which Jefferson got the motion. We
found that depending upon how the question was put affected the outcome. If it
were put in the negative, "I move that the question be not now put," then what
happened on the vote, whether it passed in the the negative or the affirmative,
affected what it did. Or if it was put in the affirmative, and the yeas prevailed as
against the nays, different things could happen, either postponement or the end
of the debate.

The effect was that in some cases it was postponed, but in other cases it cut off
debate. We found that in about two-thirds of almost a thousand cases in the
British parliament from 1604 to 1789 the motion had the effect to cut off debate.
Its overwhelming effect had been to cut off debate. My memory is that we found
that the closer to 1789, the more often the motion was used to cut off debate. So
we went back with that information and disproved Dick Russell, although he
never acknowledged that. And I am showing you here a Senate Manual where
Jefferson's Manual appears. In those days, Jefferson's Manual was a part of the
Senate's rules. It was said to be a part of the Senate rules, and after that debate
took place, Jefferson's Manual was stricken, without anybody's knowledge or
motion that I'm aware of, from the Rules and Manual of the United States
Senate. So shortly after we made this point, Jefferson's Manual was no longer a
part of the rules. And if one looks at the later copies of the Rules of the
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Senate in the Senate Manual, which I have here, they do not include Jefferson's
Manual. 1t was no longer part of the rules.

Ritchie: It's in the House Rules Manual now, but not in the Senate Manual. So
they dropped that out without any . . .

Shuman: With no by-your-leave. It was mysterious. I noticed it when I got the
new manual and wondered how it had happened. But I'm making a basic point:
the filibuster was the child of segregation. It was first used just before the Civil
War, when there was the Westward movement. New states were coming in. This
broke up the roughly equal political power of the North and the South as the
country moved Westward and new states were admitted. Jefferson's Manual 1
think went out in about 1816, it was no longer the rules of the Senate. The Senate
wrote new rules, and no mention was made of cloture. But the early rules
provided that debate could be limited by a majority, and it happened on two of
the four occasions it was tried. The filibuster started much later.

Ritchie: Tell me, having spent a lot of time studying the rules, and having
watched someone like Richard Russell, who really knew them. What about the
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rest of the senators, how well did they really know the rules, and how well were
they able to think on their feet?

page 180

Shuman: Well, of course, generally a senator doesn't have to know the rules,
because the parliamentarian is there to tell the senator the rules, and the Senate
essentially functions by unanimous consent. If the rules are invoked, the Senate
cannot function, basically. The Senate can only function by unanimous consent.
Everyone has to more or less agree. One of the devices used to teach senators the
rules was to put them in the chair when they were freshmen senators. And until
recently, all freshmen senators were put in the chair. Now it's a party position.
That came about, I think, in the early days of Bob Byrd, when one of the
Republicans recognized his party people as opposed to the Democrats when he
was in the chair although he represented the minority. Historically the chair went
back and forth and recognized one Democrat and one Republican. And then
somebody didn't do it.

Ritchie: It was Jesse Helms.

Shuman: Was it? And Byrd got angry, and put only Democrats in the chair,
because the majority party has the right to run the show. Then when the
Republicans came in they did the same thing. I don't know what prevails today.

Ritchie: Just the majority party presides.

Shuman: But in those days, that was the way in which the freshmen senators of
both parties learned the rules. The most
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Junior senators presided over the Senate, and on the whole they still do. So yes, a
lot of them learned the rules pretty quickly. But seldom does a senator get into a
situation where he or she has to know the rules in great detail. It's only when the
leadership or some individual senator is enforcing them.

Ritchie: But you don't think it's a detriment for senators not to learn the rules
that well?

Shuman: Yes, I think it's a detriment. I think senators should know the rules.
There are only forty rules. Of course, there are all kinds of things that are tacked
on. I think the ethics requirements are now either a part of or an addenda to the
rules.
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Ritchie: The Southern senators, or at least many of the senior ones, had
reputations of being masters of the rules. I suppose part of that was from
seniority.

Shuman: Well, the Southerners wrote the rules to provide for the filibuster and
to keep a Civil Rights bill from getting through. And they also had a way around
their own restrictions through the rule of germaneness. Are you aware of the
germaneness rule? The Southerners wanted to make certain that no Civil Rights
bill could be passed, and that it could be filibustered. So there was and is no rule
of germaneness on a legislative bill. But they also wanted to make certain that
some must" bills, which had to
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go through, like the appropriation bills, could not be used to tack on a Civil Rights
bill.v So they said that no amendment to an Appropriations bill could be allowed
unless it was germane. Now that isn't really true. If the House puts a legislative
amendment on an appropriations bill, it is both an appropriations bill and a
legislative bill. Other amendments can be added.

But the Southerners provided another feature, namely that a committee could
vote to add a non-germane and unauthorized amendment to an appropriation
bill, so that in the last parts of the year, if they needed to get their dams through,
or their new air base, or whatever, the authorization could be added to the
appropriation bill by a vote of the committee. Thirteen members, a majority of
the Appropriations Committee could add any amendment they wanted to,
germane or not germane. Then, in addition to that, if a senator were to put a non-
germane amendment on the bill, such as Jesse Helms does on abortion to an
HEW appropriations bill, ordinarily he needs to suspend the rules and get a two-
thirds vote. But if such an amendment is put up and a senator asks the chair to
rule on its germaneness, before it is ruled out of order, then the senator can get a
vote on germaneness, and if fifty-one members vote that it is germane, even
though it is not germane, it is germane and it can be voted on.

So Jesse Helms has put non-germane abortion amendments on the HEW
appropriation bills, asked for a germaneness ruling,
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gotten a vote on it, while saying to everyone of his colleagues: "Look, this is the
abortion vote of the year. There are people up there in the gallery watching you to
see how you vote on this procedural motion, whether it's germane or not." So
everybody votes, or not everybody, a majority votes that it is germane, even
though it clearly is not germane. And then [Lowell] Weicker and a few others
decide "Well, this bill can't go through." So they filibuster the HEW bill and there
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is then no HEW bill. That's one of the things that has happened in recent times.
That goes back to the Southern writing of the rules so that they could get their
pork through and at the same time protect themselves against a Civil Rights bill.
It took me a long time to figure it out. I was around the Senate for eight or ten
years before I understood what in the hell they were doing on the germaneness
issue. It really wasn't until I worked for Proxmire, and he was on the
Appropriations Committee, that I learned the inner secrets of the germaneness
provisions.

Ritchie: The Appropriations Committee is the committee that everyone aspires
to, but I suspect that most citizens don't recognize its significance and its power.

Shuman: It used to be the most powerful committee in the Senate. I now think
that because the Budget Committee has usurped power from the Appropriations
Committee, probably the Finance Committee is the most powerful committee and
that Appropriations
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has taken a back seat. That shift of power happened at the time of the Budget Act
of 74, when the Finance Committee fought the Budget Act, decided they weren't
going to give up their powers. Since then they've often thumbed their nose at the
Budget committees when they've been instructed to raise taxes. The
Appropriations Committee under [John] McClellan did not take on the Budget
Committee partly because McClellan was just about ready to die and he didn't
have the energy. So the Appropriations Committee acquiesced in the Budget Act,
while the Finance Committee did not. And if there is anything that history
teaches, as one looks back over the committee system from the beginning is that
power shifts back and forth among committees. In the beginning there were no
standing committees. The Senate had ad hoc committees appointed to draft bills
after the House or Senate had determined the basic substance. They were really
drafting or style committees. They would listen to the debate and go draft the bill,
and then bring it back. That still happens in the House of Commons in the British
Parliament. That's exactly how the House of Commons functions from time to
time.

The powers of individual committees have ebbed and waned. For much of the

history of the Senate, the authorizing committees also appropriated the money. A
lot of people advocate that now, but I'm against it. I think there would be no limit
on spending if the Armed Services Committee or the Labor Committee, or Health
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Committee, could appropriate what they authorize, because they always
authorize much more than will be appropriated. The committees are loaded with
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the advocates of the programs they vote on. So that's a silly proposal which is
made by a lot of intelligent people. Further, until the Budget and Accounting Act
of 1921, the authorizing and appropriations committees were often the same, as I
have said. Soon the jealousy of the Appropriations Committee for the Budget
Committee will lead to a loss of power of the latter. The alarm of the Armed
Services Committee that the Budget Committee is reaching into their bailiwick,
even though the Budget Committee pretends not to tell them what weapons
systems to fund, in effect they do. This poaching by the Budget Committee will
also result in the Budget committee getting its wings clipped in the relatively near
future. So the power will shift back and forth again. As a historian you must be
very pleased that I'm talking about the the role of history in the Senate.

Ritchie: The cycles of history. One other question I wanted to ask about Senator
Douglas and the filibuster issue: having fought so consistently to reduce the
powers of the filibuster, did he feel constrained against filibustering himself?

Shuman: No, he did not, and he had a very good rule about it, because we saved
the "one man one vote" decision of the Supreme Court from Dirksen overturning
it, by filibustering it. His position was that he was not for unilateral disarmament,
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either with the Russians or in the Senate. And it was a form of warfare in the
Senate. Although Mr. Douglas was wounded twice in he Pacific, he used to say
that civic courage was often a higher order than battlefield courage. "In the
Pacific," he would say, "the Japanese were after my body. Here in the Senate
people are after my soul." He believed that as long as the filibuster was the rule of
the Senate, he had every right to use it, as did every other senator. When his
proposal for three weeks of debate, after which a majority vote could end debate
was adopted, then he would abide by the rule. But he was not going to have one
set of rules for his side and another set for the other side, essentially out of self
restraint. And I think that's fundamentally correct. He didn't filibuster a lot, but
he was involved in some, yes. And I helped him.

Ritchie: It has been interesting that filibusters more recently have been by
liberal senators, I suppose because there have been conservative majorities.

Shuman: Yes. This is true because this has been a very conservative
administration trying to push through very conservative legislation. But I still
think full and free debate followed by passage by a majority, is the answer.

Ritchie: It's certainly what distinguishes the Senate from the House, with the
House having such tight rules on debate.
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Shuman: Yes, but as we've talked about earlier, I think debate in the Senate is
nothing like it ought to be. The quality is nothing like it should be or could be,
unfortunately.

Ritchie: Someone said recently they're not sure if there's anyone left in the
Senate who could give a speech for six to eight hours.

Shuman: You asked me about Wayne Morse being too talkative. But I did want
to say in his defense that Wayne Morse, and Jack Javits as well, could get up,
without a note and give a sequential speech of forty minutes or an hour, or two
hours, and it would sound like a legal brief. They had ordered minds and could
give a long sequential speech. They were extraordinarily good, even though
people might say they were a bit long-winded. But their speeches were very
substantive, and they did flow precisely. It was an amazing ability. Mr. Douglas
could do that. He could give an hour-long sequential and ordered speech, I've
heard him do it many times, without a note. And he complained to me in his
older age that he now had to have notes when he spoke, and it bothered him.
God, I couldn't make a formal speech, not an important one, without notes in any
case!

End Interview #3
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Legislative and Administrative Assistant
to Senators Paul Douglas and William Proxmire, 1955-1982

Interview #4: The "Good Old Days" Were Not
(August 19, 1987)
Interviewed by Donald A. Ritchie

Ritchie: You said you'd like to begin with the concept of the "good old days" in
the Senate.

Shuman: Well, there's a lot of talk now about the "good old days" in the Senate
or Congress, when it was said a President could deal with Rayburn, and Johnson,
and a few committee people, strike a deal and allegedly watch the leaders deliver.
First of all I don't think it was true to a very great degree. Senators who were in
the Senate then paid a very heavy price for the "good old days," in the sense that
the Senate was run by a small hierarchy composed of the bipartisan coalition I've
talked about, but principally by the committee chairmen, who were very
powerful. Of course, the junior members were to be seen and not heard. The idea
that the president could talk to Johnson, and he in turn could talk to Russell and
deliver, in general was not true. They could only deliver on things the
Southerners agreed to. They couldn't deliver a Civil Rights bill. They couldn't or
wouldn't deliver a tax bill, if a tax increase or decrease were needed to dampen
down or stimulate the economy. They could deliver only in the small area of
relatively conservative policy with which they agreed. That's as far as it went.
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The "good old days" also were when neither Rayburn nor Johnson could control
Judge [Howard] Smith, chairman of the Rules Committee, who at the end of the
session went back to his farm in Virginia and took with him all the bills that he
didn't want passed. He just put them in his pocket.

The "good old days" were days when bills were marked up in secret executive
sessions. The "good old days" were when Bobby Baker ran free like a loose gun on
a wooden deck, when the Truth in Lending bill, my old boss Douglas' bill, which
Proxmire finally got passed, was bottled up for seven years in a subcommittee of
the Banking Committee, because the chairman of that committee, [A. Willis]
Robertson was an agent of the banks. He went to work for them when he left the
Senate as did his staff director. The "good old days" were when the power-
oriented senators held sway over the issue-oriented senators.

The "good old days" were the days when the press did not report the drunks, or
the crooks, or the womanizers. Gary Hart would have had a field day if the "good
old days" still existed! The "good old days" were when the press which covered
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the Senate, principally the New York Times man, William White, and the
Washington Post reporters, and the wire service reporters were in fact a part of
the Senate establishment. [Jack] Bell was head of the A.P. in the Senate gallery. I
remember one evening he came out of the press gallery as I was going in, and he
said, in a loud
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voice, announcing it: "We have adjourned. We are coming in at noon tomorrow."
He was just as much a part of the Club as any Southern senator. The "good old
days" were when the Dixiecrats held 10 of the 16 Standing Committee
chairmanships, including all but one of the big ones, and whose sycophants ruled
almost all of the others.

There was a period of about a year when everybody knew that Bobby Baker had
been fiddling with campaign funds, and it was unreported. It finally got reported
by accident when a lawsuit was filed. One of the things I look back on with some
pride is the fact that for a year before Bobby Baker was fired, he wouldn't speak to
me. He wouldn't speak to me because of Jim McCartney of the Chicago Daily
News, now of the Knight-Ridder chain, and my friend for over thirty years.
McCartney did stories then that were not quite front-page stories but wonderful,
interesting stories which everyone else missed. He was the one who broke the
story about Mrs. Kennedy's new house in the Virginia countryside. And he did
stories on Bobby Baker before anyone else did. He heard Bobby Baker, the
secretary to the majority, say one summer, speaking to a group of interns, that he
had ten senators' votes in his pocket at anytime. And Jim also wrote an article
about the Senate establishment, the Club, and he put Baker in the Club as the
hundred and first senator, as he called him, but he left Mansfield out, which
made Mansfield very unhappy. Mansfield
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ticked off McCartney at that time, but later apologized to him. Bobby, it was said,
also had power because his wife was the secretary for the Internal Security
Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee which kept dosiers not only on
alleged security risks but on senators and their families as well. The staff director
was a man named Sourwine. But in any case, McCartney wrote the stories about
Bobby, and Bobby had seen me having lunch with Jim McCartney in the Family
Dining Room [in the Capitol] and thought that I had put him up to it. Well, I
hadn't. I wish I had, but I hadn't.

There was a time that year, this would have been after '62 and before '64, when
we were meeting in Majority Leader Mansfield's office with John Sparkman,
Mansfield, and Douglas, who were handling a major housing bill. I was there as a

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
wWwWw.senate.gov


http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=m000113
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=s000701

staff person, and Bobby was there, just the five or us, and for more than an hour
Bobby wouldn't speak to me because he thought I was McCartney's source.

Well, in the end he went to jail because of an incident that happened in the
Finance Committee. Mr. Douglas for years had proposed that the stock savings
and loans be taxed at a higher rate than the mutuals, on the grounds that the
stocks were out to make money, but the mutuals shared their profits with their
members. Mr. Douglas pushed this, but without any success. One day I got a call
from Grover Ensley, who had been the staff
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director of the Joint Economic Committee and now worked for the mutual
savings banks in New York. About noon he called me from New York and said,
"Great! Congratulations! Douglas had a great success in the Finance Committee
today. The stocks are going to be taxed more than the mutuals." I said, "Grover,
there must be some mistake. Mr. Douglas wasn't at the meeting today."

It turned out that [Robert] Kerr had put the amendment through and had voted a
number of proxies for it. In the next two or three weeks, almost every stock
savings and loan in the country came down to Washington to try to do something
about that. This was at a time when Bobby Baker and Kerr were in charge of the
Senate Democratic Campaign Committee. After Johnson had gone to the White
House there was a vacuum into which Kerr and Bobby stepped. They literally
shook down the savings and loans for campaign contributions during that two or
three week period, and then Kerr withdrew his amendment. That is what in the
state legislatures is called a "fetcher" amendment: a member says he's going to do
something that's going to hurt a group's interest and then he gets them to pay
through the nose for it not happening.

Bobby had turned over something like eighty thousand dollars to Kerr, and the
cash was found in Kerr's lockbox after he died, suddenly, I think on New Year's
day of 1963. He died just as there appeared on the newsstand a copy of the
Saturday Evening Post with Kerr's picture on the cover. It referred to him as "the
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king of the Senate." Mr. Douglas coined the phrase and first called Kerr the king
of the Senate. At the very instant that it appeared -- here was this all-powerful
person who had stepped into the vacuum that Johnson left -- Kerr died of a
sudden heart attack, sitting on the edge of his hospital bed. When Bobby went to
trial, his defense was that it was Kerr's money, that he had given it to Kerr, and
that he Bobby, hadn't kept it. He said he gave it all to Kerr. Some used to think he
gave ten percent to Kerr and kept ninety, but Bobby claimed he gave it all to Kerr.
And the judge's charge to the jury was that if you do think that Bobby passed all
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the money along to Kerr, then Bobby is technically innocent. Personally I thought
he was "technically" innocent. I think he was morally guilty but probably
technically innocent. But the prosecution said: what would this millionaire Kerr
want with the money? The question I would have put is: how do they think Kerr
got all his money in the first place? He had the biggest Sunday School class in
Oklahoma. He didn't smoke and he didn't drink, but as he said, "I never approved
of a deal I wasn't in on." He was a modern buccaneer.

That was the Senate in the "good old days." I was called to the Senate floor one
time just after the Senate Campaign Committee delivered to Mr. Douglas, in a
white envelope, sealed, five thousand dollars in cash as his part of their campaign
contribution. I think it was for 1960. He called me over to the
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Senate, gave it to me unopened. Mr. Douglas was ashen. I went back to the office
and I got our office boy, who was then a high school student, and he and I walked
together over to the bank on east Pennsylvania Avenue, where I converted the
cash into a cashier's check, and sent it off to our campaign to be recorded. But if
someone had hit me over the head going down the steps in the Old Senate Office
Building, with five thousand bucks, people would have been very suspicious of
what I was up to. That is the way things worked in the "good old days." I
converted that money into something I could see, feel, or touch immediately. I
made it accountable.

So there are lots of good things about the present day, when senators can actually
go to the floor, offer an amendment, and have some hope that if it has some merit
it can actually be passed. That was not true in the "good old days." Johnson had
to give his approval before the 55 votes of the coalition would vote for your
amendment. Committee assignments were handed out on a preferential basis,
rather than on a fair basis, even with the Johnson rule, which was a good change.
So I don't think so much of the "good old days." They have been vastly
exaggerated. They are largely a myth.

I heard Henry Kissinger say not too long ago that, when he was Secretary of State
in the Nixon and Ford administrations, the "good old days" still existed in the
sense that he could go up and
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talk to three or four people and get his foreign policy position accepted. That's
rubbish. In the period from '69 until '76 that did not occur in the Senate for
Kissinger or anybody else. That was a period when the "good old days" did not
exist at all. Those were the days when turmoil ruled.
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There is one other point I want to make. In 1958 there was a recession and Mr.
Douglas was a strong advocate of a quick tax cut, I think he proposed a tax cut of
about six billion to stimulate the economy and to help end the recession.
Eisenhower didn't want to do it. If he had done it, and conditions had improved,
the Senate might very well not have gone Democratic to the degree it did in 1958,
when I think sixteen new Democratic senators came in, four from the two new
states and twelve from former Republican seats. But Eisenhower resisted the tax
cut. Johnson was talking to Mr. Douglas then, and Douglas had convinced him
that it should be done. But Johnson told Douglas, when I was with them on the
Senate floor, that Rayburn had gone down to the White House and that
Eisenhower said no, that he thought it would be wrong to cut taxes, and that
Rayburn had stood there and saluted Eisenhower as commander-in-chief and
said: yes sir, we won't have a tax cut. It was one thing to treat the president as
commander-in-chief on a matter of foreign policy, or military policy, national
security policy, but quite another to do that on a domestic political and economic
issue. But according to Johnson
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Rayburn did that, and even Johnson couldn't change the fact that Rayburn had
done it. I've since been told by Rayburn's biographer that this may not have been
true. It may have been Johnson's way of letting Douglas down easily.

I think there have been a lot of changes for the better in the Senate. And there are
three principal ones, which I think changed the nature of the Senate. The first
major change was the decline of the South and the death or retirement of the
Southern barons or poohbahs. That occurred through the middle and late sixties
and into the early seventies. Most of the Dixiecrats died or left. They were
replaced by relatively conservative Democrats, but in most cases the Dixiecrats
were replaced by national Democrats from the South. A man like [Lawton ]
Chiles, who is relatively conservative, is certainly not a Dixiecrat such as Spessard
Holland, whom he replaced. So the decline of the South was a major change in
the Senate. The South's grip on the committees and on the Steering Committee
and the appointments to positions ended.

The second change was the rise in power of the class of '58 Northern Democrats,
whose influence lasted really until 1980. They became either chairmen or ranking
members of the committees. They brought a tremendous change in the nature of
the Senate, and made it possible for Johnson as President to get his Great Society
program through. It is ironic that those who gave Johnson his
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great legislative victories as President were those who had been scorned by
Johnson and his power base when he was Leader in the Senate.

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
wWwWw.senate.gov



http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=c000356
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=c000356
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=h000720
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=h000720
http://www.senate.gov/learning/brief_9.html

The third change was in the nature of the Republicans. When I first came to work
in the Senate there were, with some notable exceptions, basically two kinds of
Republicans. There were the time-servers or there were the wild men. The wild
men were McCarthy, [William] Jenner, and the man from Idaho.

Ritchie: Herman Welker.

Shuman: Welker died of a brain tumor. I saw him go nuts on the floor one day.
He absolutely went wild. He would make John McEnroe look angelic. With
notable exceptions such as Bob Taft, many of the Republican senators were
nonentities, and there was a reason for that. An able conservative in that period
became president of a bank, head of General Motors, or chairman of a large
corporation, and in turn hired his politicians. So most of the Republicans in the
Senate were hired politicians. The exceptions were a few patricians from New
England. Very few of the Republicans would argue substance or policy. They
wouldn't debate. They just sat there. The senator from Iowa, Tom Martin, was a
beautiful example of an absolute nonentity. But there were lots of them. Now,
that changed dramatically -- starting in 1956 with Javits of New York -- a whole
group of Republicans came in
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who had standing in their own right. The two Oregon senators [Robert]
Packwood and [Mark] Hatfield, and [Edward] Brooke of Massachusetts.
[Richard] Lugar is an example of that, as is the leader of the Republicans,
[Robert] Dole. There are a large number of Republicans who have great ability
and personality who got there on their own hook and were and are not time
servers. That was a decisive change in the Senate. The election of 1980, when a
whole group of Republicans won whom no one expected to win, and therefore not
much care had been taken in their selection as candidates, almost brought the
cycle full circle again. But many of these were defeated six years later at the end
of their first term.

Those were the fundamental changes, as well as the changes people talk about,
such as the open meetings of the Senate committees, the rise of subcommittee
government, greater freedom for freshmen, greater diffusion of power
throughout the Senate in the committees, and so forth. It got to the stage that
when my old boss, Proxmire, became chairman of the Banking Committee, there
wasn't much power left in the chairmanship. He was really first among equals.
The only way he could function was to convince a majority of the members of the
committee to vote with him. He had to round up the votes. They were not
automatic. He could not rule autocratically as did many predecessor committee
chairman in the Senate.
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I think, contrary to what people say, that on the whole it is now a better place. I
don't think it's as interesting a place. I don't think the figures loom as large as
Johnson, and Kerr, and Douglas, and Morse. Maybe I think that because of age.
Perhaps twenty years from now people will say, "Gee, there was Bob Dole back
there, what a big figure he was. And think of what a big figure Bob Byrd was as
the leader!" I don't quite think that will be the case, so I'm not making that point,
but I am saying that the general level of intelligence is now probably higher. The
general level of education is higher. I think that on the whole senators are now
more ethical. There are fewer crooks. There are fewer drunks. Very few of them
smoke. They are healthier. In a wide variety of ways, even with the PACs and the
big money that are now involved in campaigns, as a group they probably operate
on a higher ethical plane than when I first came there. End of speech!

Ritchie: To go back, you brought up Bobby Baker, and I did have some
questions I wanted to ask you about him. He was the Democratic Secretary for
much of the period that you were on the floor.

Shuman: All the period, from '55 until '62 or '63, whenever it was that he lost
his job, after Mansfield became leader.
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Ritchie: Were there times that you felt you could work with him, or was it
always an adversarial relationship?

Shuman: No, Bobby was never with us. Bobby would use information that he
got from us against us. He did have ten senators in his pocket. He constantly
claimed that our side couldn't count. I made the point about how the Senate is
gerrymandered and how the smallest seventeen states with thirty-four senators
represent only seven percent of the population. It's a rigged deck, and Bobby took
advantage of that. It was true that on almost any vote, Johnson had ten extra
senators in his pocket, and he and Bobby would beat us and say, "You can't
count." But we could count. We were just playing with a stacked deck. No, he was
not with us.

Ritchie: Was he primarily Johnson's tool?

Shuman: My theory of it is that yes, he was Johnson's agent, but that while
Johnson was leader he kept Bobby under wraps. Bobby was on a short leash. It
was only after Johnson left the Senate that Bobby became creative in the ways
that finally put him in jail. I don't think that Bobby dared to be a crook while
Johnson was there. He might have done some unethical things, but I don't think
he did crooked things while Johnson was there. To give Johnson credit -- which I
haven't done very much -- I must say that on the whole Johnson's presidency is
one in which

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
wWwWw.senate.gov


http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=m001014
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=b001210

page 201

relatively few people went sour. He had a very honest administration. I think it
was true that Bobby went sour after Johnson left the Senate, when Bobby and
Kerr got together in the vacuum that was created by Johnson's leaving.

Ritchie: Do you think Kerr corrupted him?

Shuman: Well, they probably corrupted each other. I'll put it that way. Bobby
had too much power. He thought he was omnipotent.

Ritchie: Also Bobby Baker was involved in Democratic campaign funding. You
mentioned that one point the envelope arrived with five thousand dollars.

Shuman: I don't know who gave it to Mr. Douglas. It may have been Bobby. I'm
not sure who gave it to him. But Bobby and Kerr ran the Senate Campaign
Committee.

Ritchie: 1 was wondering if that kind of money was tied to a person's support for
the establishment in the Senate?

Shuman: Well, it was and it wasn't. In the case of Mr. Douglas it was not. He
was not a member of the Club. In 1960 the election in Illinois was for a senator
from the biggest state in which a senator was up, eleven million people. He got
five thousand dollars from the Campaign Committee most of which he had raised
on his own from people who gave to the
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campaign committee at his request. So he got from the Campaign Committee an
amount which he had raised from his supporters. What we didn't understand was
why the Senate Campaign Committee gave it in cash. On the other hand, [Allen]
Frear from Delaware, one of the smallest states in the Union, who was also up, I
think got four or five times as much. In that sense, the friends of the Club were
rewarded. But Mr. Douglas got the minimum amount promised to every
Democratic Senator running that year.

I'd like to tell here about how the Senate hierarchy kept him off the Finance
Committee for seven years. Mr. Douglas was on the Labor Committee and had
tried to get on the Finance Committee for any number of years and was always
unsuccessful. He was probably the most qualified of any senator to go on that
committee. He had helped write the original social security law. He was an expert
on unemployment compensation and welfare. As President of the American
Economic Association he was an expert on revenue and taxes. He had organized a
large group of American economists against the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill and
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wrote books on tariffs, all subjects over which the Finance Committee had
jurisdiction. But he was an opponent of tax loopholes. When he first went to the
Senate in '49, he had the same seniority as Bob Kerr, who was elected the same
year. Kerr went to the Finance Committee as a freshman. There was an opening,
and they then put on Frear of
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Delaware. The Finance Committee almost always, historically, has had one
senator from Delaware. Delaware is to corporations what Florida is to the aged.
Most corporate headquarters are in Delaware, and there are all kinds of offices in
Wilmington where there is nothing but the name of the corporation on a one-
room office, as its national headquarters. But anyway, there is always one senator
from Delaware on that committee, and for a long time both [John] Williams and
Frear from Delaware were on the committee. But Frear, who had the same
seniority as Mr. Douglas, went on the committee.

When the next opening came, [Russell] Long and [George] Smathers went on;
I'm not certain who went on first. Long did have seniority over Mr. Doulgas.
Smathers was two years Mr. Doulgas' junior. But those two went on the
committee. Then an opening came, and Mr. Douglas applied again. The
establishment wanted to keep him off because of his position on oil and gas. At
that time there wasn't a single member of the Finance Committee who was not a
supporter of the oil depletion allowance. It was required. They couldn't find
anyone who had more seniority to keep him off at that stage so what happened
was that Lyndon Johnson as leader took the spot, because it was a rule that the
leader could have any committee he wanted. So Johnson went to the committee
to keep Douglas off. Then there was a vacancy, but Alben Barkley had come back
to the Senate. Barkley had been Vice

page 204

President, Majority Leader, and a former member of the committee. You
remember he resigned in the '40s I think.

Ritchie: 1948, to become Vice President.

Shuman: No, no, earlier when he resigned as Majority Leader when Roosevelt
vetoed a tax bill that Barkley had gotten through.

Ritchie: Oh, yes, in 1944.

Shuman: Roosevelt vetoed the bill, and Barkley resigned from the Majority
Leadership in protest. But Barkley was now in the Senate. He came back in the
'54 election. Mr. Douglas was asked to step aside, and he agreed to step aside for
United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
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Barkley. Then there was another vacancy, and Doulgas was in line again. The rule
was that the first person who had applied got the position, so a lot of people
applied for the committee they ultimately wanted the day they came to the
Senate, so they could say: "I've had my application in for six years." Douglas'
request had been in for several years. Anyway, another vacancy occurred, and the
Steering Committee and the oil and gas interests tried to keep Douglas off, and
they were successful again. Their ploy was to put up Clint Anderson from New
Mexico, who was a very good senator, but who because of New Mexico interests
was an oil and gas senator. They couldn't think of any reason why he should go on
ahead of Mr. Douglas. The two had equal seniority, and Douglas
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had applied earlier, but the reason they gave was that Anderson's name began
with A and Douglas began with D, so that in this equal seniority situation
Anderson got first choice, even though Douglas had applied many times before.

Then Barkley died, and finally Mr. Douglas got on the committee. Kerr was
sitting number two, Douglas was the last, lowest one on the Democratic side. It
points up the fact that in the "good old days," while seniority was said to exist,
like George Orwell's pigs, some senators were more senior than others. In the
case of the Finance Committee, the Democratic hierarchy kept a senator off if
there was any chance at all that he would be in favor of the depletion allowance.
Later Albert Gore, Sr., of Tennessee, an absolutely public interest senator, got a
seat, and the two of them and John Williams of Delaware fought many battles
together.

Ritchie: One of the things that's always claimed for Johnson, one of the reforms
that he instituted, was to give freshmen senators a chance to get on first-rank
committees, rather than put them automatically on the District of Columbia
committee. Could that also be interpreted as a way of giving him and his
supporters more control over who got on the committees? In other words, if you
took it away from strictly seniority assignment, you could keep a liberal
troublemaker off of the Finance Committee and put a junior senator on in his
place.
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Shuman: Well, you could and you couldn't. The Johnson rule was that there
were classes of committees. Foreign Relations, Appropriations, Finance, Armed
Services, and Judiciary, I think were the big five. No senator could go to one of
those committees as a second committee, if the senator were already on one of
those committees. But also Johnson had a grandfather rule: those who were there
stayed. So the rule started off with a great many senior senators who were on say
Armed Services and Appropriations, or Finance and Appropriations, and they got
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to stay. They didn't get kicked off. But when there was an opening, a junior
senator got to go on one of those big five committees, in preference to a senior
senator who was already on one of them. That was the Johnson rule, and on the
whole it was a pretty good rule. But I don't think it operated in the way you
mentioned. Of course, one could always manipulate it. In 1959, some people like
[Gale] McGee of Wyoming and Bob Byrd went to Appropriations as freshmen.
That was unheard of until then. But they had voted right on the filibuster rule.

Ritchie: It just struck me that what got some people onto a committee, also
worked to keep some people off of a committee.

Shuman: Certainly. It's still true. The Interior Committee was controlled by the
West. Their issues were handled by it, so they had a monopoly on that committee.
The Armed Services Committee on the whole was composed of people who had
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lots of military installations in their states. During World War II, I used to think
the reason there were so many bases in the South was so that people could be
trained in the winter and wouldn't have to train in the snow. But the war was
fought in northern Europe, such as the battle of the Bulge where it was freezing
cold, and it finally dawned on me the reason the bases were in the South was
because of seniority and the position of the Southerners in the hierarchy.

Ritchie: I've also heard it said that the Labor committee was a corral for liberals.

Shuman: Yes, The Labor committee was packed with liberals. That was their
committee. They were given that committee. Mr. Douglas had moved up to the
second spot on that committee. He was behind Lister Hill. Hill never would chair
the Labor subcommittee of the Labor Committee. He didn't want to have
anything to do with Taft-Hartley and the unions because of the conservative
forces in his state. He did the health side of the committee. And Hill was a good
example of what I call the double whammy. He was a) in charge of the
authorizing legislation for health issues and established the National Institutes of
Health (NIH), and b) he was chairman of the Appropriations subcommittee that
funded them. He stuffed money into the National Institutes of Health. They had
more money than they could use, and no one dared vote against cancer or heart
attacks, so Hill was in a
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pretty powerful position. He was of course named for Lord Lister, not of Listerine
fame, but of antiseptic fame. He was a very decent senator. Hill and [John]
Sparkman, I think, were the two most progressives of the Southern senators.
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Ritchie: A couple of times you've mentioned the 1958 election, when a great
number of new Democrats came into the Senate. How did that change the
Senate?

Shuman: It changed it very much. The Southern hierarchy was very unhappy.
What they wanted was just enough Democrats so they could be chairmen of the
committees, but not so many that they would vote to put through programs that
the Southerners were opposed to. Of course, it took time for the 1958 group to
work its way up, which it finally did. But it did change the Senate. The 1958 class
had enough seniority in '64 that it provided the margins by which Johnson put
through the Great Society, and by which the Civil Rights bills were passed. The
1958 election was very, very important.

Ritchie: I assume they also gave an immediate boost to the liberal faction, that
they added a lot more numbers to the liberal ranks.

Shuman: Certainly, the nature of the Senate changed because of their election.
With their votes the liberals had a majority and could out-vote the Dixiecrat --
conservative
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Republican coalition which had ruled since 1938. But as I say, it did take time.
Because these were still the days when people didn't speak too early, too often.
Perhaps I could illustrate the way people got ahead by [Edmund]| Muskie's
example. I remember Muskie was very quiet for a long time in the Senate. I think
he was on the Government Operations Committee. But in any case he finally
managed a relatively minor bill from his committee about which he had great
expertise. This was cited many times as the model of how a freshman senator
should get ahead. He shouldn't speak at all on any issue other than an issue over
which he had jurisdiction, where he had become the expert, where he had
handled the bill. And Muskie managed it in a very able fashion.

Ritchie: Do you still think that's the way it should be done?

Shuman: No. Although Muskie managed it well, I don't think that's the way it
should be done. What that system does is to say that some senators are less equal
than others. My view is that if a person is elected to the Senate, that person
should have equal rights with every other senator. Otherwise his or her people are
short changed. Just because a senator has been there three terms should not give
that senator more rights than any other senator. Why should a senior senator
have two or three times more influence than the freshman senator has? It's an
absolutely unjustifiable
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position. A new senator has a right and a duty to speak up for the people he or
she represents from the day the senator is sworn in.

Seniority is useful to prevent all kinds of internecine fights, so that things are
predictable, but no more. What I once suggested was that seniority be kept, but
that chairmen keep their jobs for only one Congress. They could work themselves
up the ladder by seniority, spend two years as chairman, and then either go back
to the bottom or go to another committee, so that seniority would be kept but
there wouldn't be the situation in which a senator got to the chairmanship when
he was eighty and in his dotage, as [Theodore] Green was, for example, and be
unable to function. The one thing wrong with my proposal, I think, was that it
would give too much control to the staff. The staff would stay on, and the staff
would probably run the committees, rather than the senators. And I don't believe
in that at all. The staff is not elected and should not have that much power. But
on the other hand, I thought it was a constructive suggestion. I think I proposed
it in an article in The New Republic, in the mid-fifties. I'm not certain I would
still stick with it. I think the present situation, in which the party caucuses can
now oust an arbitrary or aging or incompetent chairman, is a better solution.

Senator Theodore Green (D RI), far rlght confers with Senators
Richard B. Russell (D-GA) and Senator John Foster Dulles (R-NY).
Senate Historical Office Photo

Ritchie: Around the time of that 1958 election, a number of new liberal
senators, like Proxmire, and Joseph Clark, started
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attacking Johnson on his control of the party caucus, and his dictatorial powers
as Majority Leader. I've never read too much about Douglas' role in all of that.
Was he in the background, and did he prefer Clark and Proxmire to take the lead,
or were they all independent actions?

Shuman: Well, Proxmire came to the Senate in '57, after [Joseph] McCarthy's
death. It was about this time of the year, in August. He was unhappy with the way
Johnson ran the Senate. He had come from the Wisconsin legislature where there
were regular caucuses. They had votes in the caucus. What the caucus decided to
do was what got done. Johnson, of course, never held a meeting of the
Democratic caucus, except at the beginning of each session, and that was
perfunctory. Proxmire watched this in '58 and '59, and I think it was on
Washington's birthday in '59, a year and a half after he came, that he decided to
speak out against this system. He talked to Mr. Douglas about it. Mr. Douglas
suggested that he make his speech in Wisconsin, not on the Senate floor, that he
would be better served to do it that way. He could get publicity, he could say what
he wanted to, but Douglas advised him not to speak on the floor. Proxmire was
determined to speak on the floor, and he picked Washington's birthday to do it.

On Washington's birthday some senator reads Washington's Farewell Address,
and it was said on that day that it was not only Washington's Farewell Address,
but Proxmire's Farewell Address.
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Johnson made certain that no one came to hear the speech. He sent the message
to clear the floor. He would sometimes provide a crowd for a senator, such as for
Price Daniel of Texas, who made the opening speech for the gas bill in '56.
Johnson had the chamber full of his lackies. They all came like schoolboys to hear
Price Daniel speak. But when Proxmire made that speech, Johnson cleared the
chamber. Mr. Douglas, having suggested that Proxmire not make it in the Senate,
nonetheless came to the floor and sat by him. Douglas thought that even though
he had made that suggestion that he nonetheless should stand by Proxmire in his
decision to speak. And in the end it turned out to be a pretty good thing. People
who didn't dare say a word themselves quietly and silently came up and
congratulated Proxmire.

So Mr. Doulgas was involved, yes. And he did some other things. After the Class
of '58 got their appointments to committees, Mr. Douglas made a really major
speech which showed in some detail on the Senate floor how the rewards went to
those who had supported the filibuster rule and the Southerners, and how those
who didn't support them were not given good committee seats. He said that this
could not have happened by accident. And of course we knew that freshmen
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senators would come in, go to see the Secretary of the Senate or Bobby Baker, and
would ask, "What about my committee assignments?" And Bobby would say to
them, "I think you should go over and have a talk with Dick Russell." And the
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new senator would follow that advice because Dick Russell really commanded the
Steering Committee, the committee on committees. Russell would say to them,
"Well, senator, what committee are you interested in?" The new senator would
tell him, and then Russell would say, "What is your position on the filibuster fight
which is coming up?" He would probably not say you must vote with us to get the
committee assignment you prefer, but that was inferred. At least I don't think
Russell said it. I've never heard anybody say that he directly said to a new
senator, vote with us or you don't get your choice. But it was very clear what a
new senator had to do.

Ritchie: I've always thought it was curious that Johnson avoided holding party
conferences. He seemed to be in such control of the party, and he seemed to have
the votes, so why not give them a chance to stand up and spout off, and let off
some steam? Why keep it so suppressed? Did you have any feeling like that?

Shuman: Well, Johnson wasn't a very good speaker. He never persuaded people
very much by getting up and making a speech either on the floor or in the caucus
or anywhere else. He was a cloakroom operator. So it may well have been that he
much preferred the cloakroom operations and the one-on-one ability to play
people off, because he had more knowledge than anyone else, about where every
person stood. I never plumbed the inner recesses of
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his mind on that issue, but I think basically that's the reason. It was his modus
operandi. He loved the cloakroom and the telephone.

Ritchie: And there was the famous Johnson Treatment, when he would latch
onto somebody and convince them.

Shuman: Yes, the best pictures of which, taken by George Tames, are his giving
the treatment to Theodore Francis Green, which appears in [Roger] Davidson
and [Walter] Oleszek's marvelous book on the Congress [Congress and Its
Members (Washington, 1985)].

Ritchie: Yes, I know those pictures, they're very impressive. Green is being
manipulated, physically, by Johnson.

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
wWwWw.senate.gov


http://www.senate.gov/learning/brief_10.html
http://www.nara.gov/nara/legislative/tames0.html

Shuman: Well, you wrote up the business about Theodore Francis Green being
pushed out as head of the Foreign Relations Committee. Does your article also
tell about how Theodore Francis Green came back to the committee even after he
was out of the Senate, as chairman emeritus? What difficulty they had trying to
keep him away because he insisted on coming back! There was another story
about Theodore Francis. He was a millionaire and very tight-fisted with his
money. Apparently he never carried any money to speak of. In the days when he
was a senator, in the Senate dining room, there was always cornbread on the
table, and there was cream for the coffee. I'm told on very good authority
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that Theodore Francis would come in in the morning for breakfast and ask for a
bowl, put the cornbread in the bowl, pour the cream over the cornbread, and eat
it for his breakfast, free.

Ritchie: There did seem to be a lot of Senate types, both senators and staff, who
lived their whole lives in the Senate, from breakfast to dinner, and you wondered
if they lived anywhere else.

Shuman: Richard Russell was another whose life was the Senate. Rayburn's life,
of course, was the House. Theodore Francis was another. I can't think of many
others, but those three were certainly two of them. I should add Robert Byrd.

Ritchie: Progressing chronologically, in 1960 Douglas was up for reelection.
That was the first election he ran in after you joined his staff. What was your role
in that reelection campaign?

Shuman: I was in the state of Illinois from the week before Labor Day until the
week after the election. I campaigned with the senator. We had a station wagon,
which I think was provided by the United Auto Workers. They leased it to the
campaign, and then took it back afterwards. A Chicago policeman by the name of
Joe Tierney, an Irishman, and a Chicago detective, was the driver of the station
wagon and the bodyguard. Joe was no intellectual, but he was very clever, very
sharp. I rode in the back seat, and I did at least one press release a day and often
a major speech as
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we traveled downstate. And Mr. Douglas would make the release good by reading
from it from a street corner so that the papers could say that he said this in
Galesburg today.

The way of campaigning in Illinois was interesting. We started out from Chicago
and went downstate for the month of September. Downstate is any place outside
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Chicago. We would start on Labor Day. Mr. Douglas would march in two or three
parades. As a method of campaigning, we always wanted him to ride in the
station wagon, because his name was on the side. Believe it or not, if he walked in
the parade, even though famous in the state, a lot of people didn't recognize who
he was. Proxmire got around this by wearing a signboard with his name on the
front and the back when he marched in parades. But we tried to get Mr. Douglas
to ride in the station wagon so that people would know who he was. There were
times when he marched in parades and I rode in the front seat of the car with
Tierney, and people would think I was the senator, because they really didn't
know what the senator looked like.

We started the official campaign in towns and cities like Elgin and Aurora, just
outside of Chicago. Then we went off to Rockford. We would stay about three
days, and during that time Mr. Douglas would campaign at the factory gates in
the early morning. He would campaign downtown Main Street at lunch, with our
sound system, speaking while the rest of us passed out
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literature. Then there would be an evening rally. This was followed by a televised
interview. During the day his wife, Emily, would go out to satellite counties and
meet with women's groups, and he would also make forays out into the
surrounding terrain. So we essentially spent three days in Rockford as the hub of
our activities, and then we moved on to Rock Island, Moline, the Tri-cities, and
then moved downstate to Galesburg, Peoria, and Springfield. We spent only part
of a day in Galesburg, and couple of days in Peoria, and a couple of days in
Springfield following the same formula. Then we moved down to Southern
Ilinois.

Now, south of Springfield is where the glaciers stopped. The glaciers came down
and receded leaving Southern Illinois two characteristics: first, as the glaciers
receded they left very deep, black dirt, so that from Springfield north is now very
rich and fertile land, and from Springfield south, or south of what is called the
Taylorville moraine, it is very poor. The poor area is Democratic. We would move
into Southern Illinois, East St. Louis, which was more Democratic than Chicago,
plus the small towns in the southern third of the state. So we campaigned
downstate to our strength: the large industrial cities plus Southern Illinois.
During the six years before that, the senator would visit almost every county in
the state every year, but during the campaign he played to his strength. The
second characteristic was that
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Southern Illinois was settled by the migration from Virginia and Kentucky, the
Daniel Boone migration. They were Democrats. Northern Illinois had been
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settled by New Englanders and New Yorkers who had migrated directly west, and
who were very Republican.

When we left Southern Illinois, we'd work our way up through Champaign, and
Danville, and Bloomington, and so on. These were very Republican areas. The
senator would hold street corner rallies, and court house rallies, and he would tell
the faithful but lonely Democrats who came out to those rallies not to be
discouraged. It wasn't their fault that they were in the minority in this area, he
would say, they were fighting the glaciers. He described how the glaciers came
down and left the deep, rich mud, and he would say that this rich, deep mud left
by the glaciers made the very fertile soil, and the fertile soil made the very
prosperous farmers, and very prosperous farmers were conservatives, and
conservatives were Republican. So these lonely Democrats should take heart.
They were really fighting against the glaciers who were the cause of their
difficulties. He had a lot of fun with that.

I think you told me how the great American historian, Frederick Jackson Turner,
had prepared three maps which when placed on top of each other showed
contiguous areas. The southward glacier movement, the New England migration,
and the
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Republican areas were identical. And the Daniel Boone or Kentucky migration,
the poor land south of the glaciers, and the Democratic areas of the country were
identical.

Then we moved into Chicago and the Cook County suburbs and townships in the
last month of the campaign. Mr. Douglas would then go to every ward, fifty of
them in the city, and to the ward meetings. He held meetings in most of the
ethnic group areas. He went to the Greeks, and the Lithuanians, and the Latvians,
and the Polish, and the Germans who were on the North Side, and into the black
areas of the city, into the Negro churches, which were the natural political
headquarters in the black community. He did this very extensively, and then from
time to time in the last month of the campaign he might make a foray to
Springfield, fly down and back for an evening rally. We had a rule, however, that
one just didn't pick up and go to a rally all of a sudden. Any number of times a
call would come in from somebody downstate saying, "We're having a big rally
here tomorrow evening, thousands of people are going to be here. You must
come. It's going to be a great place for you to meet people and have them see
you." Then the senator would go, but sure enough almost no one turned up.
There was no way, generally speaking, that a crowd of thousands of Democrats
would come out in that way. We had a rule. We didn't go unless it had been
planned for and we were sure that it would come off because county chairmen
almost always exaggerated the
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crowd. But the basic thing was the senator went to where the people were. So the
business of going to factory gates, to shopping centers, and where the people
were, was the modern way one campaigned.

In downstate Illinois, the Bible belt, Mr. Douglas took on the religious issue,
which was Kennedy's nemesis. He gave speech after speech about it but he did so
from an historical perspective and quoted numerous Papal encylcicals. Between
speeches our Irish driver, Joe Tierney would say to him, "Paul, those speeches
aren't going over."

The Senator changed his speech and repeated time and again the story of
Kennedy's PT boat being rammed by a Japanese destroyer in the Pacific. He
mentioned how Kennedy rescued one of his crew, how he swam up to the man,
gave him his life jacket, put the buckle in his teeth, and swam several miles to a
nearby island, and saved the man's life. The punch line was "And when Kennedy
swam up to that man and gave him his life jacket, put the buckle in his teeth, and
saved his life he didn't ask him, 'What is your religion?'" That worked.

Two things happened. Once the Senator said in front of a courthouse crowd that
the Japanese destroyer shot Kennedy's PT boat down from out of the air. The
second thing was that near the end of the campaign, after he'd used the story for
weeks,
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we met the man Kennedy saved. He was an Irishman and a Catholic. No wonder
Kennedy didn't ask him his religion. We laughed until our sides ached when we
met him.

The Chicago organization under [Richard] Daley would not let Kennedy into
Chicago to campaign until the Friday night before election, which was very
stupid, I thought. The idea behind it was that the precinct committeemen within
the city, and the ward committeemen, should be out canvassing their precincts,
finding out where the votes were, making certain that people were registered,
making certain that they were going to vote, and that they were going to vote for
the ticket. That was their fundamental job. Daley believed if Kennedy came into
the city before that job was finished it would merely divert the campaign
resources from that fundamental job into producing a crowd for Kennedy. So
Daley wouldn't let him come in. I guess he couldn't have kept Kennedy out, but if
the mayor said don't come in, the candidate was stupid to do so.

I remained on the Senate payroll in 1960, and Mr. Douglas without question was
one of the most ethical senators in the Senate. No one at that time ever made any
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criticism of a senator's staff taking part in the campaign. That's now changed.
When I worked with Proxmire, one year I went out to campaign, and I took
annual leave. I paid for myself. But earlier that wasn't true.
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There was never any criticism. It was quite well known. Now there is such a large
staff that an incumbent would have a great advantage over his opponent if he
used his staff for campaigning. Except for that fact, I don't really see very much
wrong with it. The reason is that the things one does in the Senate on national
issues every day of every year are just as political as campaigning, if not more so.
I don't see the distinction myself. But in those days, one was not criticized for
campaigning, and I did it in 1960 and 1966. In 1976 I took no part at all in
Proxmire's campaign. I got a call from a Wisconsin reporter who was trying to
find some exception to our position. I told him we had stopped our newsletters,
no staff went to the State, the Senator raised no money, etc. Finally, the reporter
finding no way to criticize us said to me, "How come you're talking to me (on
Senate time) about this?" I replied, "Because you called me." Here we were being
about as perfect as one could be and the reporter was nit picking about it.

In the Illinois campaigns in 1960, 1964, and 1966 I worked seven days a week. I
worked very hard. Sometimes those of us campaigning didn't know which county
we were in, what town we were in, or what day it was. We were absolutely groggy
and hardly able to keep on our feet!

Ritchie: What was the relationship between Douglas' senatorial campaign that
year and Kennedy's presidential campaign?
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Shuman: It was very close. Mr. Douglas did virtually nothing but campaign for
Kennedy in 1960. He hardly campaigned for himself. His speeches were in
support of Kennedy. He did that throughout the state. We traveled with Kennedy
to some considerable degree.

Because Daley didn't want him to come into Chicago, Kennedy campaigned in
what one would call "exurbia." He was out in the counties surrounding Cook
County, DuPage, Kane, Lake and Will and the cities of Joliet, Aurora, Lake
Forest, Wheaton, and Elgin. These of course were the biggest Republican areas of
the state. But we took great pleasure in campaigning with him in those areas. I
remember one incident when the senator was in Joliet, a steel town and a very
Republican town. It was an organized Republican town, and had questionable
elements. Joliet was not known for its high ethical standards. It is Robert Novak's
home town. When we got into that town, Mr. Douglas was campaigning on Main
Street, with his sound system, in mid-afternoon. I was with him when the local
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police arrested him for disturbing the peace. Of course, I immediately got on the
phone to the wire services and told them about it. It was absolutely unheard of. I
thought it was a big political mistake by the Republicans, and we made a major
incident out of it. Kennedy was due to come to Joliet in a week or so. Mr. Douglas
was determined to come back to Joliet and introduce Kennedy the night there
was a big parade and court house rally for
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Kennedy. Douglas did that, and he had a lot of fun reminding the Joliet city
fathers of their actions only a few days before.

I was misled in that election by the overt public support for Kennedy and the size
of his crowds. Even in those Republican exurbia towns, the crowds were
phenomenal. I didn't really understand what had happened until after the
election. The Catholics were so proud of the fact that there was a Catholic
candidate that all the parochial schools let their kids out, high school students
and grade school students, when Kennedy was coming through. We called them
the "jumpers," teenage girls who would jump up and down and scream. The
intensity of their support was misleading. I thought Kennedy would win Illinois
by a hundred thousand votes. We all anticipated such a vote, so we were amazed
when he won by only about ten thousand. Of course, Nixon and the Republicans
claimed that the vote was stolen in Illinois. That's absolutely not true, and there is
not a scintilla of evidence that it was. They claimed ahead of time that the election
would be stolen, all kinds of stuff in the papers that the Democrats were going to
steal a hundred thousand votes in Illinois. Then when Kennedy won by about six
thousand after the initial count, it was charged that a hundred thousand votes
had been stolen. The person primarily making the charge was the Republican
candidate for Cook County attorney, Benjamin Adamowski, whom the Cook
County Democrats very much wanted to beat and did beat. Their campaign was
as much
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against him as it was for Kennedy and the rest of the ticket. But Adamowski made
that charge ahead of time, and when he lost he continued the charge. Then the
Republicans brought out their National Committee people, who without any
evidence merely mouthed the charge, and the Republican papers, the Tribune,
and Chicago Daily News, and the Chicago Sun-Times, which was a Republican
paper although people didn't know it, did likewise. A later generation of the
family that owned it originally, became Republicans.

Ritchie: The Fields?
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Shuman: Yes, the Marshall Field family. Marshall Field the third (or the fourth
or whatever) was a Republican, although his grandfather had been a very strong
Democrat when he started the paper. The Sun-Times played it up. Well, there was
a recount in the city of Chicago, and the recount gave Nixon a net gain of 312
votes out of a total of 1,718,000 in Chicago. The voting there was by machine,
machines that were very hard to tamper with. Then the Republicans asked that
the recount go to the Cook County suburbs, which were controlled by the
Republicans and which were paper ballot precincts. People voted by pencil on a
long paper ballot, where one could do more to change the ballots than in voting
machine precincts. What happened was that in those Cook County townships,
Kennedy picked up about twenty five hundred votes. At that stage the
Republicans dropped the call for a
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recount. They had planned to recount the rest of the state, but when Kennedy
picked up twenty eight hundred votes or so and got to a majority of 8,858 instead
of six thousand, the Republicans threw in the towel.

Two men from the political science department at the University of Chicago did a
study of the charges made in that election. One of the members was C. Herman
Pritchet, who now teaches at the University of California, Santa Barbara. He's an
emeritus professor. He was then the president of the American Political Science
Association. Herman Pritchet and the other political scientist, Herman Finer,
found there was absolutely no evidence of fraud. There were two main charges:
one, there was an area in Chicago which at the time registration closed, thirty
days before the election, was an urban renewal area in which the homes of the
registered voters were bulldozed before the election. People had to move out. In
that precinct, the registered voters came back and voted. The cry was raised that
they were "ghost voters" who padded the rolls, but their votes were shown to be
quite legal and quite correct. There was one other incident when the boxes of
ballots in one precinct went to the wrong warehouse. There were boxes of good
ballots and spoiled ballots, and after the election the boxes with the good ballots
were put in the warehouse for the bad ballots and the boxes with the bad ballots
were put with the good ballots. In one precinct they were mixed
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up, and a great to-do was made about that, but the boxes were found and
counted, and the count was correct. So that charge fell through. Those were the
only substantive issues ever raised. All smoke. No fire.

In the end, the board that certified the election, made up of four Republicans,
including the governor, and one Democrat, certified without question Kennedy's
victory. But even today one keeps hearing that the election was stolen in Illinois.
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Nixon on television about four years ago claimed this, and then he, in pure
Nixonian style, rose above it and said, "Well, the reason I didn't challenge the
election was I didn't want to upset our friends and allies abroad." But let me tell
you, if there had been any evidence to challenge that election, he and his friends
would certainly have done so. But they had no evidence. It's a myth that that
election was stolen. I wrote an article about it entitled "Horse Feathers, Mr.
Nixon" which was published in the Washington Post Outlook section.

What I did see in that election was something that happened in Louisiana in the
1986 senatorial election. There was a group of essentially suburban, upper-
middle class, Junior Chamber of Commerce types in Illinois in 1960. On election
day in 1960, I visited, with Mr. Douglas, thirty or forty precincts, voting places,
on the South Side of Chicago, which were mostly black voting precincts. Outside
these precinct voting places were
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upper-middle class suburban whites dressed in business suits, white shirts, and
snap-brimmed hats, whose purpose there was to intimidate the black voters.
They looked like FBI agents. We saw them all over the city. You will remember, I
think, that Justice [William] Rhenquist was charged with and was among those
who took part in such events in Phoenix. That same concept was dusted off in the
election in Louisiana in 1986, when [John] Breaux was the candidate. There it
backfired on the Republicans because it was an attempt to intimidate black
voters.

The cry, which had big overtones of racism, was made that the election was stolen
in 1960. The unwritten charge was that it was stolen in the black precincts of
Chicago. Well, I was in those precincts, and they looked like precincts I've seen in
white neighborhoods all over Illinois. There was no difference. People came in
one by one, quite slowly, quite orderly, checked their names off, all done quite
properly. So the charge that the election was stolen is falacious. It's not true. It's a
myth. But it's a myth that is perpetuated. If 80% of the blacks on the South side
of Chicago voted Democratic, it was alleged the election was stolen. But if 90% of
the whites in Kenilworth voted Republican, they were just voting as good citizens.

Ritchie: How do you account for the fact that Douglas won by 400,000 votes
and Kennedy only by 10,000 in Illinois that year?
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Shuman: Well, there's no question that the religious issue was the key reason
for that. Of course, Nixon started out being better known. We were in a little town
in very deep Southern Illinois, by the name of Murphysboro, at the time of the
first debate. We watched that debate on the second floor of the courthouse of that
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county. The next day, the crowds we got, when Mr. Douglas was campaigning,
tripled, quadrupled. I mean, all of a sudden, out of the woodwork came all kinds
of people who hadn't shown up during the weeks before the first debate. Before
that first debate, Democrats really didn't think they had very much chance.
Kennedy was unknown. People thought Nixon would win. But after that first
debate, the whole scene changed.

But a crucial event affecting the election had to do, I think, with the Puerto Rican
Catholic bishops. First of all, most of the American bishops were against
Kennedy, essentially because a) they were pretty conservative people, but b) some
of them remembered 1928 and didn't want to go through another election with a
Catholic candidate where all the ridiculous old issues of whether the Pope would
tunnel under the English Channel and so on were brought to the surface again.
They preferred that Kennedy not be the candidate. Some of them went out of
their way to hurt him. The New York Cardinal was a Nixon cheerleader. There
was a statement issued by some Catholic bishops I think in Puerto Rico, only ten
days or a week before the election, raising
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all the kind of issues that the Bible-Belt Protestants had stereotyped the Catholics
for doing or being. And this statement hurt Kennedy very, very much. In
addition, there was a very concerted effort by the Republicans at the last minute
in the Bible-Belt, an anti-Catholic campaign, to beat Kennedy. So I think that the
religious issue was the difference. I'm sure it was the difference.

Mr. Douglas had a good candidate running against him. He used to say that at
each succeeding election the candidate against him was a better and a stronger
candidate. The candidate who ran, Samuel Witwer, was a Chicago lawyer, and a
relatively progressive type. He wasn't a jerk or a boob. He was well-heeled, and a
very presentable candidate. But what happened that year was that the Kennedy-
Nixon election was on, the senatorial election was on, and there was also a big
governor's race in the state. So it was very difficult for Witwer to become known.
He just couldn't get off the ground. Nobody had heard his name. So that accounts
too for the extent of the Douglas victory as compared with the Kennedy victory.

I don't think Kennedy would have won Illinois without Mr. Douglas' intense
support, county by county, city by city, ward by ward. A lot of people got credit,
most of it deserved such as Johnson helping with Texas and the South, and the
superb campaign staff of Kennedy. But I think Mr. Douglas never got the credit
he
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deserved for bringing in Illinois. In the months I was with him he devoted more
than half the substance of his speeches to boosting Kennedy for President.

Ritchie: Before we get away from Illinois politics, I wanted to ask also about
Douglas' relations with Richard Daley. How did they get along, and what did
Douglas think about Daley?

Shuman: Well, they got along pretty well, except that in 1954, when Douglas
was running for his second term in the Senate, there was a movement by the
Daley forces to defeat him in the primary, to keep him from running. I've
forgotten exactly why that was true, but finally Mr. Douglas stood up to them,
and he was nominated and won overwhelmingly. Then in the next year, there was
a battle for mayor. The son of a University of Chicago, long-time personal,
professorial friend, Bob Merriam was the Republican candidate. He switched
parties. He later went to the Bureau of the Budget under Eisenhower. But what
happened was that Mr. Douglas endorsed Daley in the Democratic primary and
made statements on his behalf, but he begged off in the general election on
grounds that it would be very difficult for him to actively oppose this family
friend. What he did was to tell Daley that he would not object to Daley using the
statements Douglas made in favor of Daley in the primary during the general
election, that he wouldn't complain about that, because those statements were for
Daley but not against
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Merriam. Anyway, Douglas sat out the election, and that created some friction
between Douglas and Daley. But in time they made up.

Daley treated Mr. Douglas very, very well. He never asked him to do an improper
thing, in all the time I worked with Mr. Douglas. Daley supported Mr. Douglas
quite strongly in the '60 election, and supported him in the '66 election --
although in the '66 election I think Daley's advice was not very good. It was like
the advice on Kennedy not coming into the city. Daley was parochial. He was the
product of an Irish ghetto but a very effective mayor. His view of both state and
national elections was limited. Daley didn't want Mr. Doulgas to debate Percy,
and Mr. Douglas wanted to debate Percy in the worst way. But the general theory
is that the incumbent doesn't debate. Well, in this case it would have been better
for Mr. Douglas to have debated Percy. I think he would have bettered Percy in
any debate. It would have been to Douglas' advantage. But Daley kept advising
no. Then, after Percy's daughter was murdered -- and up until that time we were
even or a little ahead of Percy in the polls -- the polls took a terrific nosedive. The
reason was very simple. Percy had been put up by the Republicans in order to get
rid of him. They didn't like Percy very much. He had run for governor two years
before. The rumors were that he did not thank his workers in 1964, which I don't
think were
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true, but people believed that about him. It was believable that he didn't thank
his workers.

There is another story about him which may also be apochryphal which
illustrates this. It was said that he set up an editorial interview with a very strong
Republican paper in Central Illinois during the '66 campaign. Percy came
through, and had in tow a Life magazine photographer who was with him for the
day. The editorial staff of the paper had been waiting to have a meeting with
Percy, and he was to spend a couple of hours with them. Percy came in, got a
picture taken by the Life photographer, and then left. It was said the newspaper
editors were livid. Percy had offended all kinds of potential supporters in this
fashion many times. These stories about him were believed. So Percy was not
very well liked, and he was thought to be a very cold person. But the murder of
his daughter changed that overnight. He became human, and there was great
sympathy for him.

We had been campaigning in East St. Louis. Humphrey had been in there to help.
I flew back to Chicago on a Saturday while Mr. Douglas stayed in East St. Louis. I
was out quite late Saturday night, until one or two in the morning, and at six
o'clock on Sunday morning, it might even have been earlier than six o'clock, I was
awakened by a long-distance call. It was Mr. Douglas calling from East St. Louis.
He said to me, "You know that Percy's daughter has been murdered." I said, "No,
I didn't
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know that at all." He went on about it. I said, "Senator, you had better check to
make certain that's true." He said "What do you think of this statement I'm going
to make." I said, "You'd better check that out. Have you checked with the wire
services?" He said, "Yes, I've checked with the wire services; we've checked
everywhere. This is true. This has happened. And here's the statement." He read
it to me.

I've always been proud that I objected to that statement. I was half-asleep, but I
was quick enough on my feet to object to it. Because what he said in the
statement, after giving commiserations, was that he, Douglas, was going to stop
campaigning until Percy started to campaign again. I said, "Senator don't say
that. Percy may be so devastated by this he will never campaign again, never start
again, and then you're tied to your promise that you won't start campaigning
until he begins." I said, "Just say that you're going to stop campaigning," which
he did. He took my advice. What happened was that we had a press secretary who
was traveling with us, and he had given the proposed statement to the Chicago
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Tribune before it had been cleared. The Tribune then made a great to-do about
how Douglas had changed his mind on this, so we got a minor blackeye about it.

That evening, our inner-campaign group of about twelve or fifteen people met
with Mr. Douglas in a hotel suite at O'Hare Airport. He was determined that in no
way were we to take
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advantage of the death of Percy's daughter, and ordered us not to take advantage
of it, not to start any rumors, not to be a part of giving statements, or suggestions,
or answering queries about what had happened. We were absolutely to stay out of
it, which we did, and he did. And to this day no one knows who did it, why it
happened, who the murderer was. It remains a mystery. But it was the end of our
campaign, and we all knew it. We would meet every day and say, "What can we
do today to win the election?" But to no avail. Mr. Douglas knew more about the
murder than any one of us did. At first the Cook county police were involved. But
after a day or so they were removed, and the Kenilworth police, who were little
more than domestic servants of the relatively few people with large estates who
lived in Kenilworth, were put in charge. That ended the investigation. Mr.
Douglas knew more about the early investigation than he ever told us. I regret
that in the decade that followed I never pressed him for the facts. Mr. Douglas
was bitter about Percy's campaign tactics in the final stages of the campaign
because in large part he felt his own conduct about the murder had not been
reciprocated by Percy. On the Saturday before the election Percy smeared Mr.
Douglas by charging us with smearing him, probably the oldest trick in political
campaigning. He made some speeches to Jewish synogogues complaining about
the education bill which allowed chemistry and physics textbooks to be given to
students in parochial schools but not to the schools themselves in order to meet
the religious
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establishment clause of the Constitution. It was a delicate matter which had been
worked out very carefully and we were very proud of the solution. When Percy
denounced it we criticized him. The Chicago Tribune reporter verified his
statements.

In his Saturday before election press conference he charged us with smearing him
by calling him anti-Catholic, which we had not done and which we went to
considerable lengths to avoid doing. I wrote the statement and I know what we
said.

Then Percy said he was sending his charges by telegram to the Fair Campaign
Committee in Washington. We sent Abner Mikva to Washington Sunday night to
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rebut the charges. But Abner found on Monday that Percy had not sent such
charges to them and by the time we rebutted this it was Tuesday morning,
election day, and it was too late. This was the second time in the campaign he
smeared us by yelling smear.

Percy in general said what he thought the immediate audience would most like to
hear. The result was that he had been on both sides of many issues from time to
time because he forgot the press would report to a wider audience what he had to
say.

There was another thing that happened in that campaign, and it has to do with
polls. There are people who say that the results of polls make no difference, that
polls do not influence results. The result of the Chicago Sun-Times poll made a
terrific
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difference in our campaign. The Sun-Times poll runs I think, about the last
month of the campaign, and the poll historically had been quite accurate. There's
now a fellow who was editor of The New Republic and then went to Newsweek.

Ritchie: Oh, Kondracke.

Shuman: Morton Kondracke was in charge of the poll. I talked to him a lot in
this period and complained bitterly to him at the time. What the Sun-Times did
was to start polling in the most Republican areas in the counties surrounding
Cook County. They went out to areas like LaGrange and Aurora, which are two
and three to one Republican. And they kept publishing the results, day after day.
This was after the murder, and of course we weren't doing as well as we had been
doing. To see these results coming out, with Percy ahead two to one, which wasn't
the whole picture, because of the places the polls were taken, had the effect of
absolutely destroying the enthusiasm of our supporters. My complaints to
Morton had no effect. Perhaps he had no control over that but his editors did. I've
been on programs with pollsters who say, "The polls really don't change public
opinion," but in that case the poll did change things. It hurt us very much to have
the early results in the heavily Republican areas of that poll reported. It was a
partisan, political effort.

Ritchie: You felt the Sun-Times was doing it deliberately?
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Shuman: No question about it. Morton Kondrake didn't do it but his publishers
and editors did. It was a major Republican paper. It went all the way for Percy
and was his strongest supporter. Yes, because of young Marshall Field. And a lot
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of people didn't know it. They still thought it was a Democratic paper, which it
was not. The son of the chief political writer for that paper was a key Percy staff
member. The Tribune, on the other hand, didn't endorse Percy until the very last
minute and then in a back-handed manner. They allowed the Chicago American,
which they owned, to endorse Douglas. There were two instances in that
campaign when Percy smeared us by charging that Mr. Douglas had smeared
him. Absolutely outrageous! It made us sick to our stomach especially on election
night when Percy got up and said what a great man Mr. Douglas was when on the
previous Saturday he had smeared him by yelling smear. So there was a certain
bitterness about that campaign, after we'd played it so straight, too, with the
murder. I can provide additional chapters and verses.

Ritchie: Well, as a result of the 1960 election, not only was Kennedy in the
White House, but Johnson was no longer Majority Leader. How did the Senate as
a whole change with the new leadership?

Shuman: It changed dramatically. It changed from the benevolent dictatorship
of Lyndon Johnson to a form of anarchy under Mansfield. The anarchy was much
more pleasant, so it became
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a very, very much more pleasant place to work, and for senators to work in.
Senators could actually go to the floor, offer their amendments, and have some
reasonable certainty that they could get them passed, if they had merit. It was a
fairer Senate. Mansfield also determined that we were no longer going to have
round-the-clock sessions to break filibusters, which was correct in my view. So all
in all, it was a more decent place.

Kennedy started off his presidency very cautiously because of the narrowness of
the election. He put off Civil Rights legislation for the first two years. He did a lot
by executive order. He did things like making the housing agency a department
and putting [Robert] Weaver in charge. So he did a lot of symbolic things. He
supported, with his brother and Nick Katzenbach and others of the Justice
Department, the desegregation of schools, all of which was very good. But he
didn't propose legislation until late in the second year. I thought that both his
Civil Rights legislation, and his domestic program, and his tax program, were on
the eve of being passed when he was murdered. Johnson took advantage,
correctly, of Kennedy's death, and used the legislation as a memorial to Kennedy.
Very ably he did that. I think that most of the legislation would have passed, but
not with such large majorities. Some people voted for much of it as a
remembrance of Kennedy.
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Ritchie: Do you think there was resentment on the part of senior senators that a
backbencher was suddenly President of the United States?

Shuman: Yes, I think that was true of some. Although once he became the
candidate, and especially when he became president, there was a lot of "Yes, sir,
Mr. President," "You're right, Mr. President." One of the dangers of the
presidency is that no one, or very few are able and willing to tell a president the
truth. People fawn over a president. Fulbright didn't fawn over him on the Bay of
Pigs, and Fulbright was absolutely correct. But I think a great many people
fawned over him and were unwilling to tell him the truth, or didn't give him their
best judgment just because he was president. It is true of all presidents.

Ritchie: On the other hand, the senators didn't blink about turning him down
on Medicare and some other embarrassing defeats they gave him.

Shuman: Well, that's true, but that's a function of whoever was in the Senate.
Even when the Democrats controlled the Senate marginally, it didn't mean that
there was a majority of senators in favor of the Democratic program. The party
really had to have about sixty Democrats, maybe even more, in order to have a
majority for the national Democratic party program. The 1958
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election helped immensely. But the 1964 election brought in enough votes to
make the victories decisive.

Ritchie: In that period, Hubert Humphrey became the Democratic Whip. Did he
begin to assert some more authority? You've been somewhat ambiguous in your
comments about Humphrey.

Shuman: I have been ambiguous, because we've talked almost entirely about
Humphrey and the Civil Rights debates in the '50s. Humphrey was torn, because
Johnson had his number. I mean, Humphrey almost never failed to vote with us
and support us on the crucial issues, but he was not as strong in his negotiating
situation as we would have liked. Johnson was obviously dangling the vice
presidency before him in this period. But basically, Humphrey was
extraordinarily good. He had the quickest combination of tongue and mind of
almost anyone I've ever seen or met. He had all kinds of good ideas. He was an
originator of the Peace Corps. He certainly was way out ahead of people on arms
control and on tax reform. He was out in front on the tax fight, when he and Mr.
Douglas were trying to close the loopholes in 1954. People like Joe Pechman, the
great tax expert, would brief Humphrey and Douglas on the most technical
aspects of the tax code, and Hubert would listen, and within minutes absorb the
information, and then give it back, restate it in simple terms, and illustrate it with
two or three easy to understand examples. The man had a genius for taking
extraordinarily complex issues and
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simplifying them, and selling them. He was amazing and he had a warm heart
and loved ordinary people. He called them "the folks." Mr. Douglas used to say
about him that he made fewer concessions than anyone who had gotten as far. On
the understanding that in order to get to be president or vice president one has to
make a lot of concessions, Hubert made fewer of them than anyone else. That was
true. He was a very decent fellow. One of his great virtues was his lack of
vindictiveness. In this respect he was almost saintly. I think that if Humphrey
had won in 1968 this would have been a very different and a much better country
than it has been.

Ritchie: So you give him good marks as Whip?
Shuman: I certainly do. I give him lots of good marks as the Whip and as a

progressive, innovative, effective, senator who combined a quick mind and a
quick tongue unlike any other senator I saw in action.

Hubert Humphrey and Everett Dirksen (seated) with Senate colleagues. Standing, left to right:
Thomas J. Dodd (D-CT), Thomas H. Kuchel (R-CA), Paul H. Douglas (D-IL), Kenneth B. Keating
(R-NY), Clifford Case (R-NJ), Jacob Javits (R-NY), Leverett Saltonstall (R-MA), John Pastore (D-
RI), Warren Magnuson (D-WA), Hugh Scott (R-PA), Philip Hart (D-MI), Mike Mansfield (D-MT),

and George Aiken (R-VT).
Senate Historical Office Photo

Ritchie: Was Johnson in much evidence at all when he was vice president?
Shuman: No. I saw him two or three times, but he was very humble when he

came up to the Senate. I remember one time meeting him as he came in through
the Senate door, on the Senate side on the ground level, running into him in front
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of the banks of elevators. He seemed to welcome anyone who recognized him. I
was
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with a newspaper friend of mine, Bill McGaffin, from the Chicago Daily News.
Bill had his son with him, and I stopped and introduced McGaffin's son to
Johnson the Vice President. Johnson was a different person than I had ever seen
him before. He was very contrite, very humble, not very talkative. He seemed like
a fish out of water. He was the Uriah Heep Johnson, a very, very different
Johnson from the Johnson who commanded the quarterdeck of the Senate when
he was leader.

Ritchie: Do you think that incident, when the Democratic caucus objected to his
presiding, took some of the wind out of his sails?

Shuman: Yes, certainly. In dozens of ways he found out that as Vice President
he didn't have the same influence in the Senate he had had as leader.

I think you asked me last time why I thought Johnson accepted the vice
presidency. I think he realized after losing in the convention that the only way he
could ever be president was to do so through the vice presidency. I think his key
supporters realized that as well. If he stayed in the Senate, it would be eight years
probably before he'd have another crack at the Presidency, at which time he'd
probably be too old or too ill. His chances of retaining power that long were not
all that substantial, so it was either then or never. I think that was the basis on
which he
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accepted the vice presidency. And if one looks at the history of the country,
roughly, one in four I think, vice presidents have succeeded to the presidency. If I
were to make a bet about who would be the next president, I would say that it's
[George] Bush against the field. Not that Bush necessarily will be nominated and
win the next election, but that between now and the next election he might well
succeed to the presidency. The odds of doing that, with a president as old as
Reagan is now, must be pretty high. Higher than the chance of Bush or anyone
else a) getting the Republican nomination, going through the primaries and so
on, and b) actually defeating the Democratic candidate. Bush might do that. Of
course, it didn't work for Hubert. It hasn't worked for a sitting President since
Martin Van Buren in 1836. I think Hubert hoped he would be president, either by
succession or by winning it in his own right, which he almost did.

Ritchie: It's certainly true, as Senator Douglas found in 1966, that a candidate
can't anticipate all the events in an election.
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Shuman: No.

Ritchie: That events happen that have no relation to ideology or partisanship or
anything else. Life and death issues can affect the outcome.
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Shuman: In the 1966 campaign, John Bartlow Martin, who was a very famous
writer, journalist, and who became ambassador to the Dominican Republic under
Kennedy, and I were the Douglas speech writers. He was also a speech writer for
both Stevenson and Kennedy. After I did a speech we would say, "Give it to John
to put the jewelry work on." He wrote a book which I thought should have been
the title of our campaign, about his ambassadorship in the Dominican Republic.
The title of the book was Overtaken by Events, which was the perfect explanation
of our defeat.

Ritchie: We seem also to have been overtaken by the tape, which has run out.
End Interview #4
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Howard E. Shuman

Legislative and Administrative Assistant
to Senators Paul Douglas and William Proxmire, 1955-1982

Interview #5: The Kennedy Years
(August 26, 1987)
Interviewed by Donald A. Ritchie

Ritchie: I understand that you believe that there are often personal factors
behind legislation.

Shuman: Yes, people often ask where do bills come from? Why do they exist?
Where do legislators get their ideas? Of course they come from a variety of points.
I used to say that I couldn't think of any legislation that ever really originated in
the executive branch, that for the most part things like the Peace Corps, arms
control, and so on, were issues that were in legislation in Congress, hadn't gotten
very far, when they finally got ripe and were picked by the executive and sent to
Congress. That's one way that it happens. I was here at the War College recently
when someone said he couldn't think of a single new idea that Congress had ever
had, that the executive was always initiating things. I don't agree with that. One's
view of this may depend on where one stands. I can think of very little
constructive legislation that was not first proposed by a member of the House or
Senate.

But I was thinking of a series of bills, some major, some minor, that I was
involved in where the origin was a personal incident. I will outline them. The first
is the Depressed
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Areas bill. The origin of that was from a personal experience Senator Douglas had
in campaigning in Southern Illinois. Southern Illinois is very poor -- I've told
about the glaciers -- it's very poor land. He was in Southern Illinois campaigning,
mainly in the '54 election. It was the lack of water that made it difficult for that
area to be able to attract industry. The coal veins were running out. These factors
led him to get involved and to propose the original Depressed Areas bill. He
assigned me the task to get the the first Depressed Areas bill drafted. I did not
draft it; a person in the Library of Congress drafted it, but I was responsible for it,
and got the senator to make the major judgments about how much money we
wanted to put into each of the three funds in the bill. But the origin was the
personal experience he had in Southern Illinois.

His support for Food Stamps had a similar origin. When he was in Southern
Illinois, he saw people lined up outdoors for surplus food. I think the food was on
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a haywagon. He said most of them were hiding their faces and were ashamed that
they had to line up to get the handouts. He said that he was standing behind a
tree watching them, and suffering with them in the sense of their feelings about
how improper and demeaning it was that they would have to do this. So part of
his support for Food Stamps was the fact he felt it was unfair to single out the
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poor to get food while standing in line where everybody was watching them. That
was demeaning.

Truth in Lending had a similar origin. For years, at the beginning of each
Congressional session, I would get together with Mr. Douglas and we would map
out what new legislation he thought he should put in for the year. In most years
he'd say something about Truth in Lending, but we never got it done. It was one
of those things that was superseded by other interests. He had been a proponent
of Truth in Lending in the thirties, when he had been an advisor to the Roosevelt
White House and had been involved in the Social Security legislation. He was one
of the people who helped write the first Social Security bill. He had proposed
Truth in Lending then, but he thought that he was let go as an advocate or as an
advisor because he pushed Truth in Lending. But he had always had it in the back
of his mind. He wanted to do two simple things: one was to require the consumer
to be told the real cost of interest, the annual percentage rate; and two to have the
consumer told the total finance charges.

Well, in the late fifties I bought a dishwasher from Sears and Roebuck on credit.
When I got the first bill, I found that not only was I charged for the dishwasher,
but a whole batch of other things had been added on, particularly credit life
insurance, which I had not ordered. I was so angry at what they had done that I
determined that that year I'd get a Truth in
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Lending bill written. That was the reason, my irritation at that personal
experience, the bill got drafted that year.

The Indiana Dunes were saved by Mr. Douglas largely because he had spent the
summers there when he was teaching at the University of Chicago. He saw how
fabulous that area was and was determined to save it. Also, he went to the Dunes
just before he joined the Marine Corps. In order to strengthen his legs, he was a
man almost fifty at the time, he ran in the sand at the Dunes so that he could
make it through boot camp. But the fact that he had a personal relationship with
the Dunes, I think, was the major reason when the Indiana people came to him
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and asked him to help, that he agreed to sign on. And of course the Dunes never
would have been saved without him.

Another incident was a bill that Proxmire put in, that I initiated, to provide that
when pro football games were sold out, they had to be televised, that there could
be no TV blackout. That bill occurred because when I wanted to go to the Redskin
games, I could never get tickets to the Redskins. I was peeved that even though
the games were sold out, I couldn't see them on the local television. As a result, I
drafted the bill. I went for help for that bill to the subcommittee which was
chaired by Senator [John] Pastore. He had a staff man, Nick Zapple, on the
Communications Subcommittee of the Commerce Committee. I got advice from
him on it, only to see Pastore steal our bill and
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offer it on the floor as his own amendment on another bill. In fact, it passed. It
was Proxmire's bill. Proxmire had proposed it, and Hubert Humphrey had
cosponsored it, and both got up to speak for it knowing that it was going to go
through and praised Pastore who presented it as his own. But they were seething
underneath that he had stolen their bill, which is improper to do. Nick was the
source for that.

Finally, there's a story about the fight over limousines. Mr. Douglas was a Marine,
and he was very proud of the Marines. He made the point many times that the
thing he most liked about the Marines was that they traveled light. They had a
small pack. All tooth and no tail. Unlike the quartermasters and the supply corps
who were big elements in the Army and the Navy, his beloved Marines traveled
light and lived the simple life, and were organized to fight. One evening, it must
have been 6:30 or 7:00 o'clock, we were walking together from the Old Senate
Office Building, now the Russell Building, to the Senate. We walked outside, and
parked outside on that hot spring night were five or six of the biggest limousines
one has ever seen. One after another were parked there, all with their windows
rolled up, all with the air conditioning going, all with their motors running to
keep the drivers cool. We looked at this and were absolutely appalled. Clearly
they were government cars. So he went up to the first one and tapped on the
window. The driver rolled down
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the window, and Mr. Douglas asked, "Who's limousine is this?" And the driver

said, "It's the Commandant of the Marine Corps'." Mr. Douglas died a thousand
deaths when he heard that.
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We asked the Bureau of the Budget how many limousines there were in the
government, because there was a law on the books that cars could be used for
official purposes, but that official purposes did not include being driven to and
from home. It was quite proper to drive from the Pentagon to the Capitol to
testify, but not to be driven to and from home. We asked that question of the
Bureau of the Budget, and Elmer Staats, who later became Comptroller General,
did the staff work on it. He and I talked about it a lot, and they came up with a list
of about a hundred people who were being driven to and from home. They gave
us a list of cars, mostly Cadillacs and big Buicks, and the people who had them,
and certified that the person who used them was being driven to and from home.
We then put in a bill, the "Limousine Limitation" bill, I believe it was called, to
cut the cars, and the practice, back. The bill cut back the total number of people
who were given the privilege to about twenty-seven. They were limited to the
President, Vice President, members of the Cabinet, who under existing law quite
properly got one, and those for the Speaker, the President Pro Tem, and the
Majority and Minority Leaders of both houses. That was about it. The rest of the
people in the government were supposed to drive their own cars to
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and from home, as every senator did and every House member did. It had always
seemed odd to me that the Architect of the Capitol and I think the Capitol
Physician had limousines, or cars that were government sponsored, and the bill
took those cars away from them.

The bill never got very far. When I came back to work for Senator Proxmire in
1969, after we'd failed on cutting them back in the period from 1960 to '66, I
found that the total had grown from about a hundred to about a hundred and
fifty. It was an example of losing ground. Then later, with the oil crisis, we tried to
pass the bill again. Also Proxmire was chairman of the Independent Agencies
Subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee, and in every one of about
twenty agencies we got rid of the limousines by writing restrictive language into
the appropriations bill. At the very time HUD put a moratorium on housing
under Nixon, I think the year was "72 or '73, during the oil crisis, we took away
their limousines on gas economy grounds. In that period, housing programs were
frozen or cut. The under secretary and the assistant secretaries and the counsel
came up and lobbied day in and day out, not for housing, but to get their
limousines back. I always thought it was a great irony that that happened.
Ultimately, after I left the Senate, that problem was largely solved, but it was an
example where after years of fighting, the number of limousines had grown by
fifty percent. It took more
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than twenty years to win that fight. I guarantee that shortly the number of
limousines will escalate again.

But I use these examples to show how and why legislation gets started.

Ritchie: When you mentioned the limousines, that brings up the thought that
Senator Douglas had a reputation of being a watchdog of the Treasury.

Shuman: Yes, that's true.

Ritchie: Just recently I came across a debate in 1950 where he led a charge in
the Senate against free shaves and haircuts for the senators. And there are a lot of
issues where he voted to cut the Labor Department's budget and others, because
he thought there was waste in their budget. That seems somewhat incongruous
when you think of the liberal as a freespender. How did Paul Douglas get to be
the H.R. Gross in some respects of the Senate?

Shuman: Well, first of all Douglas is a Scottish name, so he came by it naturally.
Secondly, he was from New England, and he used to quote the old New England
saying about use it up, wear it out, make it do. He also was an economist who
thought that goods and services ought to be used in their most effective and
efficient way. He coined the phrase: "A liberal need not be a wastrel." He was one
of the first people to take on the public
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works bills and military waste, even though he was a strong supporter of keeping
us militarily strong. He took on those things such as haircuts within the Senate
itself, where almost no one else was willing to take on the establishment. One of
our little forays was an attempt to get the Senate restaurant to charge an
appropriate price, because the Senate restaurant was heavily subsidized. He
made the point that those who ate there were not poor and many, especially the
press, were on expense accounts and could quite properly afford to pay a fair
market rate for the food they ate. So, yes, watchdog activities were an important
part of what he did. He often said that wasteful spending did not feed, clothe, or
house a single needy person, nor improve our defense.

One of his most interesting forays was in 1960, when he went after waste in the
Pentagon. The reason he did it was that he had been unsuccessful in getting the
Pentagon to make any changes at all to speak of in their procurement procedures.
We held hearings and found that ninety percent of the contracts were let not by
competitive bidding but with only one or two contractors allowed to bid. There
was surplus property given away every year for one or two cents on the dollar,
equal to about fifteen or twenty percent of the yearly procurement budget. He
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pointed out these conditions, held hearings on them in the Joint Economic
Committee, but absolutely nothing happened. So as one of the staff people
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on this issue, I went out to a warehouse at the University of Maryland where they
had received surplus property from the military. Ray Ward who worked with
Speaker John McCormack went with me. The individual surplus property items
had tied on them the original price tags, the original invoices as to what the items
cost, which the military services themselves had put on the items. We got ten or
twelve really horrible examples. True enough, they were horrible examples. There
was one small light socket which had a price tag of twenty-one dollars and fifty
cents on it. We bought it for twenty-five cents.

The senator went to the floor and exhibited the items. I've never seen such a
reaction. Half the Pentagon called on the phone to say why didn't you let us know
first rather than to do this on your own? They asked if they could come and
examine the items. They sent up a team. There must have been twenty-five to
thirty people who came into the office and looked at every item in great detail,
took down all of the serial numbers, and made thorough descriptions. I was
afraid they might find we'd made a mistake on one of them, fearful that if we had
made the slightest mistake they would throw this up and then say, "Well, you
were wrong as well on all the rest." But we waited, and waited, and waited, and
finally they did make a rebuttal. But their rebuttal was ridiculous! One of the
items, a fairly common item, some kind of a fan or blower, they said needed
special or unique technology,
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and used that as a rebuttal. I was able to show, because there was a patent
number on it, that the item had been patented a dozen years before, and that it
was a common item which the military had gotten from general stocks.

That was one of his forays, but basically he did that because people need to be
able to see things, and touch things, and feel things, and understand simple
devices. People do not understand a cost overrun on a weapon system of two
billion dollars, but they can understand that the price of twenty-one dollars for a
twenty-five cent light socket is wrong.

Ritchie: Doesn't a senator run a risk of making a lot of enemies by attacking
perks like haircuts?

Shuman: Yes, he does. Less so now that before. Now, I think it's customary for
people to run for the Senate by running against the Senate. But then it was not.
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Some people did object to that. I remember when Mr. Douglas exposed those
items on the floor, Senator Russell, who was a very strong supporter of the
military, and I think then either chairman of the Military Appropriations
Subcommittee or chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, decided he
wasn't going to make any defense of them at all. It was so excessive he didn't
defend them.

Ritchie: It's an interesting side to Douglas' character.
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Shuman: But when I see the new attacks on expensive toilet seats, I am
reminded of our efforts more than twenty-five years ago. It's an example of
history repeating itself.

Ritchie: It also says something about military procurement practices.
Shuman: Yes, those have not particularly improved.

Ritchie: You talked about the Depressed Areas bill. I noticed that in 1960 when
Kennedy was elected, one of the first things he did was to set up a task force on
Appalachian depressed areas, and he asked Senator Douglas to chair that task
force. I wondered if you had worked with him on that.

Shuman: 1 did, but by that time the bill was in the Banking Committee, so the
bill was more or less taken over by the Banking staff people. But I worked with
that task force, met with them, and helped draft the report. We made the bill
Senate 1, S.1, because Kennedy had campaigned particularly in West Virginia in
favor of the bill. That bill had, I think, passed or almost passed three times in the
Congress in the Eisenhower years but either had been vetoed or held up in one
house or the other. Kennedy vowed that if he were elected he would make this
one of his early priorities, and we did make it S. 1 in the Senate.
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There was an interesting sidelight to that bill. The senator went down to Palm
Beach, Florida, to see Kennedy between the time of the election and the time he
was sworn in, to talk about the bill. I didn't go on that trip, the Senate Banking
Committee staff man, Milton Semer, did. But I remember Mr. Douglas telling me
afterwards how Kennedy handled the press. They got down there, went to his
house, and the first thing they did was to come out and hold a press conference,
before they had talked, so they could honestly answer every question the press
asked them with, "No, we didn't discuss that. No we haven't decided this." Then
they went back in, discussed the issues, and decided what they'd do, what their
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strategy would be. I don't think many people ever knew that that was one way
Kennedy functioned at that time. It was the first time I'd ever heard of a person
doing it in that manner, but that's what Kennedy did. But since I've learned that
Mark Twain would go outside to the porch of his Connecticut mansion so his
butler could say he'd stepped out.

When that bill became law, it created a certain amount of turmoil. First of all
Fulbright was adamantly opposed to it on the Banking Committee, and he was
chairman of the committee. It strained the relationship between the senator and
Fulbright, who had had quite a good relationship until then. Mr. Douglas just
couldn't understand why Fulbright was out to kill it. Then after the bill passed,
the administrator of the program, Bill Batt, gave
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the very first project to Arkansas and to Fulbright at his request. Mr. Douglas was
livid about that.

There were two major issues during passage. One was whether there would be
what was called backdoor financing of the bill, because at that time we knew the
Appropriations Committee would refuse to appropriate funds directly, so we had
loans and backdoor financing as the means of getting the money. The second
thing we wanted to do was to create an independent agency to administer it. And
we wanted to have both of those issues in the Senate bill, so that when we went to
conference with the House, we wouldn't lose both of them. The House had direct
financing, so if we were going to win on backdoor financing we would have to
trade away the independent agency and put the new agency in the Commerce
Department. Therefore, we needed to keep the independent agency provisions in
the Senate bill as trading material. Well, Fulbright put up an amendment on the
floor to put the administration into Commerce, and he won on it. That greatly
reduced our bargaining power in conference. It was a hostile act.

I remember when Mr. Douglas came in one day, just before that vote. I asked him
what the administration's position was on it. He said, "Oh, it's a good thing. The
administration is neutral on it." He seemed to be pleased that they hadn't come
out for putting it in the Commerce Department, because Kennedy had brought in
the North Carolinian [Luther Hodges] as Secretary of Commerce,
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who wanted to administer the bill. But we were afraid that as the Chambers of
Commerce had been so strongly opposed to it that their influence with the
Commerce Department would be a way of effectively killing the program. But Mr.
Douglas was pleased. I said, "They've slickered you. You shouldn't be pleased
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about that. You're going to lose it. The reason is very simple: all of the
Republicans are for putting it in the Commerce Department, and now the
Democrats are off the hook. The president hasn't said whether it should be in
Commerce or an independent agency, and in that case a certain number of
Democrats will leave us on the issue; on the other hand if Kennedy had come out
strongly for keeping it as an independent agency, we could win. So by being
neutral on it, he really, I think, is doing us in on the issue."

Then we went to conference with the House, and Wright Patman was the House
chairman. Essentially, Wright Patman was with us on the bill. What we did in the
conference was to trade away twenty or twenty-five items in order to keep the
backdoor financing. That made it possible for Patman to say the House won: they
gave in on one issue and we gave in on twenty-five. It has occurred to me since
then that some of the studies that have been done on how the House and the
Senate fare in conference committees by counting the number of issues won by
each House are very misleading, because we thought in that instance that one
issue
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was worth all the rest of the minor issues. And of course it was. I now call those
political scientists "bean counters" and their results are ridiculous.

The second important thing was that we had to pass the conference report in the
Senate first. The reason was very simple: once a conference report has passed one
house and goes to the other house, the second house can no longer ask that the
conference be reconvened. The conference no longer exists. So it has the limited
choice of voting it up or down. Well, if the House had gotten the bill first, a
motion would have been made to send the bill back to conference on the
financing issue, and that motion might very well have passed. But we thought if
the House had only the choice of voting the bill up or down, the conference report
would win in the House, so it was necessary to get it through the Senate first. I
went to the assistant Senate parliamentarian, Murray Zweben, and said that I had
read the rules on conference reports, and there was no way one could understand
which House acted first. He said, "Very simple, very simple, it depends on who
has the papers." The house with the papers votes first. So I captured and
commanded the papers. I had them in a manilla envelope under my left arm,
while I was sitting there in the conference, behind the senators. At the very last
moment, some of the House Republican staff members asked, "Where are the
papers?" One of them came up to me and he was almost touching the
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manilla envelope, and asked: "Where are the papers?" I didn't say I don't know,
but I gave a facial expression to indicate that I didn't know. I didn't lie, but my
body language said I didn't know. And he left. I then left the conference and
waited on the Senate floor with the papers for Mr. Douglas to come in. We had
arranged that he would get a vote immediately. It is a privileged matter. The
conference report passed the Senate, went to the House; they had only one
choice, up or down, and they voted to pass it.

That bill taught us two other lessons. One was that to get it through the House we
had to expand it greatly. It was originally a bill to help a few pockets of high
unemployment around the country, northern Maine, West Virginia, Southern
Illinois, Northern Wisconsin and Minnesota. These were pockets of poverty. We
wanted to target what limited funds there were -- I think three hundred million
dollars was the total amount in loans and grants -- to these areas so that
something substantial could be done in each of them. In order to get the bill
through, we had to get the votes of the rural members of Congress -- and this was
before the one-man-one-vote decision, so that the rural regions had far more
Congressmen than their population would justify. So we had to enlarge the bill to
include the rural counties that had poverty, all over the country, one by one, in
order to get sufficient votes to pass the bill in the House.
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But of course that so diluted the limited funds that not much could be done in the
original areas.

The second thing that happened to the law was that as time went on it was turned
into a public works program, and in fact went to the Public Works Committee
instead of the Banking Committee for jurisdiction. So I think that by the time
1980 came around, when Reagan was trying to do away with the program there
was considerable justification, because it had been so corrupted from its original
purpose, a) to get it through -- I think we could have survived that -- but b)
because it evolved into another public works project. That was a big mistake.

A similar thing happened, but not to the same extent, to the Truth in Lending bill.
As I mentioned, Mr. Douglas' idea was that two simple pieces of information
would be provided to the consumer, the annual interest rate and the total amount
of credit. We wanted to give that information to the consumer so he or she could
make an intelligent, informed and valid judgment about the cost of credit. In
order to make a good judgment in a competitive economy one has to have
information. Well, the opponents of the bill, led by the senator from Utah, who
was on the Finance Committee as well as the Banking Committee, raised all kinds
of red herrings against the bill: such as that it was impossible to calculate the
annual interest rate. . . .
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Ritchie: Was that Wallace Bennett?

Shuman: Yes, Wallace Bennett, who had been the president of the National
Association of Manufacturers and an auto dealer, and who in his business life was
very dependent on credit. He raised all kinds of specious objections to the bill. In
order to meet these objections, we had to accept several amendments. They
added pages, and pages, and pages to the bill to explain in detail how to calculate
the interest rate, all of which could have been done very simply, and could have
been done through regulations by the agency after the bill was passed. Well, when
Proxmire finally got the bill through, after Mr. Douglas left the Senate, in '67, I
went to the White House for the signing ceremony. Johnson was President. The
East Room of the White House was filled with all of the narrow interest
opponents Bennett had organized. Johnson was smart in the sense that he gave
them credit they didn't deserve, but he never gave enough credit, I thought, to
those who fought in the trenches until the bill was passed. Proxmire did not go to
that signing even though it was his bill, because he would have missed a Senate
vote, and as you know he's now cast something over ten thousand consecutive
votes. And it was a vote in which his vote was decisive. He often used that as an
example of why it was of first importance in the Senate for a senator to vote,
because it was the one thing a senator could do that no one else could do. In this
case, he would

page 265

have been singled out at a White House ceremony at the expense of losing an
issue he believed in in the Senate.

After I came back to the Senate to work for him, I proposed that we ought to
simplify the Truth in Lending bill, because the regulations had been written by
the Federal Reserve Board and, when you got consumer credit at Sears and
Roebuck or elsewhere there was a page of fine print telling you all of the things
that you could or couldn't do, which was not our intention. We wanted to keep it
simple. This was a time when people were objecting to paperwork, when business
was crying out that government was regulating it too onerously, so we thought we
should just go back and provide those two simple original goals with a
straightforward, simple, one-page bill. He proposed it. The hearings were held.
Proxmire was chairman of the committee. And what happened? Almost every
group that had originally objected to the bill on grounds of too much paperwork,
came in to testify they didn't want the law changed. They opposed simplification.
They didn't want the law changed because they had set their computers to do all
of the things that were now in the regulations. It was an incredible event to listen
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to them testify as they did! But that is a lesson about legislation not found in the
textbooks.

Ritchie: I was interested in your comments about the conference committee. I
wondered if it was part of the
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strategy to load into a bill some things that you know you will abandon in the
conference committee.

Shuman: Yes. Trading material it's called. Deliberate trading material. The best
example, I think, of trading material, was the annual tax bill, the "Christmas
Tree" tax bill. Now, we used to fight it tooth and nail, both Senator Douglas and
Senator Proxmire, and I probably helped save a couple of billion bucks for the
taxpayers doing the staff work, and fighting that bill. I can honestly say I more
than earned my salary in the Senate over twenty-seven years by savings brought
about by killing those loophole amendments. But it was also true that the word
was out by the Finance Committee that they would take almost any amendment
and throw out most but not all of them in conference. A senator could then say to
his constituent, "I got your amendment through the Senate." And they'd say,
"Well, it didn't last in conference." He could reply, "I got it through the Senate,
that's my jurisdiction, that's where I'm responsible. I did my job. I can't
guarantee what the House will do." So a certain amount of that bill was for the
relief of senators so they could do something for their constituents without
actually doing anything. The problem was that no one knew which bad
amendments would remain in the bill. That's why Douglas and Proxmire fought it
so hard. In the old days, that bill was called the "Bobtail bill." When Harry Byrd
was chairman of the committee it was called the
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Bobtail bill. The reason for the change in the name was that it originally came up
in July, near the end of the session, but then when the sessions started going full
scale throughout the year, its name was changed to the Christmas tree bill, a)
because of the Christmas season when it usually came before the Senate, and b)
because of all the goodies that were hung on the Christmas tree.

Ritchie: What was the origin of the "Bobtail ?"

Shuman: I don't know. It had nothing to do with Harry Byrd. I think it came

from pin-the-tail-on-the-donkey game, that everybody was there to pin his tail on
the donkey. But anyway it was called the Bobtail bill in its original incarnation. At
that time, you know, the Senate Finance Committee had no professional tax staff.
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I resented that because I had to do the staff work for the Senator for the Finance
Committee meetings. And not once in the time Mr. Douglas was on that
committee did the Finance Committee staff or the Joint Committee on Taxation
staff come to the senator to say that tomorrow tax bills are coming up, here's
what's in them, here are the issues. No staff work at all! So I did it for him, from
his own office. If there is too much staff now, which there is, there was too little
staff then. The second thing I objected to was that the committee, when it held
executive sessions, would not allow a Senate staff member, such as myself, into
the executive committee meetings. But they did let the
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Treasury staff in. So the Treasury officials, working in another branch, would sit
there and say to the senators, "I don't think you should do that, that's not a good
idea." I thought it was a bad practice which violated the separation of power
between the branches, and that it was improper for the Treasury staff to be in
those sessions, except to give information. When Treasury officials met to decide
their position on legislation to go to Congress, they didn't ask any Members of
Congress or their staff to sit in on their deliberations.

Ritchie: Did the staff of the Finance Committee work exclusively for the
chairman in those days?

Shuman: Well, there was no technical staff, no tax staff for the Finance
Committee, only an administrative staff. The tax work was done by the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, and they had some very good staff
people. But only three Democrats and two Republicans from the Finance
Committee were members of the Joint Committee with the House. The staff of
the Joint Committee served those five senators, and almost no one else could get
the time of day from them. I think they were Byrd, and Kerr, and Frear, and on
the Republican side the senator from Delaware.

Ritchie: Williams.
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Shuman: John Williams, who was an honest, upright, straightforward man.
And one other, Bennett. Those five people were the only ones who got staff work
done for them. Now that has changed. People talk about the "good old days,"
well, that's an example of the not so good, good old days. It was yet another way
the barons and poohbahs controlled the Senate.

I saw a very interesting thing happen in that committee. Bob Kerr was number
two, and Bob Kerr pushed everybody around. He was a buccaneer. Once on oil
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depletion, which was of course dear to Kerr's heart, Harry Byrd who generally
supported depletion, voted with us against the oil depletion allowance. And I
think I know why he did. At the Finance Committee mark-up meetings Byrd
would sit at the end of the table in the chairman's seat, Kerr was to his immediate
right, Williams was to his immediate left. Well, as the meeting would go on, Kerr
would keep moving his chair to the left around the table, so that in end he'd be
sitting next to and equal with Byrd at the head of the table. He was such a
dominant personality that he took over from Byrd. Kerr was a bully. Byrd was a
very polite fellow. He and Mr. Douglas differed fundamentally on their politics,
but Byrd, and Williams, and Douglas were straight arrows. They often combined
together to stop the effort to steal the Capitol Dome by many of the rest of the
committee, especially Kerr. Well, once after Kerr had tried to take over, when
depletion was on the floor, Byrd voted against
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the depletion allowance, and I think he did it to send a signal to Kerr that he was
getting out of line in the way he performed on the committee with respect to the
prerogatives of the chair.

Ritchie: To go back just one minute to the conference committee, before we get
off of that, I've always heard that the senators have a disadvantage on a
conference committee because House members tend to serve on one committee
whereas senators tend to be on several committees, and senators aren't often as
prepared on the issues when they go to conference. Did you find that was the
case?

Shuman: That was absolutely true. I think I made a point of it in my book. The
House almost always wins the conference committee, unless the House wants the
Senate to win. There are three reasons for that. Number one is the reason you've
given: House members generally are on only one major committee. They come to
the committee meetings very well informed about the legislation they're involved
in. And furthermore, before the conference committee, the House members
usually meet to plan their strategies, their tactics. They stay together. They're very
tough in conference. That's the first reason.

The second reason is that senators have many, many things to do. Even a junior
senator becomes quite well known, can become famous, gets a lot of press, serves
on several committees, and
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during the conference committee meetings senators come and go, while their
staff stays there. So the staff may know the issues and the senators not. Well, no
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Senate staff person in the absence of his principal can hold out on substance
against a member of the House, an elected member, elected by the people, who is
well informed and well versed. So the House member, who really is clashing with
a Senate staff person much of the time, generally wins out.

The third reason, and I think perhaps the most important reason, has to do with
what I mentioned about the fact that Senate members get a lot of publicity, and
are well known in the country. The House people have an inferiority complex
about the Senate, and they are very unhappy that while they know their stuff and
do their work, the senators are getting all the credit and all the publicity. As a
result, I think they are determined to win, to show the Senate, and they do win in
almost every case. I've noticed that from the first time I ever went to a conference
committee.

Ritchie: Does that get written into the equation also? Do staff consider that as
they prepare a bill?

Shuman: Yes, it does get into the equation, certainly. Staff people think about
that. During mark-ups, trading material is added.
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Ritchie: That you can't count on coming out ahead in the conference committee.

Shuman: No, almost never or not at all. The Senate generally loses. Whatever
the statistics are, it's nonetheless true, the Senate generally loses, and especially
on appropriations, money bills, where the House feels it has jurisdiction, and
especially on tax matters too, the House generally wins. Partly the House wins
because their members don't want the senators to get all the credit for getting
amendments into the bill, so they throw most of them out. The Senate loses for
two reasons: for that reason, and also because on the whole the Senate
amendments are bad amendments. Ritchie: And the House does have tighter
rules on amendments. Shuman: It does. A member can offer really no
amendments on the floor except for a party substitute. Ritchie: One other thing
I was interested in were joint committees. You mentioned the Joint Committee
on Taxation and also the Joint Economic Committee which Senator Douglas
chaired for a while. How well do joint committees work?

Shuman: They work very well, at least the Joint Economic Committee worked
very well indeed. That was a good committee.
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And until recent times, until the Budget Act, that committee had a dramatic
influence on public policy. Here's a committee that had no legislative function. It
had only what Woodrow Wilson called the informing function, which Wilson said
was as important as the legislative function, and it is. It could hold hearings. The
Depressed Area bill hearings were first held in that committee, and were held
around the country. The hearings to promote a tax bill in the beginning of the
Korean War was a result of hearings by that committee, urging the Senate and
the House to act, and they did. The Congress passed a six billion dollar tax
increase at the beginning of the Korean War, early on, quickly, which I think
resulted in the inflation rate during the Korean War being so relatively low. This
was because Congress acted quickly. It was very, very good public policy. That
committee, and Mr. Douglas personally, were responsible for the Treasury-
Federal Reserve Accord in 1954, which was the right policy, and when the
Treasury was told that the committee was for it and that it could probably have
its way on legislation, the Treasury capitulated to the Federal Reserve.

There is one other example I want to make -- there are many of them. In 1960 the
Joint Economic Committee held a year-long series of hearings on the economy,
on wages, on prices, and on economic growth. Otto Eckstein was brought in by
Mr. Douglas to be the staff director. Mr. Douglas called Jacob Viner at
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Princeton and asked him who his ablest post doctoral student was. Viner said
Otto Eckstein. We hired him. Afterwards Otto became a full professor of
economics at Harvard, made several million dollars with his private firm, was a
member of the Council of Economic Advisors, and died an untimely death from
cancer. Virtually every major economist in the country testified before the
committee. Charlie Shultz did study paper number one. He was an unknown
economist when we picked him up and commissioned his study. Walter Heller
testified. Jim Tobin from Yale was one of the major participants. He was from
Champaign and won the Noble Prize. His brother Roger, and I, were precinct
committeemen in Champaign-Urbana in 1948. A man by the name of Warren
Smith who later was a member of the President's Council of Economic Advisers
was on the staff. I was the chairman's (Mr. Douglas) liaison with the committee.

These hearings became the basis for the economic policies of the country from
1961 to 1965. Jack Kennedy got himself on as a member of the committee just as
this study was beginning, and although he was campaigning for the presidency at
the time, he regularly and routinely took the committee reports with him on the
plane as he traveled. It was I think in part through the committee's function that
he got to know Walter Heller's work. I know that Kennedy met Heller first at the
airport in Minneapolis, but partly as a result of what Kennedy knew about him
from the
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committee work he asked him to be the chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisors. I think that what that committee reported and recommended were
correct in terms of how to increase the growth rate, how to keep inflation down,
and how to get unemployment down. The policies it proposed were carried out
faithfully and almost religiously by the Kennedy-Johnson Council and resulted in
what must be almost a perfect example of how academic economics can be
translated into excellent public policy in the period 1961-1965.

Unemployment fell from about seven percent to three or four percent. The
inflation rate I think was never more than one or two percent in any year.
Economic growth went up and was sustained after the first year at four percent or
higher. It was almost a perfect example of how the economy should run. It was a
result, really, of that committee's action and the people who proposed the policies
and then were in positions to put them into effect. But the role of Mr. Douglas, a
professional economist and former president of the American Economic
Association, was crucial. What I'm saying is that I think the Joint Economic
Committee, with its informing function, had a great effect on economic policy. Its
hearings and its reports got back into the academic community. They were used
in the departments of economics, a new generation of economists knew about
them, wrote about them, studied them, and they had their effect.
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Ritchie: Did it have any advantage in the fact that it was a joint committee?
Shuman: Advantage in what way?

Ritchie: Could it have done the same things as a separate Senate committee and
House committee?

Shuman: I think it had more clout as a joint committee, in terms of its views
being recognized and carried out by both Houses. Certainly it did. It had a great
number of extraordinarily able members in its early years. Bob Taft was
chairman, Flanders was chairman, Douglas was chairman, O'Mahoney was
chairman, Wright Patman was chairman, Proxmire was chairman, Henry Reuss
was chairman, Lee Hamilton has been chairman of the committee. It has
spawned a great many extraordinarily able people.
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Senators Joseph C. O'Mahoney (D-WY) and Robert A. Taft (R-OH) study
The Economic Report of the President.
Harris & Ewing Photo

Ritchie: Paul Sarbanes is chairman now.

Shuman: Yes. Sparkman, I think, was chairman at one time. I can't remember
whether Fulbright was chairman or not, I think not, but he was a member.

Ritchie: It remains one of the few surviving joint committees. Joint committees
as a practice seem to have lost favor with the Congress over the years, but that
one is still on the books.
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Shuman: Its time may end soon because the Budget Committee has stolen
much of its thunder. I don't think the Budget Committee looks at the economy in
the overall way that the Joint Economic Committee did, and doesn't take as
broad a view of it, and shouldn't. But it takes enough of the bite to have the
Council of Economic Advisors, the Secretary of the Treasury and others come up
and testify at the beginning of the year. They testify not only before the Joint
Economic Committee but to the budget committees and the Finance Committee
and Appropriations Committee and all the rest. This is, I think, excessive
duplication. So the committee may be on its way out, although very few
institutions started either in the executive or the legislative branch ever die.

Ritchie: One other issue that occupied a lot of your time in that period was
international trade. I noticed that Senator Douglas was very active with GATT.
Shuman: The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.
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Ritchie: I understand that you went to Europe on several occasions relating to
that.

Shuman: I did. Almost the first speech I wrote for Mr. Douglas was a speech
called the history of the tariff. Grover Ensley, who was staff director of the Joint
Economic Committee, had brought in a person to staff that committee
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who was assigned to do the speech. He brought the speech over the day before it
was to be given. It was a speech that couldn't be used, I was given the task of
rewriting the speech, which I did overnight. I had taught economic history, and I
had been particularly interested in the tariff, and I had read most of the
substantive works such as Taussig's classic work on the tariff. So I wrote the
speech. This I think was in favor of the bill to extend the Reciprocal Trade Act
either in 1956 or 1957. Mr. Douglas made the opening speech for it.

Later he went to the Finance Committee, and the issue of the European Economic
Community, or Common Market was up. We were pushing the Common Market,
because of its overall economic and political value in uniting Europe, but it would
injure our interests, because with the Common Market there would be a common
tariff barrier against the outside world, whereas the members of the Common
Market, Germany and France particularly, would now have no tariffs and free
trade among them. So the United States, after having made all kinds of
concessions through reciprocal trade bills after 1946, was allowing the Europeans
to erect a barrier against us that would put us at a disadvantage. During this
period, when extension of the trade bill was before the Senate, both in the late
fifties and again in the early Kennedy years, I went to Europe with Mr. Douglas
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on a couple of occasions. We did go into these matters very thoroughly, once in
1957 and once in 1961.

I went with Mr. Douglas to meet the Chancellor of the Exchequer in London and
Mr. Douglas quoted Cobden and Bright to the Chancellor of the Exchequer on
free trade! The British were keeping out our chickens, which was a cause celebre,
on health grounds, and they were keeping out our automobiles because they had
extraordinarily high tariffs against cars with high horsepower. So in fact our
chickens and our cars couldn't get into the British market. We complained about
that. We sponsored a lunch for the staff of the London Economist to press our
points.

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
WWwWw.senate.gov



We went to West Germany in '61, to meet with a man who later became
Chancellor, an economist.

Ritchie: Ludwig Ehrhardt.

Shuman: Ehrhardt was then the Economic Minister, and we met with Ehrhardt.
The U.S. could mine coal in West Virginia or Southern Illinois, ship it down the
Mississippi from Southern Illinois to New Orleans, or get it out of West Virginia
by rail to the east coast, ship it to Europe, ship it up the Rhine, and unload it at
the mouth of the West German coal mines cheaper than the coal could be
produced there -- even with imported Italian labor, which was cheaper than
German labor. We were making this point.
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We got absolutely no help at all from the State Department officials. We could not
get from them lists of items of that kind for the countries we were visiting. They
took the view that they were really the advocates of the country to which they
were posted. Mr. Douglas was essentially a free trader, but we really did ferret out
a whole series of examples where through health rules, or quotas, or other than
mere tariff provisions Europeans were keeping out our goods.

Ritchie: I read in Senator Douglas' memoirs about how much trouble he had
with George Ball and other people in the State Department.

Shuman: Yes, he had a fundamental falling out on issues, not personally, with
George Ball. I've forgotten the exact details now, but Mr. Douglas turned out to
be absolutely right about it. It was over the British entry to the Common Market
and the French resistance to it and Mr. Douglas' effort to extend freer trade to the
EFTA (European Free Trade Area) as well as the 6 countries of the Common
Market. Ball, as it turned out, wrongly backed the French position.

Ritchie: But Douglas found that the State Department was never on his side.

Shuman: Not at all. They were very difficult. We worked very closely with the
pro-trade groups. One of the luxuries of
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being from a big state, which people sometimes forget, is that in a big state like
Illinois there are both protectionist and free trade interests. We had a big
agriculture interest; we had firms like Caterpiller Tractor who were for freer
trade; we had farm machinery manufacturers and so on, most of whom sold a lot
of goods abroad. Also we had the Great Lakes and the Chicago port, so there was
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political support for freer trade, as well as for protection from the regular sources,
the mining interests, the metal interests in Southern Illinois, for example.

Ritchie: And the Chicago Tribune.

Shuman: Well, the Tribune, yes. But what this meant was that no matter how
one voted, someone was helped and someone was hurt. So the senator was pretty
free to do what he thought was the best thing, regardless of the pressures on him
from a variety of economic interests, because the economic interests really
washed out each other. That isn't as true for a small congressional district, where
there may be only one economic interest, such as steel, or coal mining, or copper
mining, where the member really has no political choice except to vote
protectionist. It is a luxury in that sense to represent a big state.

Ritchie: I understand that one of your trips to Europe involved going to Berlin
during the Berlin Wall crisis.
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Shuman: In 1961 we did go to Europe, mainly because of the trade bill. We
spent a lot of time in the OECD, in Paris, and in Belgium, and in Bonn. We then
went into Berlin. We flew into Berlin shortly after the Wall went up. The Wall
went up the 13th of August, 1961, and we were in Berlin I believe early in
September. We were there with Hubert Humphrey, visiting at the same time in
Paris and Brussels and Berlin. We flew over on Eisenhower's Presidential plane,
the Columbine. We saw Willy Brandt and visited with General [Lucius] Clay
many times. We were there for about two weeks, if not longer. I had a fraternity
brother from my Illinois college days who was the legal officer in Berlin. Art Price
was his name, a Foreign Service Officer. He drove us around, escorted us, and
helped us while we were in Berlin.

We did several things: number one, we went into East Berlin several times. There
were then only a few places one could go through the Wall. But we went in several
times because we had a right to go in. After all, Berlin was under the jurisdiction
of the allies who had won the war, which included the Americans, and the British,
and the French, and the Russians, but not just the Russians. So we had as much
right to be in East Berlin as the winning allies as the Russians did, even though it
was their zone. We went in several times. We made a point of it at the urging of
General Clay. General Clay was a very brave fellow.
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He was flying by helicopter into small enclaves in East Berlin, enclaves that
belonged to the West, and was bringing out people by helicopter, saving their
lives, which took a lot of guts.

We once went to meet Willy Brandt at the City Hall. We arrived too early in our
car, and they told us, "You are too early, go away." So we drove away and took a
walk in the woods nearby. There are all kinds of woods in Berlin, lots of parks.
We took a walk in the woods, got back in the car, went around the block, came
back again, and this time we were greeted by the mayor's people in their gold
chains of office. We spent more than an hour with Brandt. It has often occurred
to me since then that in that conference there must have been Brandt's personal
secretary, who later, unknown to Brandt, was found to have been an agent of the
Russians. I don't think we talked about anything that was particularly secret at
the time, but nonetheless it has always played on my mind that Brandt's person
was there during that conference. He was not at Clay's house, where we also saw
Willy Brandt, but he was at City Hall.

After that meeting, the senator came out to the plata in front of the City Hall,
where there was a crowd of people, ropes were keeping them back. There were
several hundred people standing together. I don't know quite why they were
there, but they were. Mr. Douglas, who spoke German well, went up to them and
sort of instinctively, he started to speak to them giving a
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pep talk about how we were behind them, and how we would stand with them.
And they cheered him, really cheered him, much as they cheered Kennedy a year
later, when he gave his "I am a Berliner" speech. It was a magic moment. But I
thought at the time, no diplomat would ever do a thing like that, but a politician
would. In some respects a politician was more useful in places like Berlin than
some diplomats would be. One must remember that at this time we knew that at
any moment the Russians might attack and take over West Berlin which was an
isolated western island a hundred miles inside the Soviet sphere.

Then we came out of Berlin on the Autobahn. The Russians had slowed down the
Autobahn. They had a go-slow policy. There was almost no one on the Autobahn.
In leaving Berlin, we stopped at the American sentry, and then the British sentry,
and then the French sentry, and finally we got to the Russian sentry guardbox.
We presented our passports to them, which were official passports, and we were
in a State Department car, which could be identified by its license plate. It was a
four-door black Ford. No one else was there, but the Russians kept us waiting
from thirty to forty minutes before they handed back our passports, even though
they did nothing. They pulled up the window, then slammed the window down,
and we waited. Finally, they gave us three chits. The next people in line were the
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East Germans. Now, we didn't recognize the East Germans. The East Germans
had been our enemies. We were
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the conquerors. So we were not going to recognize them as equals. Art Price said,
"What I'm going to do is drive by this East German sentry slowly. I'm going to
hold the chits out the window. If he takes them, fine. If he doesn't take them, I'm
going to drop them on the ground, but we're not stopping for him, we're not
recognizing him." That is what we did. The sentry took the chits.

We got to the other end of the Autobahn, after crossing East Germany. I think we
drove a hundred, a hundred and ten miles, and there was almost no traffic. When
we got to the West German frontier, the cars were backed up for a long, long way.
There were two lanes, cars in the left lane, trucks in the right lane. The truck line
was shorter, so we got in the truck line. We finally got up to the gate. It was like
the railroad guardrails that used to drop over the tracks to stop cars. I was in the
back seat, and Art was in the front seat driving. The senator was in the front seat
next to him. And Art said, "When that truck ahead of us goes through, we're going
to go through after it, before they drop the gate. Now watch the guard," he said to
me. "Watch out the back window, and if the guard raises his weapon -- he had an
automatic rifle -- we'll stop." Well, the truck went through, we went through, the
guard yelled, "Halt! Halt! Halt!" I was looking out the back window, but he didn't
raise his weapon, so we went on.
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If he had raised his weapon, we would have stopped, but it would have been an
international incident, and just as I called the Associated Press in Joliet, Illinois,
when they kicked the senator off the street for campaigning, I was prepared at
that moment to call the wire services to let them know what happened. It would
have been a serious international incident if the guard had raised his weapon and
stopped a diplomatic car and a U.S. Senator in that situation, but he didn't. I
remember at the time that while I was nervous, I wasn't fearful, nor were the
others. I should have been, because there was a good chance of getting shot, but
after having been in Berlin for those two weeks or more, we were determined to
carry out our rights. So it was with a sense of "By God, we're not going to let them
stop us," or to keep us from exercising the rights of the United States in that area,
that was foremost in our thoughts, to the degree that any fear that we might have
had was pushed out of our minds.

There was one other item about that trip. When I came back, for a matter of
several weeks afterwards, every time I saw a wall I got almost physically ill. I
wanted to vomit. It was a physical sensation of being tremendously upset by any
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visible wall. It was traumatic. It was a hostile act for the Russians to have pulled,
simply cruel. I also came back with the strong feeling and determination that
essentially the Russians were bullies. We were in touch then with Ted Sorenson
at the White House, who had
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worked for Mr. Douglas, and we were advising him that the White House should
take a somewhat stronger stand in Berlin.

I think we would have approved of even knocking down the wall. Whether that
would have been helpful, I hesitate to say in hindsight. Probably what would have
happened is that the Russians would have moved the wall from the border a
hundred yards, or two hundred yards back so that knocking it down might have
been ineffective. But I think they expected us to do it, and I think we probably
could have gotten by with it, and that it might have stopped them to some degree.
On the other hand, it's one thing to advocate it either as a staff member of the
Senate or as a senator, but it's quite another thing for the President of the United
States who has the safety of the world in his hands, to be sure that that was the
right thing to do. We never faulted Kennedy for this, but I had a strong feeling
that we might have done a little more. I don't swear by that, it's a judgment.

It was during these visits to Europe that I developed a strong personal interest in
the art galleries. We had a very vigorous schedule but Mr. Douglas found time to
visit the galleries in London, Paris, Cologne, Brussels, Bruge, Geneva, Bonn, and
Berlin. At first I found going with him perfunctory and a requirement of the job.
Then I got addicted and going to the galleries has become a major joy of my life
for more than a quarter of a century.
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Ritchie: How would you describe Paul Douglas' world view of the United States
versus the Soviet Union?

Shuman: He was both a vigorous anti-Communist, and a believer in the Bill of
Rights, and the reason he was the former was the experiences he had in the
twenties and the thirties. He went to Russia, in 1927 and he met with both
Trotsky and Stalin, and he came back absolutely convinced that the Soviet Union
was a dictatorship quite equivalent to the Nazis later on. Then Stalin carried out
his purges. Mr. Douglas had been an early opponent of the Nazis and of
Mussolini, and had urged this country to stand firm, which is the reason he
joined the Marine Corps at age fifty. Having advocated resistance to them, he felt
it was his duty to act on his words. But he also felt very strongly the same way
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about the Russians, and I think he was right. He was quite willing and ready to
resist them in most places.

The second experience was being in a group of progressive institutions in the
twenties and thirties. Some were taken over by members of the party, but one
could not call them Communists, because people would say that was name
calling, so they were called the "action faction," or some such name. But he
watched as they took over a variety of otherwise good institutions, captured the
mimeograph machines and things of that kind. They stayed longer at the
meetings than anyone else, outwaited people, and passed a variety of motions
(after others left) which peddled the
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Russian line. So out of experience both in the visit to the Soviet Union and in his
personal experiences he felt very strongly about them and was prepared to resist
them, but by democratic means.

Ritchie: Do you think that explains his strong support for Johnson's Vietnam
policy?

Shuman: Yes, it does; there was one other thing about supporting Johnson's
policies. I think most people who had the experience of the thirties, as I did
growing up then, believed that one of the lessons we thought we'd learned from
the 1930s was that it was important to stop aggression at an early stage. That was
called at the end of the war "collective security." I think most people believed that
if the Western nations, Britain, France and ourselves, had stood up against
Hitler, and tried to stop him when he took the Rhineland early on, that World
War II might not have happened. Or that if the world had united against
Mussolini when he took over Ethiopia that he might have been stopped. So Mr.
Douglas came out of the war, certainly as I did, and as most people of our
generation did, thinking that collective security and stopping aggression early
was the right thing to do. Well, we did that in Korea. I think that motivated
Truman in 1950 to resist aggression in Korea, and Mr. Douglas supported that. I
supported it; I thought it was the right thing to do. Two years later, many who
said what a great thing it was when Truman went
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in, in 1950, called it Truman's war in 1952. But the initial response was favorable,
and I think history will say that it was the right thing to do.

Well, Mr. Douglas saw Vietnam in much the same way. Now, the problem was
that Vietnam wasn't as clear cut. There was no single act of aggression as there
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had been when the Northern Koreans came down into South Korea. There wasn't
an act of overt aggression or any one event, as when Hitler took the Rhineland or
when he went into Czechoslovakia, to make the aggression clear. So first of all it
was less clear as to the nature of the aggression. And second, in Vietnam the
problem was that the response to it wasn't collective. Collective security means
that a variety of people join together to stop the aggressor, and it wasn't very
collective. There was little help, and the French who got out of Dienbienphu
didn't come back to help. So it really wasn't collective. It was essentially a U.S.
endeavor.

And then I think perhaps it offended in another way, looking back on it. I mean it
had been a long time principle of American foreign policy that it would be very
wise for us not to land ground forces on the continent of Asia, that in the Pacific
our forte was seapower and later air power, but that we shouldn't waste the lives
of our people in a war on the continent of Asia where our manpower was
outnumbered many times over. Korea was different, because Korea was a
peninsula. One could bring to
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bear both seapower and air power as well as ground troops, but in Vietnam it was
a very questionable endeavor. For all those reasons, the public support for
Vietnam was not great, and it was a mistake. I did not come to think it was a
mistake until very late in the game. But as I listen to the military experts now
there was no strategy by which it could have been won in the broad sense.
Eisenhower knew the limits of our power, and he was right to resist the overtures
of Dulles and Nixon and to stay out at the time of Dienbienphu.

I got turned around on Vietnam when fifty percent of the casualties were black
Americans. Sons of the upper middle class could go to college and get out of the
fighting. In World War II, which I was in, risk at least to begin with was borne by
everyone; at least everybody started out equal. As President Kennedy said, life is
unfair. Some people got killed and some didn't. But at least in World War II your
name was pulled out of a hat to begin with, and the sons of every class in society
had to bear roughly an equal burden. It was only by luck or chance that you were
in combat or weren't. But Vietnam was very different. The National Guard was
not called up. It was made up of people who had been paid for years to be ready
to fight in an emergency, and they weren't called up because they were politically
powerful and would have objected to it, and so Johnson was unwilling to do it.
The reservists were not called up, except in a few instances, but as a
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group they weren't called up to fight even though they'd been paid for years to be
ready to fight, and would retire on a pension after they'd been in the reserve for a
certain number of years. Only the weak, and the poor, and the people who had no
political pull had to go fight that war, with the obvious exception of the
professional military who were very brave and who fought extraordinarily well.
So I got to the place where I thought that war couldn't be supported. But I
personally supported the war for a very long time, as a creature of the thirties,
who believed in collective security. I now believe that it was a mistake; in fact, I
know it was a mistake. Nixon's invasion of Cambodia and his secret air strikes
were additional offenses.

Ritchie: In the sixties there was a great split in the liberal ranks over supporting
Vietnam. Did Paul Douglas feel these tensions from his supporters, some of
whom were opposed to the war?

Shuman: Certainly. I think he was defeated in 1966 in part because of that. For
example, we lost almost the entire liberal Jewish community on the North Side of
Chicago. There were groups of rabbis who had been his strong supporters but
who came out against him. And even those who supported him, conservatives
who supported him on this issue, didn't necessarily vote for him. So he lost
heavily. This was at a time when feeling against the war wasn't being expressed
very much publicly. Some feeling was
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expressed, but there was also a deep undertow of opposition. In the year before
that election, Mr. Douglas used to talk about Vietnam to groups who came to the
office. We had a policy which we carried out between Easter and Labor Day, when
the tourist crowds would come down to Washington. There were so many people
from Illinois that it was impossible for them to see the senator one by one, so
most afternoons at about five o'clock, he would hold a session in one of the
committee rooms, or in the Senate Caucus Room. As people came in, we'd
honestly say, "He's busy at the moment, but if you'd come back at five o'clock he's
going to have a meeting and talk to you." There would usually be forty, fifty,
sometimes a hundred people, citizens from the state, who came back to talk with
him. In the years '65 and '66, he mostly talked about Vietnam, although there
were other issues. He told them quite directly that he supported it and why, and
he heard their views. Well, it was clear that there was a strong undercurrent of
opposition, and even more clear in the campaign of '66.

During this time Marine Corps General Lou Walt, the U.S. Commander in I (eye)
Corps in the Northern part of South Vietnam visited our office many times. He
had been Mr. Douglas' superior in the Pacific, exposed himself to fire whenever
his outfit was under fire, and at one stage had told his commanding general he

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
WWwWw.senate.gov



was making a terrible military mistake in ordering a frontal attack on high
ground held by the Japanese. This took more than
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physical courage. In the end Walt's views prevailed against his superior, and the
superior was "sent home", almost the worst thing that can happen to a battlefield
commander. For all these reasons Mr. Douglas had great respect for Walt's views
and was persuaded that I Corps had a very fine pacification program and that the
people in the I Corps were highly supportive of our efforts.

Since then I've heard former Col. Harry G. Summers, Jr., whose book On
Strategy is the most famous review and critique of Vietnam, say that this was
absolutely true, that the Marines in I Corps had in fact won the hearts and minds
of the Vietnamese there. But Walt's group of Marines who were so convincing, in
part by living in the villages and protecting them from night raids and integrating
themselves into the villages, caused the villagers to become even more
discontented with the government in Saigon. So these Marines did such a good
job that the overall objective of getting a government that satisfied the people was
undermined. Walt's personal reports, which I sat in on, and Mr. Douglas'
personal respect for both Walt's military and civil courage, were major factors in
the Senator's support for the war.

A very interesting thing happened in the 1966 campaign. Mr. Douglas thought it
was wrong for him not to say publicly what he thought, that he wasn't going to
equivocate or sweep this issue under the rug, and that he was obligated to say
where he stood and why. Abner Mikva, who became a member of Congress and is
now a
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superb U.S. Appellate Court judge here in Washington, D.C., was one of our
strong supporters. Abner went to him, along with someone else, and said, "Look,
Paul, we know where you stand on this. We know you believe in it. You've said so
publicly many times. There's no doubt about it. But do you really have to raise it
every time you make a speech? Because it's really not helping you any." Mr.
Douglas became irate about that proposal. He thought it was his duty and said he
didn't think he could run under false colors. It was important to him that he said
what he thought. If there was ever a man of principle, it was he. But this
characteristic was a factor in his defeat. I think without the murder of Percy's
daughter, Mr. Douglas might have won. That event, plus Vietnam, plus the
beginning of inflation, plus the undercurrent of unhappiness, and his age to some
degree -- although I never thought age was a major factor even when many said it
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was, but that wasn't the key factor -- were cumulative forces he could not
overcome.

Ritchie: During almost the whole period that Douglas was in the Senate, his
partner from Illinois was Everett Dirksen. What was the relationship between
Douglas and Dirksen?

Shuman: Their relationship was distant, polite, proper. From 1951 until 1961 at
least, Dirksen was a minor figure in the Senate. People don't realize how little he
was known. Douglas was the major figure both in terms of Illinois and in the
country.
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We used to take street corner polls. In fact we regularly polled throughout the
state, very informal polls, but we had a variety of places in the state where we
hired a student to go out and take polls every three months or so. The simple
question was: "What kind of a job do you think Douglas is doing? What kind of a
job do you think Dirksen is doing?" without telling the people who voted who was
taking the poll. We picked places which were down the middle of the road. That
is, we didn't pick all Democratic places or all Republican places. We picked them
so that they were reasonably representative. One of them was the main street
corner in Vandalia, Illinois. And regularly and routinely Mr. Douglas would do at
least twenty points better than Dirksen, through almost all the time that he was
in the Senate.

Dirksen became famous, and powerful, and important really in 1961, '62, when
Kennedy needed him so badly to support his program, because of the close
divisions in the Senate. One of the things that irked us most was that we felt that
Kennedy had not done all that he could have done against Dirksen in '62. The
Congressman. . . .

Ritchie: Sid Yates.
Shuman: Sid Yates ran against him. One of the things Kennedy did was to
appoint a federal court judge at the time from Chicago on Dirksen's

recommendation. We stopped the appointment
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until after the election, but the word got out. Then Kennedy flew Dirksen back to
Washington at the time of the Cuban crisis, and the Kennedy people were very
tepid in their support of Sid Yates. Dirksen had never won an election by a very
big margin. He just barely beat Scott Lucas, and he barely beat Sid Yates. It was
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not a big figure, I've forgotten now, 52 to 48 percent, something like that. So
Dirksen was unknown and didn't really become famous until around '62.

It's almost an iron law of politics that presidents and governors take their
political friends for granted and woo their opponents and adversaries. This was
certainly true of Kennedy in 1962 and has recurred during every administration,
Republican or Democratic, during the seven presidents I have watched at close
range.

Dirksen had a curious background. He had been a very conservative member of
the House. Then in 1946 he left the House because he had great trouble with his
eyes. It was thought he was going blind. Fortunately, he didn't. While he was out
of the House, he supported [Thomas E.] Dewey. This infuriated the Chicago
Tribune. He was slated, everybody said, to go into Dewey's Cabinet; it was a
certain thing having given his support to him. But Dewey did not win in '48 and
then Dirksen ran for the Senate in 1950, and it was important for him to get the
Chicago Tribune recommendation, to get their support in both the primary
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and the general election, and they were very suspicious of him because he had
played footsie with Dewey instead of supporting their man Taft. So Dirksen had
to prove to the Tribune that he was really an all-out supporter of the Tribune and
their position. I think this accounts to a considerable degree for why he was such
a strong supporter of McCarthy, and why he was Joe McCarthy's counsel on the
Senate floor in 1954.

The relations between Douglas and Dirksen were proper but distant. It used to
bother me somewhat that where I lived, in Champaign, there was a very
Republican paper, the News-Gazette, and when Mr. Douglas appeared in
Champaign-Urbana, the paper would cover him but the story was always on the
fourth or fifth page with no banner headline. I remember one time when Dirksen
appeared in Farmer City, which was about eighteen or twenty miles away, and his
appearance in Farmer City got the headline across the front page of the News-
Gazette. We were constantly having to battle that kind of thing. There weren't
more than a half a dozen papers in the state which supported Mr. Douglas, but
almost every paper supported Dirksen and the Republicans.

There is one thing I want to say about the relationship of senators from different
parties. Senators from different parties from the same state tend to get along
better with each other than senators from the same party, which to the
uninitiated may be a curious thing. There's a very good reason for this.
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Senators from the same party vie with each other for support from people in the
party. They vie with each other over judges and postmasters. They vie with each
other to see who's going to get credit for projects for the state. Their staffs
promote the controversy. When I was with Proxmire, I laid down the law that our
staff was never to criticize Gaylord Nelson in any public way. Senator Proxmire
went out of his way to praise Senator Nelson, who was a great public interest
Senator. His AA, I am sorry to say, did not reciprocate. But, two senators from
the same party from the same state are often very much at odds with each other.
In fact, it's seldom they like each other very much.

Senators from different parties are in a quite different situation. They never have
to run against each other, because they run at different times. So Douglas didn't
run against Dirksen or vice versa. Dirksen would go out in the state when
Douglas was running, and he'd make one speech saying that he hoped the
Republican candidate would win. He usually didn't say anything personal about
Mr. Douglas. Mr. Douglas did the same with him. He always campaigned very
hard for the Democratic candidate, but he didn't do so by denouncing Dirksen.
He might make a few remarks about him, or his voting record or something, but
he never got personal. So there was no particular reason, as they didn't share
judges, postmasters, patronage, and projects
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why they should be at odds in any personal way, and they weren't. But they
certainly weren't close.

Ritchie: But they weren't at each other's throats.

Shuman: No. And we seldom worked with Dirksen on Illinois projects. I can't
remember many issues over which we would get together in a way that the
Western senators do, even the way the Wisconsin delegation does when the state
delegation meets. That was almost unknown in Illinois. The Republicans and the
Democrats really had very little to do with each other, even on behalf of state
issues.

Ritchie: Is that because the state is so diverse, with so many different groups
and issues?

Shuman: 1 think that is one reason, but not the only reason because of the
diversity and size of the state.

Ritchie: The most memorable moment, when Douglas did take on Dirksen was

over the one-man-one-vote issue. Could you tell me a little bit about that?
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Shuman: 1 certainly can. I remember it well. The Supreme Court decision came
down. It was a correct decision. There was no other remedy. There are people
who say that it was an example of judicial activism, that the issue should have
been left to the state legislatures. But no legislature was going to reform
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itself, and that was especially true in Illinois. In Illinois it was necessary to amend
the state constitution to change the representation in the senate. It was an
absolutely gerrymandered body, with no way to get it undone, because the
members of the legislature would have to vote themselves out of a job in order to
make it right. The state Constitution was essentially unamendable.

So I think that as there was no other remedy, only the courts could bring needed
fairness. Therefore the Supreme Court was correct. The situation was impossible.
A state like California had one senatorial seat for Los Angeles with several million
people, and one state senator for some of the mountain counties, where there
were almost no people at all. The economic interest groups could therefore
fashion a state senate majority by getting state senators representing maybe ten
percent of the people to support them, when the people as a whole were against
their views. They could stop any legislation against their interests. And the
politically powerful institutions bought up enough senators to have their way. So
it had to be changed.

Well, Dirksen -- we had early word of this -- sponsored a bill to undo what the
Supreme Court had done, and it got through the Judiciary Committee pretty fast.
It came to the floor. Mr. Douglas earlier had done a major study, which was ready
to go into print as a book, on the issue of unfair representation. I think it was in
'39 or '40. But before he could get it pub-
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lished, the new census came out making all his figures too old to be used, and he
just didn't have the time to redo it. His son, John, did a similar study in 1950, and
the same thing happened to him. It never got published because of the new
census. So he and his son had been involved in this issue for many, many years,
and he knew the issue in detail. Connecticut was one of the worst examples. He
knew the California situation. One couldn't name a state where he didn't know
almost precisely what the distribution was.

So the bill came to the floor, and it was being rushed through. I was there with
Mr. Douglas, and the question was what he should do. Well, he got up
immediately, because it seemed Dirksen's bill was just going to zip through on a
voice vote. Dirksen had prevailed on Mansfield to cosponsor it. There must have
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been thirty or forty cosponsors on the bill. It was one of those things where the
stage was set, the skids were greased, and it was on its way. No one had thought
very much about it. Mr. Douglas got up, and he gave, on the afternoon it came up,
a lengthy speech, off the top of his head using the information that he had
developed over the years. The question came then, what should he do. At this
early stage, Proxmire joined him as his lieutenant, helped guard the floor and
relieved Douglas by asking questions. The two were there alone really and I was
the staff person. We did that for two or three days. We then tried to
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reach out, and we got a few other brave souls who stood by us. We met with Andy
Biemiller and the AFL-CIO. Biemiller was a former congressman from Wisconsin,
legislative director of the AFL-CIO, a public interest citizen, and our strong ally.
His initial response was that this issue wasn't big enough, or they had so many
other issues they were involved in that they weren't going to support us in any
major way. He reluctantly said no, they couldn't support us with their major
resources on the issue, which was a blow. But anyway, Mr. Douglas determined
that he would continue the fight.

At this time we had about twelve or fourteen votes, not sufficient to stop the bill,
because we needed thirty-four votes to defeat cloture if the Dirksen forces tried to
cut off the debate. But Mr. Douglas had told Andy Biemiller, when Andy said no,
that nonetheless he was going to fight it on his own the best way he could, even if
the AFL-CIO didn't stick with him. Well, Biemiller went back and thought about
it, and his conscience got the better of him. The issue was extraordinarily
important to the labor movement, for their agenda was defeated time and again
by the ability of the corporations, utilities, and anti-union and anti-consumer
forces to stop legislation in gerrymandered state legislative bodies. So he came
back in a day or two after we'd gotten a dozen or so supporters and said, "We're
going to join you. It's very important to do this. We've rethought our
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position, and we'll stick with you." Well, Andy Biemiller got his troops together
and started to lobby. I was his Senate point person. Our immediate goal was to
get thirty-four votes of senators who would stick with us to beat cloture. I
remember, Andy would call me saying, "Well, we got this one." Then he'd call an
hour or two later, "We've got somebody else." And we were at this for two or three
days while Douglas and Proxmire and their allies were holding the floor. Finally
we got thirty-four, which was the magic number, and we were absolutely elated at
that.
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Then, as time went on, as we organized, as we drew attention to the issue by the
filibuster, the press got interested. At the early stage the Dixiecrats were going to
vote against us and for cloture. They never had voted for cloture because it was
against their alleged principles, but they had told Dirksen, their political ally, they
would vote with him on this. And it looked very much as if they were going to cut
us off. We finally had the vote. When the Dixiecrats saw we were going to win,
they then voted against cloture so they could keep their traditional position clean.
And in the end, we got two-thirds and Dirksen got one-third. We beat him two to
one.

That was about 1965, because I remember one of the big things in the '66
campaign we used was that issue. When Johnson was Majority Leader, he got
William S. White to write a series of articles against our group, using ridicule and
satire especially
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against Mr. Douglas, saying he was ineffective, inefficient, and couldn't get
anything done. So after rattling off all the things he had done, the major pieces of
legislation, such as the Depressed Areas bills, minimum wage, reciprocal trade
and housing bills he had passed, Mr. Douglas made a big point about how his
opponents were saying Dirksen was effective, as compared to Douglas, but when
the vote came, we got the two-thirds and Dirksen got one third. "So I ask you", he
would say, "who is the effective senator?" It was a major point in our campaign.

This became an issue years later in the Bork nomination for the Supreme Court.
Bork contended this was a political issue -- what is called the "political question
doctrine" -- and that the Court should not have intervened. But on this issue
there was no remedy, no possible political resolution of the issue, and I believe in
such circumstances the Court can and should intervene. I didn't wait until Bork's
nomination to arrive at this conclusion. It grew out of "experience" which justice
Holmes rightly said was the life of the law.

Ritchie: What was your own assessment of Dirksen's effectiveness?
Shuman: Dirksen's forte was that he was born to be a funeral orator. The thing
he liked to do most was to speak at what I would call ceremonial occasions. I am

reminded of the man
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who spoke for two hours before Lincoln at Gettysburg, Edward Everett. I think
Dirksen was the Edward Everett of his day. He was mellifluous. He loved to speak
on ceremonial and funerial occasions, and he was very good at it. He was very
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funny, and he had a command of vocabulary that was unusual. He was still the
basso profundo of the Pekin Presbyterian choir. But in the 1960s he didn't
produce the important votes. He followed public opinion and the strong incoming
tides.

Did I mention to you the time I was at the White House with Kennedy and
Dirksen? This was just a week or two before Kennedy was killed. Mr. Douglas was
in Illinois. I got a call about seven o'clock in the morning from the White House
saying Governor Kerner of Illinois and a trade delegation going to Europe were
visiting the White House that morning and that Dirksen was coming down to be
there with the president and the group, and Douglas needed representation.
Would I please come? They told me to get there. So I got there. There were about
fifty people who were going on a trip to Europe to get more markets for Illinois.
We met outside the Oval Office near the Rose Garden. The governor made a big
to-do about this group of "businessmen and financiers." Dirksen got up and made
a quite eloquent, lengthy, wordy speech about them, using big words.

Then President Kennedy got up to reply. The first thing he said was how pleased
he was to have this group of Illinois
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businessmen and financiers here today. And he said, tongue in cheek, he found it
very difficult to distinguish between the financiers on the one hand and the
businessmen on the other. Then he made a pointed reference. They were going to
Europe to increase exports and to help the balance of payments problem, so
Kennedy pointed out that they might well spend quite a few American dollars in
Europe, which might have an adverse affect on the balance of payments, but that
that was all right, because there was no way one could stop these "peripatetic,
ubiquitous businessmen and financiers from Illinois." As he said peripatetic and
ubiquitous he looked at Dirksen and he held up his finger and pulled his finger
down as if to say, "Look, I scored one on you." It was one of the wittiest occasions
I have ever seen. Kennedy outdid Dirksen, and it was unplanned. A week or so
later Kennedy was dead. And it was ironic that the brainiest President we have
had since Jefferson and Madison, was killed by a bullet to his brain.

Ritchie: Kennedy obviously had to use Dirksen, and Johnson did as well,
because of the nature of the Senate.

Shuman: The votes were sometimes so close they did have to use him. But the
election of Yates could have switched the ratio by two votes. They overdid it at
our expense.
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Ritchie: And especially on issues that required two-thirds votes, like the Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty and the Civil Rights bill cloture, they had to have some
Republican votes. Do you think that accounts for Dirksen's mushrooming in
power, despite the fact that he really controlled a very small number of votes?

Shuman: I think Dirksen was smart enough to get everything he could get from
his position of power. And I personally think Kennedy gave him too much,
especially in his campaign against Sid Yates, needlessly gave him more than he
should have. Especially that federal judge! It was used as a signal that the
administration was abandoning Yates.

Ritchie: I was thinking that in terms of the payback, the following year Dirksen
did throw his support behind the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and in '64 he was a
major figure in the Civil Rights bill. Or at least he gets a lot of credit for it.

Shuman: Dirksen got a lot of credit, but public opinion was overwhelmingly in
favor of both at the time. He would not have supported them unless public
opinion was with him. In 1956, 1957, and 1960 he opposed Civil Rights
vehemently when it was unpopular. I never thought Dirksen had any great
principles. He was representative of his party and of the interest groups behind
his party. There's no question about that. I don't mean to say that in support of
Civil Rights and the Treaty he was a
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flaming left-wing liberal in conservative clothing, nothing of the sort. But I don't
think he ever really let principle get in the way of doing what he wanted to do. He
could switch on issues, back and forth. He was on every side of issues from time
to time, Civil Rights was one of those he supported but only after the battle was
over and public opinion supported it overwhelmingly. He wasn't for it in 1957 and
1960 when we really needed him.

Ritchie: Well, I want to talk about that Civil Rights bill, but I think it might be a
good idea to save it for the next session, rather than to try to make that the last
item on the agenda today.

Shuman: All right.

End of Interview #5
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Howard E. Shuman

Legislative and Administrative Assistant
to Senators Paul Douglas and William Proxmire, 1955-1982

Interview #6: LBJ as President
(September 17, 1987)
Interviewed by Donald A. Ritchie

Ritchie: Why don't we start with your story about attending the 1944 convention
and then talk about some of the presidents that you have known and had dealings
with.

Shuman: In 1944, when I was an apprentice seaman, between my period at the
University of Michigan and going off to the Midshipman's School at Harvard, I
spent about six or eight weeks at Great Lakes, and I had very little to do. They put
me in the typing pool, but essentially I didn't have anything to do, and I could get
long evenings in Chicago if I wanted to go down. It was forty or fifty miles, but
there was very good train service. The Democratic Convention was there that
summer. I was very interested, and I made a point to try to go to the convention.
The first time I went down a policeman, saw me in my white Navy uniform, and
let me in to sit in the press gallery, just behind the speaker's platform. I was about
as close as one could get to the speaker.

The big thing I remember about it: I was there the evening when [Robert]
Hannegan was on the platform, and it appeared certain that [Henry] Wallace
would be nominated again for Vice President. The galleries were loaded with
people chanting
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"We Want Wallace." They had been given extra tickets to get in. Of course, the
powers that be did not want Wallace. They wanted either Truman or Justice
[William] Douglas. They were the two, and Hannegan put Truman's name first on
a list presented to Roosevelt, which was the reason he was chosen, I've read.
Anyway, at nine o'clock or so at night, with Wallace a sure thing, the galleries full
and the vote ready to be taken, or even underway, the presiding officer, who must
have been the House Speaker, took a motion for adjournment. The question was
all those in favor say aye, and there were almost no ayes. All those opposed no,
and the whole place said no. He declared the ayes had it and gaveled
adjournment! That night, in what were then called the smoke-filled rooms,
Truman was agreed on. I came back the next day and watched as Truman
accepted the nomination.
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I then saw Truman one other time, when he came through on his whistlestop tour
in '48 to Tolono, Illinois, which was about ten miles south of Champaign-Urbana.
I went down there with my friend Dick Murphy, and we stood relatively close to
the back of the train. There was an extraordinarily big crowd. We were surprised
at the crowd; we thought we would be the only ones there. Truman gave one of
his short "Give 'em Hell" speeches. It was very good. The farmers were in trouble,
and he mentioned the grain storage bins, and left. I had no reason to think that
he would win, except that in Clinton, Iowa, near my home in Northern Illinois
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Dewey gave a fatuous speech. [Thomas] Dewey said -- trying not to offend anyone
in the election -- that "your past lies behind you and your future lies ahead of
you," which reminded me of the famous Calvin Coolidge statement that when
men are out of work, unemployment comes about. The same day Truman was at
Tolono Dewey was in Southern Illinois. He criticized the Dewey train engineer for
backing his train up into the crowd after taking on water. No one was hurt and it
was a minor incident, Dewey called the engineer a "lunatic." A tip-off to the
election was the engineer's reply. He said he wasn't bothered by Dewey's criticism
because he wasn't going to vote for him anyway.

I had a very good friend, Arno Hill, who was running for county treasurer in
Champaign. He and I were at the courthouse on election day, in the morning. I
had voted early. As we were coming back in a taxi from downtown Urbana to the
campus, Arno kept telling the taxi driver Truman is going to win. I kept saying,
"Come on, Arno, it's okay to keep up pretenses during the campaign, but this is
election day, and you don't have to continue with this line." He said, "No, I'm
convinced he's going to win. No question about it." He said, "I've bet a lot of
money on him." It turned out he had bet several hundred dollars with big odds
that Truman would win. Later, I asked him why he was so confident. You
remember I mentioned earlier about how the organization in Chicago kept
presidents out until the Friday night
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before election. Well, Truman had come to Chicago the Friday evening before
election; and the organization held a magnificent torchlight parade. I suppose
more than a million people lined the streets, some of them of course produced by
the organization. But nonetheless, Arno had been there and had seen a million
people on the street. It was a very quiet crowd -- Mr. Douglas told me about it
later as well -- very quiet, as if this were the end of an era. Arno saw the size and
nature of that crowd, and became convinced that Truman was going to win, and
bet a lot of money on him.
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The only other person who thought Truman was going to win was Clifton Utley,
the father of the NBC television correspondent Garrick Utley, from Chicago who
was very famous and was offered network positions and refused to take them,
who did five-minute commentaries in Chicago routinely for both the Chicago area
and the networks. In any case he had polled the people at the NBC station in
Chicago the morning of the election: how are you going to vote today? And he
wrote it down and kept a record of it. Then when they came back from the polls,
he asked them: how did you vote? And he found a great difference, and became
convinced that when people got into the voting booth they were just unable to
vote for Dewey. When Truman was a couple of million votes ahead and H.V.
Kaltenborn was saying that when the rural districts came in Dewey would win,
Utley was the first one to say that Truman would be the winner. Well, anyway,
those are minor stories
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about Truman. The blue ribbon ticket of Stevenson and Douglas pulled Truman
in in Illinois, as Douglas helped Kennedy in 1960. Kennedy said in 1960 he was
hanging on to Paul Douglas' coattails for dear life.

When I was in Washington, from time to time I got down to the White House.
I've mentioned the event with the Illinois group going to Europe meeting with
Kennedy. I don't know whether I mentioned the time we were there about our
postmasters, with Larry . ...

Ritchie: O'Brien?

Shuman: O'Brien. This has to do with Lieutenant Colonel [Oliver] North in a
sense. A lot of people have said that no lieutenant colonel could do what he did
without orders from the top. I was never quite convinced about that, because of a
situation with Larry O'Brien one time, when Dirksen was holding up our
postmasters in Illinois. I went down to the White House with Senator Douglas,
and he had a list of things he was interested in. We saw Larry O'Brien and
complained about the postmasters being held up because Dirksen was in cahoots
with Olin Johnston, who was the chairman of the committee, from South
Carolina, and who was a Dixiecrat. His heart did beat for poor people, but he gave
terrible speeches against blacks, racist speeches on the Senate floor. Larry
O'Brien picked up the phone and
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called Johnston while we were sitting there, without so much as a by-your-leave
from Kennedy, and said to Olin Johnston: "The president wants the Illinois
postmasters put through."

Now, I'm sure that O'Brien was confident the president would back him, that he
didn't have to ask about it. But nonetheless it has always seemed to me that
someone working out of the White House can quite easily do that. A lieutenant
colonel can call an admiral and say: "Admiral, we've just had a meeting of the
National Security Council, and I've been instructed by the President that you are
to do such and so." I think a person can do that and get by with it, because no one
outside the White House dares to say, "Well, I think I'll check with the president
about that." That incident convinced me that an operator in the White House can
get a heck of a lot done on his own agenda without actually going to his superiors
or the president who can't be bothered with every item.

I want to talk later about the Buck case, which involved Lyndon Johnson, but I
want to talk about another incident that happened just after Nixon resigned and
[Gerald] Ford was president. Ford held an economic meeting and brought in the
major economists in the country. He met them in the East Room around a huge
table. There must have been eighty to a hundred people there from all walks of
economic life and of all political persuasions. Walter Heller was there. Ford didn't
leave out the Democrats.
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I was there because Senator Proxmire was asked to go. Well, Ford sat all day long
and listened to all of them speak and give their opinions, three or four minutes
each on what Ford ought to do about domestic economic policy. I was really
thrilled by this, because it was such a difference from Nixon, who had been holed
up in the White House, unwilling to see anybody or speak to anyone. I was very,
very impressed.

At the end of the day they adjourned, and I wasn't with anyone in particular -- the
senator had gone back to the Senate -- and there was going to be a reception in
the dining room, which is at the other end of the White House. Having nothing
else to do, I walked through to the dining room and found myself the only one
there. While I was there, in walked President Ford. Well, I remembered a
reporter, Ed Leahy from the Chicago Daily News, a great reporter; self-educated,
he hadn't been to college, but he was a great reporter. He had a phrase about
covering the White House: "Fawn not on the mighty." Ford walked in and I was
there with him, and I fawned all over him: "How are you, Mr. President?" "Great
to see you, Mr. President." "Like you, Mr. President, I went to the University of
Michigan." "My wife went to college in Michigan." All these cliches! I think I told
him if we had to have a Republican president, he was the kind we should have. It
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was awful! The lesson is that everyone fawns on the president. Almost no one
says anything to him other than to agree with him,
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to tell him what a great person he is. Unlike senators who go out and meet the
public, day in and day out, and who hear criticism or are criticized to their face,
that really doesn't happen to a president, except rarely. I think it is one of the
great weaknesses of the American presidency. It certainly was my weakness that
day. I fawned over that fellow, simonized the grapefruit, polished the apple,
licked his shoes in a way that I've always been ashamed of.

One other anecdote about a president. I went down to the White House to a
signing of a housing bill. Proxmire as chairman of the Housing Committee had
produced a major housing bill. There was a signing ceremony in the Rose Garden
which most of the mayors from the big cities attended along with other housing
people. I knew a lot of them because of the Douglas Commission. After the
ceremony, President [Jimmy] Carter came around and shook hands with
everyone, including me. So I mentioned whom I worked for. "Oh," he said, "your
senator had an amendment to the bill," and he mentioned it. Well, that bill was at
least six inches thick and there were dozens of amendments to it. I remembered
the amendment, but it was a very minor one. It occurred to me then what a waste
of time it was that he was so well briefed on the minor amendments to that bill.
Of course, it was the criticism of Carter, to me underlined by that event, that he
overburdened himself with detail and swatted up the minor issues at the expense
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of the large picture. Now, of course, the opposite is clearly true of [Ronald]
Reagan, who may have a grasp of the big picture but knows few of the details.
Somewhere there's a happy medium, but I thought at the time that that event
illustrated the general weakness of the Carter presidency.

Ritchie: Do you think that Lyndon Johnson was an example of a president who
knew the broad picture and the details as well?

Shuman: Yes. I think he probably did combine the two better than most.
Probably out of his legislative experience. He had all that time in Congress when
he couldn't help but know about many of the details. Johnson was never
interested in the academic side of legislation. He was in no way an intellectual,
other than he was very quick and very bright. He must have had an IQ of 180. But
he never had a philosophical thought that I'm aware of. He seldom inquired as to
whether this was good or bad, or the best way to do things. He was good at taking
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advice from experts, but I don't think he ever had a philosophical thought. So he
knew legislation, not the details of every line and every amendment, but he knew
in general what an amendment was about, and whose interests were involved,
and what the politics of the amendment were rather than the substance or
intellectual quality of the amendment. So, I suppose yes, he probably did
combine, with perhaps some shortsightedness in foreign policy, the details with
the general political overview better than most.
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Ritchie: I wanted to talk a little bit about Johnson as president. We've talked a
lot about him as senator.

Shuman: Right. And I was very critical of him as senator. I've always thought he
was a better president than he was a majority leader, with which almost no one
else agrees.

Ritchie: I found a quote from Senator Douglas in his memoirs; he said that "If I
had been told in 1956 that ten years later I would be one of Lyndon Johnson's
strongest supporters I would have thought the seer was out of his mind."

Shuman: That's true enough!

Ritchie: 1 wondered what was it that accounted for the change, both in Johnson
and in the relationship between Johnson and Douglas?

Shuman: Well, I don't think Douglas did anything particularly to change it --
perhaps one or two things. But the big thing is that Johnson, as I have mentioned
time and again, when he was in the Senate was beholden to the South for his
power. That was his power base. He was unable to carry through the Democratic
party position on issues, which was why Mr. Douglas was so critical of him. In
fact, I looked up a speech last night, which Mr. Douglas made on the Senate floor
in support of Joe Clark's criticisms. That was a February '63 speech in which he
was not
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criticizing Johnson, because he had left, but the power elite in the Senate. He
complained that the Democrats as a whole campaign on certain issues and get to
the Senate only to find out that the bipartisan coalition frustrates their goals,
which was exactly what Johnson did as the head of the bipartisan coalition when
he was majority leader. So they were at odds politically and on issues. When
Johnson got to be president -- I don't know what his position was as vice
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president -- essentially he was emancipated, almost in the same sense that slaves
were emancipated during the Civil War, from that power base. His power base
then became a national power base. In '64 he was elected by the national
Democratic party, and he campaigned in the larger industrial states which he
won as well as the smaller states. He was no longer beholden to the coalition of
Southern, mountain state, trans-Mississippi Republican senators and their
economic and political interests. It was his transition. I remember seeing him in
Chicago and East St. Louis in 1964 supping with the Democratic big city
organizations whose interests he had spurned as Majority Leader.

He was a man who, as I have said, was never a racist or anti-Semitic, or opposed
to the poor in any visceral way. He was for the poor, but he never let that stand in
his way to support the rich. He was quite able to take the Democratic agenda, and
Kennedy's agenda which had not yet gone through, and he put them
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through in an amazing way. Not since Franklin Roosevelt's 100 days and the first
term of Woodrow Wilson had anyone put through such a massive amount of
major legislation. But I think he was emancipated from the political ties that had
fettered him before, much in the way Gulliver was fettered. Oil and gas, public
works, the filibuster, anti-Civil Rights, all those were the fetters that kept him
from being a great national historical leader in the Senate, because he was tied to
the Dixiecrats. So I think he was a much better domestic president than he was a
Senate leader.

Ritchie: Did Senator Douglas have any suspicions about his sincerity, having
dealt with Johnson in the Senate as one creature and dealing with him as another
as president?

Shuman: No, I don't think Mr. Douglas thought Johnson was insincere on
domestic policies as President. But I don't think he ever thought Johnson would
be the liberal domestic president he became. There was an incident which I think
made President Johnson think pretty well of Mr. Douglas. There was an old V.A.
hospital I think in Dwight, Illinois, which was fifty or sixty years old. It had been
started as a private hospital, originally for the treatment of alcoholics. It was in a
very Republican town, eighty miles south and west of Chicago. When Johnson
was on an economy kick, he proposed that it be closed along with a number of
other outmoded installations for veterans in the country. This created one awful
stink. Every member of the Senate and House
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with one of the institutions in his state or district raised holy hell. Mr. Douglas
was the only one who said yes: it is an out moded institution, it doesn't do what it
should be doing, and the President is right on economy grounds to close it. Well,
Johnson called him on the phone. Mr. Douglas wasn't there, and he asked for me.
He said, "I just want to call you to tell you how