Howard E. Shuman

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
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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.

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


http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=n000116
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=f000260

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.
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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
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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
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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
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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

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


http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=a000186
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=g000320

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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