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Oral History Interview
with
SAMUEL V. MERRICK
October 17, 1966
Washington, D.C.
By Larry J. Hackman
For the John F. Kennedy Library

HACKMAN:

This is Larry Hackman of the John F. Kennedy
Library Oral History Project.

Today I

am in room 3109 of the Labor Department
building speaking with Mr. Samuel Merrick
who is director of the Legislative Liaison
Office in the Labor Department.

Mr. Merrick,

could you tell us about when you first had
contact with John Kennedy?
MERRICK:

The first time I had contact with John
Kennedy was in 1938, when I sailed a boat
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on Nantucket Sound in competition against
him.

I represented the University of

Pennsylvania and he represented Harvard.
But apart from that one, which I scarely
remember • • •
HACKMAN:

Do you remember who won the boat race?

MERRICK:

I remember he won a number of races
this was an intercollegiate regatta
sailing in a boat which he had grown up
on, but he was very good.

I suspect,

actually, John F. Kennedy was the crew, and
his older brother [Joseph P., Jr.] Joe
Kennedy, the skipper.

But I remember

the Kennedy brothers, and they did very
well.
In 1959, I started work for the
Senate Labor Committee as a staff counsel;
that's a meaningless title.

A number

of professional type persons work for
each of the legislative committees.

I
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(
had for many years, indeed for some
twelve or thirteen of them, worked into
the upper echelons of the National Labor
Relations Board, and had become familiar
with legal concepts which surround
secondary boycotts, picketing, organizational
picketing, jurisdictiOnal disputes, and
the like.

These extremely complex

economic and legal concepts were destined
to be key features of the so-called
Landrum-Griffin Act of 1959.

Part of

that Act concerned labor organizations'
internal government.

But amendments

to the basic Taft-Hartley Act, the Wagner
Act, became the center of most of the
heat as the Landrum-Griffin amendments
were developed in the Congress.

In

January of 1959, the [Dwight D.]
Eisenhower Administration made proposals
for the amendment of the Taft-Hartley Act,
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(
along with these proposals for a so-called
reform of labor movement government.
And because of my long experience in this
and because of my personal relationship
with

R~lph

Dungan who was a key Kennedy

aide, then and later, the prospect of
this kind of activity, this kind of
legislation, drew us together.

The way

it actually happened was that Senator
[Wayne L.] Morse was at that time chairman
of the subcommittee on railroad retirement,
had a staff vacancy on that subcommittee
it's a tribute to the strength that the
Railroad Brotherhoods exerted that not
all the minor subcommittees up there had

staff men assigned to them, but this one
did.

That job had become vacant; and

through the good luck of Mr. Dungan's
knowing about it and the fact that I
had fairly good contacts with the
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Railroad Brotherhoods myself, I became
employed by Senator Morse and became
available to the subcommittee on labor,
of which John Kennedy was Chairman, as
a kind of additional piece of intelligence
over this complicated part of the law.
Senator Kennedy relied a great deal
upon a number of law professors for
helping him on this legislation, and most
especially on [Archibald] Archie Cox
of Harvard.

However there was a long

period of time when Mr. Cox was engaged
in the faculty duties of Harvard which
prevented him from arriving on the scene
and being there every day.

So I was

intimately plunged into this whole episode.
HACKMAN:

Who were some other of Kennedy's main
advisors on these problems at this time?

MERRICK:

Well, do you mean some of the other
professors?
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HACKMAN:

Right.

MERRICK:

Well, I'd just as soon not try to go
through them; they later carne into the
picture.

I know there's a professor

at Yale who's an expert in the subject,
but I've forgotten his name.
That was it.

Sumner.

But those two are really

the ones I remember most clearly.

Later

a blue ribbon panel was appointed, and
their names I'm sure are a matter of
record.
HACKMAN:

How close was Kennedy's relationship
with Ralph Dungan at this time?

MERRICK:

Well, I think extremely close.
wa~

Ralph

like myself, what I would describe

as a "Commonweal Catholic, .. for whatever
that conveys.

It probably conveys a

little bit more than I mean.

But Ralph

and I had known one another for a number
of years ·.

He carne from Philadelphia, as
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I did; his education was Catholic, mine
was not.

We met as members of a loose

run organization which in 1956 became
the Washington Catholic Round Table for
the purpose of discussing a number of
problems that faced Catholicism that were
brought out into the open later when
Pope John [XXIII] carne along, but at
that time, in the middle fifties, were
almost clandestine.
bond.

And so we had this

I think Ralph must have provided

-- indeed, I know he did in certain
particulars later

President Kennedy

some things that the Round Table had
been thinking about.

So Ralph, while

he was not as close as [Theodore C.]
Sorensen, perhaps, or had not worked for
Kennedy as long as [Myer] Feldman,
nevertheless, was very close to him.
HACKMAN:

Were Feldman or Sorensen involved closely
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with Kennedy on labor issues at this time?
MERRICK:

Only occasionally.

This was not their

field of expertise.

Ralph really became

the labor expert nearest to Kennedy,
except perhaps, as I indicated, for
Archie Cox.
HACKMAN:

What were your impressions of Senator
Kennedy as chairman of the labor subcommittee
as you became more deeply involved in the
work of the committee?

MERRICK:

Well, I can really talk about this fairly
dispassionately.

I guess I didn't really

think of him at the time as though he
might be President.

I hadn't thought

of him as being primarily interested
in it.

I'm not quite sure what kind of

blinders I had on as I read a number of
the history books later.

Of course, he

was three years younger, and it was not
easy to think of a younger man about to
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become President of the United States.
The thing that strikes anybody who
is an expert in the field, as I was, is
what an astonishing

t~ing

it is that our

democracy works in the hands of legislators
who are called upon to make decisions as
though they were e x perts in a field as
intricate as this one was.
Senator Morse had the reputation of
being an expert.

His expertise, I think

it's fair to say, was out of date.

He

had been a working journeyman in the labor
relations business in the forties -- early
forties or late thirties perhaps -- and
then had become dean of a law school, and
then a senator.

He had the feel of the

labor management area by instinct and by
exposure earlier, but his grasp of much
of it was quite out of date and not really
so good as other senators thought it was.
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HACKMAN:

Would you compare his knowledge to that
that Kennedy possessed at this same time?

MERRICK:

Well, Kennedy, of course, was busy
learning.

This, of course, was the

primary impression that I got: here was
somebody really learning, working at it
and studying it, and gradually getting a
good grasp of it.
stress.

I say that with real

I think that this was one of

the first things, as time went on, that
I realized -- here was somebody who had
unusual capacities to get on top of
complicated objects.
I had one impression worth recording.
I thought Kennedy reflected the fact
that he did not have very much exposure
to what I would talk about as the rough 'n'
tumble of economic life in the United States.
It's a tough game; people are shrewd; they
make tough decisions.

Short terms gains
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become more important than statesmanship.
The profit motive is critical.

I think

that Kennedy assumed that somehow or
other civilization had gotten to the
point where people were more gentlemanly
than they were.
in the

pol~tical

He certainly knew better
world.

I think he

assumed that strikes, for instance, if
not a medieval absurdity, were certainly
something we had left behind us.

The

idea of picketing for organizational
purposes seemed to him to be an absurd
thing when you had election machinery
by which you chose the bargaining
representatives.

He really didn•t

understand why a union insisted upon
having the right to picket for organizational
purposes.

I can•t be sure, but I doubt

if he ever realized how tough and nasty
most of these economic decisions on the
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private sector often are.
HACKMAN:

Aside from his understanding of the issues
involved, the issues before the labor
subcommittee, how was he as chairman of
this labor subcommittee?

How did he

conduct the business?
MERRICK:

Good!

Excellent!

Perhaps the second

or third day that I was up there I found
myself sitting between Kennedy on one
side and Morse on the other, making notes
occasionally, listening to the Secretary
of Labor out in front who had not done
his homework, and writing questions,
providing Morse and Kennedy with questions
which had the Secretary of Labor stumped
because he wasn't enough of an expert
in this field either.
HACKMAN:

Could you tell from your work on the
committee what the opinions of other
subcommittee or committee members was of
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Kennedy regarding his political future
or his aptitude in this area, his
leadership in the labor area?
MERRICK:

Well, senators tend to be extremely
deferential regarding one another.

I

don't think I would have anything
particular to say about that, except for
two people.

Morse is one.

Of course,

Morse thought he should have been
chairman of the labor subcommittee,
because he was an "authority on the field"
and he'd been there long enough if his
Republican seniority was added to his
Democratic seniority.

The Democrats

didn't make that addition.

So he found

himself as number two man on that subcommittee,
instead of number one.

Up until September 3,

1959, though, Morse was a good soldier.
was the adjutant, and he did what Senator
Kennedy wanted him to do and was very

He
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helpful and cooperative.

They worked

together as a fine team.

That's number

one.

The other senator who was notably

in the picture was [Barry] Goldwater,
who was the ranking Republican, that
is to say, the Republican on the subcommittee
with the most seniority.
much in the picture.

He was very

He was very

agreeable most of the time and humorous,
and was a good foil for Senator Kennedy's
humor.

They regaled other people by their

repartee.
for him.

Goldwater had a good respect
I think Goldwater also had a

quite unusual capacity to kind of throw
Kennedy off, which he liked to do, needling
and getting rises out of him.

But that

wasn't nasty; he did it banteringly.

But

Kennedy would rise to the bait periodically.
HACKMAN:

Is it true that Kennedy thought Goldwater
was very capable at this point?
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MERRICK:

That would astonish me; I would not think so.
Goldwater was quick witted, but he was
shallow.

I

would think that this picture

of Goldwater later, in 1964, was no
different than the picture I had of
Goldwater in 1959; and I'm sure Senator
Kennedy had a perfectly clear one.

I

think Kennedy liked Goldwater as a
friendly human being.
HACKMAN:

Was Kennedy frequently absent from .the
subcommittee's business, or was this
ever a problem in this period?

MERRICK:

Never that I recall.

Senators, of course,

have various little ruses that enable
them to be everywhere at once, but
Kennedy was certainly no different than
others.

I don't recall that ever being

a problem in 1959, and only rarely in
1960.

In 1960 a couple of times it was

difficult to schedule meetings, but this
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never seemed a major problem.
HACKMAN:

Was it obvious that Senator Kennedy regarded
passage of labor legislation in 1959
as of prime importance to his political
career?

MERRICK:

No, that•s what Morse said after September 3.
It seemed to me apparent that he was
terribly interested in it.

I can•t answer .

that question more than that.

I think,

in retrospect, perhaps he was a li_t tle
anxious for a bill.

He might have

aborted the whole effort.

But who knows?

There were a lot of people that were
anxious, including representatives of
the labor movement.

They were anxious

because something worse might get passed.
HACKMAN:

Do you know who was responsible for the
decision to leave the so-called Taft-Hartley
11

SWeeteners 11 in this bill, the parts

favorable to labor, rather than to try
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for a straight reform bill at this time?
MERRICK:

Well, there are really two answers.
And I 1 m sure I 1 m a little foggy about
the history of the thing.
Bill of

•ss

The Kennedy-Ives

originally did not have a

Taft-Hartley amendment.
HACKMAN:

That•s right, it had a number of small
Taft-Hartley changes, I believe, which
passed the Senate but which were held
up in the House.

MERRICK:

I see.

HACKMAN:

Then in 1959, virtually the same bill
was attempted again, the Kennedy-Ervin
Bill.

MERRICK:

It was introduced before the Administration
came up with its bill.

HACKMAN:

Right.

This was the bill prepared before

the labor subcommittee.
MERRICK:

I remember the argument at the time, but
I•ve sort of forgotten the details as to
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how a Title VII, wasn't it, of the Kennedy
Bill.
HACKMAN:

Right, I think it was originally Title VI;
it became Title VII when [John L.]
McClellan put in his labor bill of rights
as Title I.

MERRICK:

The question is how did that Taft-Hartley
business get in?

HACKMAN:

Right.

MERRICK:

It is not a question of "sweeteners" only.
The Taft-Hartley amendments had plenty of
"bitter" as well as "sweet" for labor.
I guess I don't remember.

HACKMAN:

Do you know if the 1958 elections, when the
Democrats in general and the labor
representatives seemed to make large
gains, led to an over-optimistic attitude
at this point as to the possibilities of
getting Taft-Hartley changes favorable
to labor?
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MERRICK:

I don't remember that.

If that was the

strategy, it didn't turn out very sound.
HACKMAN:

What stands out in your mind concerning
the subcommittee hearings in 1959 on the
Kennedy-Ervin Bill?

MERRICK:

Well, certainly that confrontation between
the Administration and the subcommittee.
There is no question about that; that
stands out in my mind.

HACKMAN:

What about Kennedy's treatment of other
witnesses before the subcommittee?

MERRICK:

Well, I think just fine.

He was firm

and good about it, and he handled witnesses
well and asked good questions.
HACKMAN:

Did you play any role in the development
of this legislation after it left the
subcommittee?

MERRICK:

Yes, because the staff man worKs on a
bill all the way through.

My recollection

is that Archie Cox was around a little bit

-20-

more at the full committee level.

Then

we went to floor consideration, the floor
battle, and I don't think Cox was there
at that point.
HACKMAN:

Do you recall Senator Kennedy's reaction
when the McClellan bill of rights was
passed by a very narrow margin?

MERRICK:

I remember sitting next to Kennedy on
the floor when McClellan was bathing us
all in verbal fireworks.

It was very

tense, the vibrations and the fulminations
actually my three boys happened to be
in the gallery at the time, and their
eyes were about popping out.

McClellan

looked like he was having a stroke on
the spot.

And I think Kennedy reacted

as though "This is out of control, this
situation."

It was.

It is not often ·

that oratorical power changes much in
Congressional debate, but this was one
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of those occasions.

There must have

been three or four days of debate.

But

there were a number of times when votes
went against him, us -- Morse and Kennedy
and the members of the subcommittee
handling it -- that hurt us, hurt him.
Obviously, the passing of the McClellan
bill of rights resulted in a great deal of
activity running into most of the night
trying to repair things.

On the following

day the McClellan bill of rights was
changed considerably.
HACKMAN:

In the same vein, do you recall his
feelings when the Landrum-Griffin Bill
was substituted in the House for the
Elliot Bill, which had been the coalition
product corning out of the Labor Committee
in the House?

MERRICK:

No, I don 1 t remember.

You see, what

goes on in the other body up there on the
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Hill is something that•s going on in
another planet.

I was active helping

people on the House side with speech
material and so on but this was clandestine
help.

Kennedy himself probably was off

doing all the other many things that
senators do when they aren•t focused on
immediate problems.
HACKMAN:

What were the major issues on which Kennedy
and Morse disagreed throughout the
development of this legislation?

MERRICK:

They hardly disagreed at all until
September 3, I think it was.

There

were signs of disagreement during the
conference.

Now I 1 m just trying to recall:

the Senate acted, I think, in April; the
House must have acted in August -- it
was the beginning of August, somewhere
in that period, or the middle of August.
The conference, · therefore, was the closing
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days of August and the first part of
September; I think that's the date.

The

conference was itself a dramatic performance.

-

Kennedy was the chairman of the Senate
conferees and sat on one side of the
table faced by Graham Barden, the chairman
of the House Committee and a Congressman from
North Carolina.

He had an enormous

amount of shrewdness and a kind of rural
cunning with a lot of back country flavor
in his talk -- a kind of elemental, coarse
type of human being.

He gave the impression

he had played poker since he was two.

He

was enjoying himself every minute of it,
facing what undoubtedly must have seemed
to him like a young man in need of being
cut down.

This was a fascinating show

quite apart from anything else.
Now we were talking about Morse.
would say somewhere in the middle of

I
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that conference Morse wanted to do things,
or began · to appear to want to do things,
differently from Kennedy.

There was a

moment, I suppose near the end of the
conference, when the Senate conferees
went back for instructions or something
of the sort, to report to the Senate what
we were up to.

Before reporting to the

Senate, Kennedy had notified the Democratic
members of the subcommittee of a strategy
meeting off ·the Senate floor at the southwest
corner.

Kennedy got there early for

reasons that were not clear to us then
and covered all the material of the
conference in about ten or fifteen minutes.
By the time Morse appeared, it had concluded,
and Morse, therefore, did not have the
opportunity to make his views known.
This was, I think, a mistake.

I don't

know whether that was the cause of the quarrel
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or whether it was something else, but
at least this seemed to be the spark.
Morse announced in a grand sort of way
that he was not going to sign the conference
report.

I remember the incident clearly

because later in the day I was walking
th~ough

the cloakroom, Kennedy said,

"Hey, Sam," he was sitting on a leather
sofa, "what happend to Wayne?
matter with Wayne?"

What's the

And I said, "Well,

Senator, I think the real trouble was
that youdidn't give him enough notice.
You didn't consider him at that afternoon
session.

He wasn't there, and you didn't

wait for him."
troubles.

Now there were other

One was trying to do one thing

and another another; but that · thing really
crystallized it.
I seem to recall seeing mention of some

HACKMAN:

disagreement over the concept of, is it

--
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common-situs picketing?
MERRICK:

I don't remember Morse and Kennedy falling
apart on this issue.

The disagreement

was that Morse saw, and I think he
understood more accurately, that before
the law, organizational picketing and
racket picketing are the same thing.
When it is uncertain that a majority
of employees favor a union in a plant
and there is organizational picketing,
it is difficult for the law to distinguish
between an employer who resists union
organization at all costs and one who
is resisting an effort by a group of
people posing as a union for a shakedown.
Kennedy, I suspect, really felt that
somehow or other lawyers ought to be able
to make this kind of distinction.

But

Morse realized that they were basically
the same thing in the eyes of the lawyers.
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HACKMAN:

Were you working more closely with Morse
or with Kennedy at this time in the
conference?

MERRICK:

More closely with Morse, but up to the
point of division, these were very closely
cooperating fellows.

HACKMAN:

Do you think Kennedy, as chairman of this
conference, got the best bill possible
from his own point of view, or from
labor's point of view, that could have
been gotten out of this conference?

MERRICK:

Oh, I suspect that's right.

You mean

within tolerance?
Yes.
HACKMAN:

Right.

MERRICK:

I mean, who knows?

You might have done

or said something different, or taken
that road rather than this road.

But,

in general, yes, there's no question
about that.

. -28-

HACKMAN:

Do you have any other observations on the
/

process of the passage of the LandrumGriffin Act before we move on?

Or of

any of your other activities with the
Senate labor subcommittee in 1959?
MERRICK:

No.

Well, I was a little amused one day

in conference.

Of course, the staffers

tend to plan things and hope the senators
will follow the script.

One day we hoped

that Senator Morse would really take up
the best part of the conference period
pushing and arguing his view of the
secondary boycott provision.

You have

to asiign these topics for discussion,
and consequently it was Morse•s job to
handle this intricate business, and we
were not depending on Kennedy to handle
it.

We all thought that Morse was going

to be there for an impassioned effort,
for he has this reputation as a champion
of labor.

He didn•t show, much to
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everybody•s astonishment.
real problems.

This caused

If one really is assessing

blame, some embarrassing questions might
have been asked of Morse.

It turned out

that that was the day that Senator Morse
seemed to have had an important personal
engagement as a judge of the Montgomery
County Fair.

I don•t think this is

generally known.

[Laughter] But Senator

Kennedy knew it.

[Laughter] Under the

circumstances it might be fair to ask who
is working in behalf of the downtrodden
people.
HACKMAN:

[Laughter]

Could we move on now to 1960?

What do

you recall about the 1960 - session of
Congress in regard to Kennedy•s , role and
your role in the labor subcommittee?
MERRICK:

Rather less than 1959 because as I
analyzed my problem as a staff member, it
became apparent to me that unless I
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broadened my senatorial base beyond Morse,
who was by this time very strident and
very difficult to identify with, I would
have a difficult time.

So during the

fall of 1959 I became counsel to [Eugene J.]
McCarthy's special committee on unemployment
problems, which also got me into the manpower
business.

By spring of 1960 the Labor

Subcommittee hardly had anything to do except
for the Fair Labor Standards Act.

I didn't

know anything about the Fair Labor Standards
Act then, and Morse was alienating himself
from Kennedy.

I was spending most of my

time with Senator [Jennings] Randolph and
Senator [Joseph S.] Clark on manpower.

By

that time, as I say, I had broadened my base
so that I couldn't be consumed by Senator
Morse.
HACKMAN:

How determined do you think Kennedy was
to secure passage of minimum wage legislation
in that post-Convention session?
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MERRICK:

I daresay he was extremely determined.
His determination . • • . I 1 m sure that
the Kennedy people felt -- and I'm not
saying it happened in the world up there
where what happens is difficult to
attribute to anybody -- but there was a
widespread view that the Johnson forces
then were not helpful.

I am not able to

say more than that the Kennedy people
thought they were not being helpful.
I think Kennedy tried very hard.

But

By

the spring of 1960, the presidential
candidacy became increasingly important.
HACKMAN:

Did you play any role in the House-Senate
conference on this particular bill, Fair
Labor Standards?

MERRICK:

Well, I was there and attempted to be of
help.

Ralph Dungan was the main staff

person.
HACKMAN:

Did you feel that there was any possibility
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that an acceptable compromise could
have been worked out?
MERRICK:

No, because the Fair Labor Standards Act
until this year has always been an
extremely difficult legislative effort to
resolve the minimum wage interests .
versus the coverage interests.

Which

simply means that the forces, the economic
forces, at play, tend to stall unless
there is a lopsided liberal strength.
The big breakthrough has been this year.
HACKMAN:

Did you stay with the Senate labor
subcommittee in 1961 until you took the
job at the Labor Department?

MERRICK:

Yes.

You asked did I stay with the

Senate subcommittee, the labor subcommittee.
HACKMAN:

Well, the Senate Labor Committee, Labor
and Welfare.

MERRICK:

As counsel for the subcommittee on the
Railroad Retirement Act, I did.

I
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stayed up there until November, 1961.
HACKMAN:

How effective did the Kennedy legislative
effort in the field of labor appear to
you in this first session of the EightySeventh Congress?

MERRICK:

Well, that's not a very easy question to
answer-.

The thing that I was immediately

interested in was the Manpower Development
and Training Act.

That was something

that I worked with, and had really become
aware of the need of, in the fall of 1959,
in the McCarthy unemployment hearings.
By the spring of 1960, I had spent time
up in Pennsylvania, which had a kind of
little Manpower Development and Training
Act insufficiently funded, so as to
develop the first bill, which Randolph,
because he was chairman of that subcommittee,
introduced in the spring of '60.

By

the fall of 1960 we had an improved version
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of the Manpower Development and Training
Act, so by the spring of 1961 we had still
further improvement.
HACKMAN:

Who actually helped write this bill in
the Senate?

Was there Senate cooperation

with the Labor Department in writing this
bill?
MERRICK:

Well, the bill, the one that was introduced
by Senator Clark in January of 1961, was
entirely a Senate product; it had nothing
to do with the Labor Department at all.
We said we wanted hearings and the
Department said, "Wait a minute, until
we find out what we want and develop our
own bill."

Pretty soon the Department,

probably in April or so, sent up its own
bill, which was quite a bit different
from ours.

Then we went about the business

of pulling the two together.

I think

it isn't easy to say whose bill it's most
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of, but it was undoubtedly a hodge-podge
of both.
HACKMAN:

What were the main problems in getting
this bill through in

MERRICK:

1

61 in the Senate?

Well, this bill authorized a lot of
occupational training.

And occupational

training is peculiarly within the
jurisdiction of the vocational training
establishment.

And a bill which

ignored vocational education and its
interests would be bound to have trouble.
Added to that is the fact that vocational
education is strongest in the less
developed states, especially the South, especially the Midwest, Kansas and places
where senators are numberous per unit
of population.

And, consequently, unless

one came to terms with the vocational education
establishment, one wasn•t going to get a
bill.

The Department of Labor's proposal in this
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regard left something to be desired.

And

that's basically the surgery that had to
be performed on it.
HACKMAN:

How effective was Senator Joseph Clark
in leading the effort for this bill in
1961?

MERRICK:

Well, Senator Clark's effectiveness as
a leader of legislation is uneven.

He's

excellent as a conductor of hearings and
as a crystallizer of opinion and thought.
I must say he was not as effective as
others might be.
HACKMAN:

How was the legislative liaison program
of the Department of Labor carried out
in relation to this bill?

MERRICK:

I don't think effective.

I think the

Department had not very successfully
organized its liaison arrangements in
1961.

Actually, the person who was the

assistant secretary in charge of manpower
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and legislation left along about October
of 1961 • • •
HACKMAN:

This would have been Assistant Secretary
[Jerry R.] Holleman?

MERRICK:

Yes, he was mixed up in the Billy Sol
Estes affair.

The newspapers said that

he had received a check.

The Department

of Labor had not organized itself.

Sometimes

you called up somebody to get a Labor
Department position and the next day, if
you didn't like that one, you called
somebody else, and you usually got a
position if you spent enough time phoning.
HACKMAN:

Was Esther Peterson active in legislative
connections in this period?

MERRICK:

She was active in minimum wage.

HACKMAN:

How about Secretary [Arthur J.] Goldberg?

MERRICK:

He was always active.

Goldberg, of

course, was active in everything.

But

a lot of people were active in the manpower
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thing.

Goldberg, [W. Willard] Wirtz,

[Millard] Cass, the Solicitor's office
all kinds of people.

I don't think it

was very well organized; I
clear.

think that's

And indeed when I came down here,
'

there had been some thought to a new

L

secretary and me as the legislative man
reporting to him.

My arrival down here

was put off several months until that was
straightened out.

I

didn't want to report

to the Secretary through an assistant
secretary because that would have made
the job impossible.
HACKMAN:

How was Pat McNamara as chairman of the
Senate labor subcommittee in 1961 as
compared to Kennedy before him?

MERRICK:

Well, a completely different style.

Pat

is a blunt man, and regal in his approach
to life, and impatient with talk, with
hearings, and with anything that wastes
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his time, and contemptuous of Goldwater
or conservatives, and perfectly -- not
impolite about it or discourteous, just
contemptuous.

[Laughter]

was not like that.
ways.

But Kennedy

Kennedy was urbane al-

Without a question the likableness

of Kennedy is the thing that struck me.
As a chairman, as a senator, he was always
engaging and always succeeding in being
a likeable person, trying to meet
the other fellow's point of view.
think I put it this way once:

I

I know

boating a good deal, and certainly one
of the most difficult things to do with
another human being is to be on a boat
with him for three or four days.

Kennedy

always struck me as being the sort of
person that one could do that with, without
question.

It's a real test, I think.
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HACKMAN:

That's very well put.

MERRICK:

McNamara is not.

Were you involved • • •

[Laughter] But, nevertheless,

a fine human being, but just not interested
in playing intellectual games.
what is right.
HACKMAN:

He knows

[Laughter]

Do you recall your role in any other labor
legislation in 1961?

MERRICK:

Well~

the other was the Youth Employment

Act which I struggled manfully with for
years and years and years.

Actually,

the Youth Employment Act itself emerged
from [Hubert H.] Humphrey's effort to
re-float the ·old CCC [Civilian Conservation
Corps], the youth conservation corps, and
I got mixed up with that in 1959, and
every year all the way through until
1964 when the Poverty Program came along.
The Youth Employment Opportunities Act
is what we called it in 1961.

The

Administration proposed a Youth Employment
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Opportunities Act in about June, I
would say, 1961.

There was very little

help from the Administration on this one.
In those days the Kennedy legislative
prospect up there was certainly a much
tougher one than what we've been through
in the last couple years {1965-1966) with
the vote situation,

partic~larly

the vote

situation in the House.
HACKMAN:

Was this especially due to Kennedy's small
margin of victory in '60?

MERRICK:

Oh, I think so.

And so one always had

to produce legislation which had some
chance of not being beaten to death
by lobbyist opposition and/or Republican
opposition.

So, consequently, one always

had to reach acrossa
to do?

"What do you want

Do you want to do that, or go this

way, so that we can call this ours instead
of just the Administration's?"
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HACKMAN:

How effective was the liaison operation
out of the _W hite House,

[Lawrence F.]

O'Brien's office?
MERRICK:

It had very little to do with those
things that I saw first hand in 1961;
it had very little to do with the
Manpower Development and Training Act,
youth employment, or unemployment insurance.
I don't remember it ever having much
to do with those programs.

HACKMAN:

In other words, these weren't priority
programs as far as the Administration was
concerned.

MERRICK:

That's right.

There were other things

that had those fellows working hard enough.
BEGIN TAPE I SIDE _ II
HACKMAN:

Mr. Merrick, how did you happen to become
the director of the legislative liaison
office in the Department of Labor in 1961?

MERRICK:

I guess because Mr. Goldberg asked me.
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Primarily because I'd been active in
the manpower legislation as it emerged
from the Senate Committee on Employment
Problems and then the subcommittee on
.employment and manpower of the full
Senate Committee; and the fact that Mr.
Goldberg also knew that I had been
interested in the Youth Employment
Opportunities Act, and that I was
interested really in getting into the
administration of those programs.

And

the possibility of my moving into that
type of activity was part of the reason
I came down here to this job.

It turned

out to be rather longer than I expected.
HACKMAN:

What was the state of the Department's
liaison operation when you came in?

MERRICK:

Well, there were the clerical employees
here, and Mr. Frank Cantwell was here
as the liaison officer, but other than
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that the place was fairly unorganized
because Secretary Holleman had left a few
months or so earlier, and he hadn't
really organized it very much.
HACKMAN:

Was Secretary Goldberg displeased at the
effort of the Department in relation to
legislation in 1961?

MERRICK:

That's a difficult question to answer.
Mr. Goldberg is the sort of person who
would never have let on or admitted under
any circumstances that he was displeased
with anything that was going on.

He

probably thought he had a correct assessment
of how things operate.

But he wouldn't

acknowledge being displeased by a thing
of that nature; he would just simply
emphasize that with his appointment of
me things were going to be in experienced
hands and so on.
HACKMAN:

Do you know if the White House ever expressed
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any displeasure with the
MERRICK:

Oh, I don't think so.

I never heard it.

HACKMAN:

What kind of staff did you have when you
carne, other than clerical staff?

MERRICK:

Frank Cantwell, he's still here.

HACKMAN:

Did you add any people on your own?

MERRICK:

Yes, I did.·

I realized my first immediate

problem was to get somebody who was a
little more familiar with the House than
I, especially the Southerners in the
House that frequently furnished swing
votes.

So I started out immediately to

find a fellow with ability and Southern
exposure and with House experience.

So

in February, I took on a fellow named
[Joseph M., Jr.] Joe Bowman, who now
handles my type of job with the Treasury.
HACKMAN:

What other steps did you take to improve
your effectiveness in connection with the
Hill?

-46~

\

MERRICK:

Well, I think this was not a matter of
many steps other than the buildup of
confidence, the buildup of exposure and
acquaintanceship and confidence and
one's circle of personal acquaintances.
Obviously, since I had worked on the
Senate side, I knew my geography pretty
well there so that my immediate problem
was to develop on the House side.

So

it was primarily there -- and besides
that's where all the difficulty was.

The

Senate is, by and large, run with the
help of staffs.

With a good acquaintanceship

among the staff people you can get lots
done.

·The House does not do that; in the

House everybody is doing it on their own,
and so you've really got to develop with
· the congressmen themselves a relationship
of trust and confidence.

So I set about

becoming acquainted with congressmen with
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as much method and preparedness as I
could possibly have time to do.
HACKMAN:

How did you go about this?

MERRICK:

Oh, calling on them, lunching with
them -- mainly those two things
talking legislation with them.

and
The

House Labor Committee has always been an
exciting place with personalities which
range all the way from "A" to "Z."
HACKMAN:

Did you try to make contacts with other
people who weren•t necessarily on the
House Labor Committee; did you have
frequent contact with others?

MERRICK:

Yes, to some extent.

But after all, the

House Labor Committee is thirty-one people,
and that•s a good many.

Also, the Rules

Committee, some Ways and Means Committee
people, leadership people, well, not so
much.

After all, they•re pretty thinly

spread themselves.

But one•s circle
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widens.

I joined the club called the

capitol Democratic Club.

It's an eating

place, and it's a good place to meet
and greet people.
HACKMAN:

How were the legislative efforts of
the Department of Labor coordinated with
the liaison efforts of the White House,
with O'Brien's staff?

MERRICK:

Well, that's an interesting story.
defies systematization.

It

It isn't as good

as it should be, and I'm not sure that
it ever could be any better.

It lives

in a state of continuing crisis so
that it is awfully hard to organize.

You

can have the best idea in the world of
working together, and the time imperatives
that you run into at any one moment
destroy the effort.

You don't have

time to ask; you don't have time to clear;
you don't have time to find out what they're
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doing; you don't have time to tell them
what you're doing.

The relationship

between White House and departmental
liaison people, I daresay all over
government, is not very good, in the
sense that it's not a system which works
in any predictable way.
HACKMAN:

Did anyone from the Labor Department
regularly attend those weekly meetings?

MERRICK:

They aren't weekly.

Three or four weeks

go by often -- usually.
HACKMAN:

Can you describe the way these meetings
were conducted?

MERRICK:

Yes.

These meetings were usually conducted

by Larry O'Brien.

He was the top man

there, more recently it was Henry Wilson,
having a representative from each of the
main departments present a two or three
minute summary of his legislative
headaches.

The trouble with that is
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that nobody is interested in anyone else's

.

legislative headaches.
HACKMAN:

[Laughter]

Did the White House usually take an
interest in the problems that you brought
up and cooperate with you as well as you
thought they might?

MERRICK:

They got into major things.

In a bill

like the Fair Labor Standards Act, you
finish thrashing around in the committee
and pummeling the bill together into a
form in which it stands a chance of enactment.
Then the White House gets interested in the
vote picture.

Obviously they can be

helpful if you're coming out ten or fifteen
votes short.
HACKMAN:

Does the White House ever become involved
to a great degree in any of the programs
which came from the Labor Department,
that is, to a degree that they would
make this coordinated effort:

MERRICK:

Do you mean during the Kennedy period?
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HACKMAN:

Right.

MERRICK:

No.

The Kennedy period ended in 1963.

The

Youth Employment Act was still in trouble
in the Rules Committee.

That's one of the

things that the Poverty Program pulled
from obscurity.
HACKMAN:

Were there other people in the White House
other than O'Brien that you would go to
with specific problems, legislative problems?

MERRICK:

Henry Wilson.

O'Brien was difficult to reach.

HACKMAN:

What type of problems were usually 'r eferred
to the White House for advice, if any?

MERRICK:

Legislative business?

HACKMAN:

Right, or for help from the White House.

MERRICK:

During that period, very little, really.

HACKMAN:

You would have made that decision yourself
as to what you

MERRICK:

I suppose.

I guess Mr. Goldberg might

have sought to have Larry help on an
appropriations matter or something like
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that, but we had very little dependence.

HACKMAN:

Do you recall any frictions between the
two of you?

Do you recall any programs

decided by the Labor Department which
were vetoed by the White House?
MERRICK:

I don't know if you would say with the
White House.

But definitely with the

Budget Bureau.

Until January 1963 there

was a never ending row between the Department
of Labor and the Budget Bureau on the
size of the Youth Conservation Corps.
Humphrey was in on that.

James Sundquist

who works for Brookings is trying to write
up a history of this.

He's seen a lot

of papers from the Budget Bureau that
suggest that I'm one of the principle
dragons.

This recalls one of those

glimpses of Kennedy himself:

I remember in

the summer of 1959 when we had had the Youth
Conservation Corps Bill before the
Labor Committee.

Humphrey had launched
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it in '58, but he launched it for real
in 1959 with a January article in Harper's
with speeches and a lot of citizen
support -- the newspapers, associations
of judges and youth delinquency people
and so on.
on it.

They really did a lot of work

Randolph was the chairman of the

special subcommittee handling the
Conservation Corps which reported the
bill to the full committee.

Kennedy was

on the full committee, and I remember
him coming in bit late.

Addressing

Dungan, he said, "What's this bill?"
Dungan described it, and in absolute
astonishment Kennedy said, "Whose
romantic notion is that?"

Dungan said,

"It's one of Hubert's ideas.
worry about it.

Don't

It won't pass.

going to veto it."

[laughter]

Eisenhower's
Hearing

that, Kennedy manfully voted like a good
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Democrat should.

But he was quite

indisposed in this direction.

The budget

Bureau's later recalcitrance on it was
therefore difficult to assess.

I don't

know whether they ever knew what Kennedy's
own reaction was, or whether Kennedy had
changed as time went on.

I

always hoped

so because, as we studied the program
-and got clear ideas of how differently
it should be run than the old CCC -differently than the way they're now
running it, by the way -- we thought
that it had a good chance and made sense.
HACKMAN:

When you dealt with members of Congress,
did you always deal with individuals or
did you sometimes have contacts with
groups, for instance, the Southern
Democrats or Northern Liberals?

MERRICK:

Well, it was mostly individuals.
sometimes gave breakfast meetings.

You
One
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day before a hearing would start, I'd
invite a senior congressman to breakfast
and explain what was important.

But

normally, you have to cut your line to
fit the chairman.
HACKMAN:

Did other members of the Department of
Labor maintain contacts with people on
the Hill after you had taken over the
legislative liaison?

MERRICK:

That's a continuing problem.

You've

got to have help from people, and yet
if they ·start using their own imaginations
or their notions of strategy without
relating to the way you're going, why,
inevitably there is going to be trouble.
It's a continuing problem.
HACKMAN:

The problem of coordination.

MERRICK:

Yes.

It's a heady atmosphere up there,

no matter who's doing it.
HACKMAN:

Were any individuals particularly influential
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with any groups on the Hill?

Or any key

senators or representatives?
MERRICK:

Oh, I think so.

You have your

presidential appointees, and particular
senators or congressmen that are more
friendly with them than most.

You know

every bureaucrat in the Department, in
any other department all over government,
has his little secret arrangements.

The

thing to do is to know about them.
HACKMAN:

What differences were there in the
approach of Secretary Goldberg and
Secretary·wirtz as far as congressional
relations?

MERRICK:

Quite a big difference.

HACKMAN:

Can you explain that?

MERRICK:

Yes.

They are very different kinds of

human beings.

Goldberg is a political

animal, completely.

He knows the Congress;

he's been in the hurly-burly of it; he's
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struggled with it through a good part
of his career on the local, state, and
federal levels of government.

Like any

man that's fought his way up the way
he has, he's defended by plenty of armorplate
from all the kinds of things that people
throw at you in the process.

Having

said all that, the contrast to Mr. Wirtz
is clear enough.

Wirtz is an intellectual.

He's really a great human being in his
ability to enunciate the aspirations
of man and to analyze factual material.
He's not particularly a political animal;
he really doesn't like it.

He doesn't

like the blarney process on the Hill,
and he thinks it's a waste of time to
spend time up there.

But Goldberg

used to go visiting up there a lot because
he knew that it paid off.

Wirtz probably

knows that he should, but he just simply
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can't bring himself to "waste" the
amount of time required.
HACKMAN:

Did this ever effect passage of any key
legislation?

MERRICK:

Well, I think that would be difficult to
say in specific terms.

Goldberg was a

great help for somebody in my job.

Wirtz

makes a tremendous impact when he testifies
and that's help that Goldberg couldn't
give.

Goldberg operates with fifteen

things at once.

No matter how completely

immersed he may be, when you need him at
- a certain point, you call the Secretary
and you get him.

But i£ you call Wirtz,

he's often busy doing something else.
With Goldberg that was never a problem.
The question you asked is impossible to
answer.

But the method is different,

and the sense of being useful to political
difficulties is certainly quite different.
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HACKMAN:

What effect did Goldberg•s background
with labor have on his connections on the
Hill?

MERRICK:

Very little, as such.

What effect it

had was that he knew everybody, people
knew him, and had acquired a sense of
his ability.
HACKMAN:

I was thinking in terms of specific
legislation if people frequently used
his background with the AFL-CIO as a
point of attacking his pro-labor stands.

MERRICK:

I daresay that, among the type of
limited intelligence that one sometimes
finds up there, certainly comes to surface.

HACKMAN:

What were the obvious differences in
interests in Goldberg•s work as far as
to what legislation was presented to
Congress?

Or did their personal interest

have any great effect?
MERRICK:

Not much.

I think Goldberg was pretty
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darn interested in the Manpower legislation,
and I think Wirtz was even more so.

I

don't think that there's much actual
difference there.
Labor Standrards

I think the Fair
Act was a sort of cross

to have to bear.
HACKMAN:

How did the Labor Department go about
preparing its legislative program each
year?

Can you describe the process

by which this thing is put together?
MERRICK:

A great deal of legislation emerges from
people who operate programs.

They see

things they'd like to do and can't
and that's the big source.

do~

This material

gets fed up into the upper echelons of
the Department.

In general, the Solicitor's

Office is key.
HACKMAN:

They actually word the bill.

MERRICK:

Yes.

I, from my position, get involved

because if you dream up legislation which

-61•

is unpassable, you might just as well
not start.

So I usually get into the

process at a fairly early stage.

The

assistant secretaries who are line
administrators over areas assigned to them
get involved, and the Secretary himself
does.

It's a thing that he himself

considers very important, and he gets
in very directly and very quickly.
HACKMAN:

How is a bill usually submitted to
Congress by the Labor Department after
it is written?

MERRICK:

Well, if it's a major thing, like
unemployment insurance or the Fair
Labor Standards Act, it gets submitted
by the President.

If it's an amendment

to the Federal Employees Compensation
Act, it usually gets sent up by the
Secretary.
HACKMAN:

Were chairmen of committees contacted by
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your office before hearings began on a
certain bill?
MERRICK:

Well, sometimes.

On the Fair

Labor

Standards Act, no, although the chairman
of the subcommittee working in that area
on the House ·side had been continually
at it without cessation ever since 1961.
On unemployment insurance, no, although
that again is a kind of gradual process.
On things like manpower legislation, we
tend to talk to the chairmen.

The answer

to your question is that, in general, all
that base-touching business is, I think,
overemphasized.

I think it's probably

done on terribly politically hot things
like secondary school legislation and
things like that, but none of the things

'
that
we have are really susceptible to
that treatment.

There is plenty of time

for neg0tiation later.
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HACKMAN:

As director of the liaison office do you
ever have contacts with interest groups,
let's say people other than people on the

MERRICK:

Hill?

Do they come to you with problems?

Sure.

And, indeed, one goes to them.

That's one of the primary sources of help
you can get in legislation.

•

On the Youth

Employment Act I had an odd collection of
lobbyists which were interested in it -that were divided between youth-serving
types and conservationists.

We got

support from congressmen and senators who
were interested in the pleas of one group

' and certainly not of the other.

It was a

major problem of mine to keep these two
groups together.

The problem in all

legislative efforts is to keep divergent
groups together so that at some crucial
point in the affair, one will not sell
the other side down the river.

You have
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to be careful that doesn't happen.
HACKMAN:

Did your office make contacts with people
on the Hill on legislation other than
that originating in the Labor Department,
for instance, things like the tax cut or
Medicare?

Was there any coordinated

effort along this line?
MERRICK:

Very little.

There is basic unsoundness

for me to go in to a congressman, unless
I know him like a brother, and say, "Look,
here's an important military construction
problem." --he'd just laugh at me.

He

knows I don't really have an interest; he
knows I'm doing somebody's errand.
HACKMAN:

Who in the Labor Department handles
political clearance on appointments desired
by congressmen?

MERRICK:

Well, one of the people in my office now,
Mrs. Paul Butler, does a lot of that.

HACKMAN:

Is she one of the ladies here in the office?
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MERRICK:

No, Mrs. Paul Butler.

Paul Butler was

the chairman of the National Democratic
Committee in the fifties.

He died of a

heart attack, and she works here for me;
that's one of the things she does.
HACKMAN:

How does this process usually work?

MERRICK:

It's always a hit or miss kind of thing.
An appointment to some board or something
like that is often done in the White House.
But we get a tremendous amount of pushing
on behalf of job applicants for this, that,
or the other job.

