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EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE -- A BRIEF SURVEY

A, Definition of the Term

Executive privilege. What is it? To be more precise, what is the
executive privilege to withhold information? Broadly spesking, it is the
power asserted by the President to be "inherent" in the executive to withhold
information residing therein, from the public, from the legislature, or
from the judiciary. Generally, the executive does not withhold information
in this manner without also claiming thaé disclosure of the information
would not be in the nationﬁl or publie¢ interest, This report will focusl
on the use of executive privilege to withhold information from the
legislative branch of the Government. As such, executive privilege tﬁns
directly counter to the power asserted by the Congress to make inquiry
into the administration of the laws it makes and to be properly informed
in order to fulfill its lawmaking function. Neither power is explicitly
defined in the Constitution. fhey are, rather, powers inherent in the
terms "legislative" and "executive," as understood by the drafters of the

Constitution,

CRS-1
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B. Power of the Congress to Make Inguiry — Origins

The words, "All legislative Powers," in Article 1, Section 1, of
the Constitution imply powers of investigation; this is underatood from
the meaning of "legislature™ at the time the Constitution was drawn up and
signed. Parliamentary and colonial practice both affirmed the right of :he
legislature to make inquiries and investigations inte the executive
departments and to request from them such iﬁformation~és would facilitate
the 1nves:igation.if The First Congress laid the foundations for the
acquisition of information fn the Act of September 2, 1789 (1 Stat. 65-66
(1789), now 31 U.S.C, 1002 (Supp. V, 1965-1969)):

The Secretary of the Treasury... shall make report and give

information to either branch of the legislature in person or

in writing, as may be required, respecting all matters referred

to him by the Senate or Hous? of Representatives, or which shall

appertain to his office....~
Attorney General Cushing in 1854 indicated that this "duty...is practically
and by legal implication the same with the other secretaries, and with
the Postmaster and the Attorney General."zl

The first Congressional investigation was initiated by action of the

House of Representatives on March 27, 1792, when it set up a select committee

“to inquire into the failure of the late expedition under General St. Clair"

i/ See The Constitution of the United States of America. Analysis and
Interpretation., Annotations of Cases Decided by the Supreme Court...to
June 22, 1964, Washington, U,S. Govt. Print. Off.,, 1964 (88th Congress,
1st session. Senate Document No. 39), page 105; Berger, Raoul.
Executive Privilege v. Congressional Inquiry, pages 1056-1066.

2/ See also Berger, op. cit., page 1060,

3/ 1bid., page 1064.
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and empowered it “to call for such persons, papers and records as may be

. ’ necessary to assist in their inquiries.";! On April 4, 1792, the House

resolved, “That the President...be requested...to lay before this House _ :
such papers of a public nature, in the Executive Department, as may be

necessary to the investigation of the causes of the failure of the late

expedition under Major General St. Clnir.“g! 7 5

The power of the Congress to investigate wai’reaffirned by the 3

Supreme Court in McGrain v. Daugherty (273 U.S. 135 (1927)) —

We are of opinion that the power of inquiry —— with process %
to enforce it -- is an essential and appropriate auxiliary to the '
legislative function. It was so regarded and employed in American
legislatures before the Constitution was framed and ratified. Both
Houses of Congress took this view of it early in their historv,...
The Acts of 1798 and 1857, judged by their comprehensive terms,
were intended to recognize the existence of this power in both
houses and to enable them to employ it ‘more effectually' than
before.

® * %k % &k

A legislative body cannot legislate wisely or effectively in
the absence of information respecting the conditions which the
legislation is intended to affect or change; and where the
legislative body does not itself possess the requisite information ==
which not infrequently is true — recourse muat be had to others
who do possess it. Experience has taught that mere requests for
such information often are unavailing, and also that information
which is volunteered is not always accurate or complete; so some
means of compulsion are essential to obtain what is needed, All
this was true before and when the Constitution was framed and
adopted. In that period the power of inquiry -- with enforcing
process -— was regarded and employed as a necessary and appropriate
attribute of the power to legislate -~ indeed, was treated as
inhering in it. Thus there is ample warrant for thinking, as we do,
that the constitutional provisions which commit the legislative
function to the two houses are intended to include this attribute
to the end that the function may be effectively exercised.

Y Taylor, Telford. Grand Inquest; the Story of Congressional Investigations,
. 2/ page 38,
- =’ Younger, Irving. Congressional Investigations and Executive Secrecy: A
Study in the Separation of Powers, page 757.
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The contention is earnestly made on behalf of
the witness that this power of inquiry, if sustained, .
may be abusively and oppressively exerted. If this
be so, it affords no ground for denying the power. 1 /
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c. Executive Privilege —— Oxigins

:Simiiarly, the concept of "executive Power" envisaged in Article 2,

' Section 1, clause 1, of the Cons:ituciﬁn carried with it remnants of the
doctrine of sovereign immunity which included the privilege of the
1/

executive to withhold information.~ Some authorities observe, however,

that the Constitutional Convention did not ig}end for the executive to
have such powers as were assoclated with the’monarchical tradition of the
time;gl ‘This ambiguity in interpretation of the extent of "executive
Poyer“ is 11lustrated in Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer (343 U.S.
579 (1952)), the Steel Seizure Case, in which Mr. Chief Justice Vinson,

in his dissenting opinion, characterized the executive as "an office of
power and independence." He continued, "Of course, the Framers creaﬁed
no autocrat capable of arrogating any power unto himself at any time. But
neither did they create an automaton impotent to exercise the powers of

Government at a time when the survival of the Republic itself may be at

3/ -
stake."= Mr, Justice Jackson, in his concurring majority opinion in the

same case, argued that the "executive Power" of Article 2 did not represent

"a grant in bulk of all conceivable executive power,” but simply "an
allocation to the presidential office of the generic powers thereafter

4/
stated.”"= 1In general, executive privilege to withhold information under

specific circumstances has been recbgnized."

Power, pages 7-8.
3.,,Scee Berger, op. cit., pages 1069-1076
343 U.S. 682,
343 U.S. 641,
= See discussion of United States v. Reynolds, infra at pages 7-9, and of

state secrets, infra at pages 39-40; also Berger, op. cit., pages
1067-1069,

See Schwartz, Bernard. Executive Privilege and Congressional Investigatory
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Another ingredient in the argumentation supporting a need for and
existence of executive privilege originates in the separation of powers
doctrine which is embodied in the Constitutional structure of the
Government of the United States. As separate entities each of the
three branches -- the executive, the legislative, and the judiciary —-
should, it 18 argued, be allowed to operate freely and without control
or interference from the other two branches. Information originating
within the executive branch, it is argued, is for the uﬁe of the
executive branch, and it retains the right of decision on whether to
release its information as well as to determine what information it will
provide to the Congteas.l/ Needless to say, this comes face-to-face with
the authority of the Congreas to require information from the executive
in its investigation of the administration by the executive of the laws

made by the Congress.

Y Schwartz, op. cit., pages 8-12; Younger, op. cit., pages 776-784,

e
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D. Role of the Judiciary

The basis of the confrontation between the executive and the
legislature on the availability of infﬁrmation is the lack of limits on
the powers which are inherent in the terms "executive" and "legislative"
as used in the Constitution. It might appear logical that any
jurisdictional dispute between these two co-equal branches of the
Government would be adjudicated by the Supreme Court, as the highest
level of the judiciary branch. There have, however, been
no instances in which the Supreme Court has ruled specifically on the
privilege of the executive br;nch to withhold information from the
legislative branch.EJ

| There have been cases involving executive withholding of information
from the judiciary. The opinion most pertinent to this survey is
United States v. Reynolds, 345 U.S. 1 (1953). The following excerpts from
Mr. Chief Justice Vinson's opinion add to the basic literature on the
subject., Moreover, the Annotation at the end of the opinion, "Goverrmental
privilege against discioéure of officlal information — federal cases"
(97 L ed 735), outlines the major premises of the doctrine and updates the
previous Annotation at 95 L ed 425.

Judicial experience with the privilege which protects military
and state secrets has been limited in this country. ...Nevertheless,
the principles which control the application of the privilege emerge
quite clearly from the available precedents. The privilege belongs to

the Government and must be asserted by it; it can neither be claimed
nor waived by a private party. It is not to be lightly invoked.

1/
= Berger, op. cit,, page 1102, footnote 309,

i
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There must be a formal claim of privilege, lodged by the head of
the deparzment which has control over the matter, after actual
personal consideracion by that officer.ﬁfgzacourt itself must
determine whether the circumstances are appropriate for the

clsim of privilege, and yet do so without forcing a disclosure of
the very thing the privilege is designed to protect,\The latter
requirement is the only one which presents real difficulty. As to
it, we find it helpful to draw upon judicial experience in dealing
with an analogous privilege, the privilege against self-
incrimination,

The privilege against self-incrimination presented the
courts with a similar sort of problem. Too much judicial inquiry
into the claim of privilege would force disclosure of the thing
the privilege was meant to protect, while a complete abandonment
of judicial control would lead to intolerable abuses. ...A sound
formula of compromise was developed, ...There are differences in
phraseology, but in substance it is agreed that the court must
be satisfied from all the evidence and circumstances, and 'from

 the implications of the question, in the setting in which it is

asked, that a responsive answer to the question or an explanation

of why it cannot be answered might be dangerous because injurious
disclosure would result.' Hoffman v. United States, 341 U.S. 479, 486,
487, 95 L ed 1118, 1123, 1125, 71 S Ct 814 (1951), If the court

is so satisfied, the claim of the privilege will be accepted

without requiring further disclosure,

Regardless of how it is articulated, some like formula of
compromise must be applied here., Judicial control over the
evidence in a case cannot be abdicated to the caprice of executive
officers. Yet we will not go so far as to say that the court may
automatically require a complete disclosure to the judge before
the c¢laim of privilege will be accepted in any case., It may be
possible to satisfy the court, from all the circumstances of the

- case, that there is a reasonable danger that compulsion of the

o 1"-:;—5.. L i e S

evidence will expose military matters which, in the interest of
national security, should not be divulged. When this is the case,
the occasion for the privilege is appropriate, and the court
should not jeopardize the security which the privilege is meant
to protect by insisting upon an examination of the evidence, even
by the judge alone, in chambers,

Xk kX k&

In each case, the showing of necessity which is made will
determine how far the court should probe in satisfying itself that
the occasion for invoking the privilege is appropriate. Where there
is a strong showing of necessity, the claim of privilege should
not be lightly accepted, but even the moat compelling necessity
cannot overcome the claim of privilege if the court is ultimately
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- satisfied that military secrets are at stake. A
' fortiori, where necessity is dubious, a formal claim
of privilege, made under the circumstances of this
case, will have to prevail. (Footnotes omitted.) 1 /

1/ 345U.S., 7-11.
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E. Major Statements by the Executive on its Privilege

A consideration of the President's attitude towards availability of
information to the Congress should be prefaced with a quote from
Thomas Jefferson's notes on the Cabinet's conclusion in 1792 in response to
the reque;t of the House for papers relative to the St. Clair incident

(see supra, at pages 2=3) -=
1, that the house was an inquest, therefore might institute

inquiries. 2. that they might call for papers generally.
3. that the Executive ought to communicate such papers as the

public good would permit, & ought to refuse those the
disclosure of which would injure the public. Consequently were
to exercise a discretion. 4. that neither the commee nor House
had a right to call on the head of a deptmt, who & whose
papers were under the Presidt. alone, but that the commee,
shd instruct their chairman to move the house to address the
President....l/

It should be pointed out that the President found no need to deny any
materials to the Congress in this instance; in addition, Raoul Berger
found no indication that these conclusions were transmitted to the
Congress.zj

1, Statements by the Attorney General of the United States

The most lengthy statements on behalf of the executive's right to
withhold information have originated with the Attorney General of the
United States. They provide a listing of occasions when the privilege
was claimed as well as a discussion of the legal implications of the
issue.
On April 30, 1941, Attorney General Robert H, Jackson stated the -

position of the Department of Justice to the Chairman of the House Committee

Berger, op. cit., page 1079,

2/ 1bid., page 1080.
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on Naval Affairs who had requested coples of all FBI investigative reports
- . since June 1939 and in the future relative to labor problems in "industrial

- establishments which have naval contracts.” The letter states, "It is the
position of this Department, restated now with the approval of and at the ;
direction of the President, that all investigative reports are confidential
documents of the executive department of the Government, to aid in the

-
duty laid upon the President by the Constitution to 'take care that the
laws be faithfully executed,' and that congressional or public access to
them would not be in the public interest." Mr. Jackson cantinues at a
later point, "The information here involved was collected, and is chiefly
valuable, for use by the executive branch of the Govermment in the
execution of the laws. It can be of little, if any, value in connection
with the framing of legislation or the performance of any other
constitutional duty of the Congress."l’
The May 17, 1954, memorandum from Attorney General Herbert Brownell,

Jr. to President Eisenhower, sets down the Administration's position at
that time —-

For over 150 years -- almost from the time that the American
form of government was created by the adoption of the Constitution -
our Presidents have established, by precedent, that they and members
of their Cabinet and other heads of executive departments have an
undoubted privilege and discretion to keep confidential, in the
public interest, papers and information which require secrecy.
American historv abounds in countless illustrations of the refusal,
on occasion, by the President and heads of departments to furnish

papera to Congress, or its committees, for reasons of publie
policy. The messages of our past Presidents reveal that almost

) * every one of them found it necessary to inform Congress of his
constitutional duty to execute the office of President, and, in
furtherance of that duty, to withhold information and papers for

T . . the public good.2/

L 40 Op. A.G. 45-51,

2/ Letter and Memo of May 17, 1954, page 3910,
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On June 18, 1956, Deputy Attorney General William P, Rogers
transmitted %o the House Government Information Subcommittee a study
which the Department of Justice had made on the question, "Is a
congressional comnittee entitled to demand and receive information and
papers from the President and the heads of departments which they deem

confidential, in the public interest?' While this study might not have

the stature of an "opinion" of the attoraney g;neral, it provides
fz materials in support of the executive's position with greater depth and
conprehensiveness than the 1954 memo.

The first part of this study (pages 2894-2915) sketches the history

of refusals and summarizes these in a chart which enumerates the refusals
of seventeen Presidents. Part 2 examines court decisions on the provision
of information and papers to the judiciary or to the Congress (pages 2915~
'i‘ ~ 2926). The cases cited relate specifically to executive withholding of
 information from the judiciary, but the opinions shed light on the

:ﬁ ~ principles surrounding the broad application of executive privilege.

§ ~ In part 3 the Department of Justice examines the statutes which
created the executive departments and concludes there is nothing in

them requiring disclosure of information except at the discretion of the
President and his agents, the heads of these departments (pages 2926-
2933). Part 4 surveys the statutes surrounding the Congressional power

of investigation ~ requiring testimony and the producfion of records ~-

and the departmental regulations relating to the keeping and use of

records (pages 2933-29&2). Its conclusion supports the executive's position
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== "The statutes designed to compel wiﬁneusea to testify and to produce
records before congressional committees affect only private individual?.
They do not cover heads of departments or other Govarnment officials."Ll

Part 5 consists of three pages of-concluslons which substantiate
the privilege of the executive to withhold whatever information he deems
necessery in the public interest (pages 2942-2945).

On March 6, 1958, Attorney General Williaﬁ P, Rogers presented a
statement before the Senate Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights on
"Inquiry by the Legislative Branch concerning the Decision Making Process
and Documents of the Executive Branch." This statement narrates the
development of the principles formulating the doctrine of executive
privilege and, in particular, surveys the atatementé of the Presidents on
this doctrine. Next follows a discussion of the separation of powers.
concept relative to executive privilege, in which section Mr. Rogers
concludes, '"that a constitutional privilege exists in the President and in
those acting on his behalf and pursuant to his direction to withhold
documents and information as agéinst a congressional demand for production

or testimony...." This conclusion, however, does not finish the problem.

Is the Executive or the Congress to determine whether the privilege
is appropriately asserted in a given case? There is no judicial
precedent governing this question,

1/

= U.S. Department of Justice. Is a Congressional GCommittee Entitled to
Demand and Receive Information and Papers from the President and the
Heads of Departments Which They Deem Confidential, in the Public
Interest? page 2942.
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As a practical matter only the President can make the
determination as to disclosure. A House Judiciary Committee
took this view in deciding who is the best judge in a close case,
of the proprietary of divulging to any committee of the House
‘state secrets,' It first noted that 'in contemplation of law,
under our theory of govermment, all the records of the executive
departments are under the control of the President of the United
States.' Then it recognized what is so plainly implicit in the
doctrine of separation of powers:

The Executive is as independent of either House
of Congress as either House of Congress is independent
of him, and they cannot call for the records of his
action or the action of his officers against his consent,
any more than he can call for any of the journals and
records of the House or Senate.

Finally, it came to the question as to whose decision must
be accepted in this matter. Its Report stated:

Somebody must judge upon this point. It clearly cannot
be the House or its committee, because they cannot know
the importance of having the doings of the executive
department kept secret., The head of the executive department,
therefore, must be the judge in such case and decide it
upon his own responsibility to the people.* * * [H,R. Rep.
No. 141, 45th Cong., 3d Sess, 3~4 (1879)11/
Lastly, there is the opinion of Attorney General Rogers on
December 19, 1960, in response to a move by the Comptroller General to
cut off funds to the Office of the Inspector General in the International
Cooperation Administration pursuant to section 533A(d) of the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, as amended. The background to this opinion will be

covered in the next section. There are, however, portions of the

opinion which are directly related to the doctrine of executive privilege o=

1/ Rogers, William P. Inquiry by the Legislative Branch concerning the
Decision Making Process and Documents of the Executive Branch, page 693,
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In my opinion, Congress could not under the Constitution directly
require the President to furnish information about a department or
agency in the executive branch, if he determined that the disclosure
of such information was imprudent or incompatible with the public
interest; and it seems equally plain that Congress may not use its
powers over appropriations to attain indirectly an object which it _ |
could not have accomplished directly. ' ;

k % * % X : ~
Public policy...requires disclosure wherever possible. Nevertheless,
under certain circumstances disclosure must be withheld in the
public interest, and the principles expressed above may be summed
up and applied as follows: L

First, it is the constitutional duty and right of the
President and those officials acting pursuant to his instructions, to
withhold information of the executive branch from Congress whenever
the President determines that it is not in the public interest to
disclose such information. '

Second, under the constitutional doctrine of separation of
powers Congress may not directly encroach upon this authority
confided to the President.

Third, the Constitution does not permit any indirect
encroachment by Congress upon this authority of the President
through resort to conditions attached to appropriations such as
are contended to be contained in section 533A(d) of the Act.

(Footnote omitted.) 1/

2, Statements by the Prehiﬁent, Truman through Nixon

Presidential statements on the executive's right to withhold
information from the Congress, while not plentiful, are obtainable and
reveal a trend -~ first toward expansion of the privilege, allowing
subordinates to¢ exercise it, and then'toward more limited use of the
privilege, by the President only. In 1945 in response to the congressional
:inquiry inte the Pearl Harbor attack President Truman advised the
Secretaries of State, War, Navy, the Attorney General, the Joint Chiefs

of Staff, and the Directors of the Bureau of the Budget and the Office of

1/ Rogers, William P. Memorandum of December 9, 1960, pages 188; 192-193.
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War Inforuation to assist the committee in its investigation relative to
documentztion and testimony. His instructions did not, however, permit
committez investizators to "search" executive files. Provision of

materials “pertinent to the investigacion" was left to the discretion of
1/

the executive.—

The Brownell memo of 1954 was transmitted to the Secratary of Defense
by President Eisenhower in a letter (May 17,/1954) which has been
characterized as "stretch[ing] the claim of executive privilege to the
breaking point.“%/ The letter is brief enough to be quoted almost in
its entirety --

eIt 18 essential to the successful working of our system that
the persons entrusted with power in any 1 of the 3 great branches
of Government shall not encroach upon the authority confided to
the others. The ultimate responsibility for the conduct of the
executive branch rests with the President.

Within this constitutional framework each branch should
cooperate fully with others for the common good. However, through
our history the President has withheld information whenever he
found that what was sought was confidential or its disclosure
would be incompatible with the public interest or jeopardize the
safety of the Nation.

Because it 1s essential to efficifent and effective
administration that employees of the executive branch be in a
position to be completely candid in advising with each other on
official matters, and because it is not in the public interest
that any of their conversations or communications or any
documents or reproductions concerning such advice be disclosed,
you will instruct employees of your Department that in all of
their appearances hefore the subcommittee of the Senate Committee
on Government Operations regarding the inquiry now before it they
are not to testify to any such conversations or communications or
to produce any such documents or reproductions. This principle must
be maintained regardless of who would be benefited by such
disclosures,

l!U.S. Department of Justice, op. cit., pages 2912-2913,

2/ Schwartz, op, cit., page 6.
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I direct this action so as to maintain the proper separation
of powers between the executive and legislative branches of the
. " Government in accordance with my responsitilities and duties under
the Constitution. This separation is vital to preclude the exercise
of arbirrary power by any branch of the Goverrment.l/

The views of Preszident Kennedy crystallized with the passage of
time. In a news conference on January 25, 1961, in response to &

question on his views of executive privilege as related to the release

of USIA public opinion polls, he indicated in general he “thought it

st

would be well tc release these polls" but,

AR S ¥ B

....if other matters come up, we'll have to make a judgment
whether it is an abuse or whether it is within the constitutional
protections given to the Executive, and I would hope that we can
within the limitas of naticnal secuE}ty make avallable information

to the press and to the people....=

|

|

] :
1 Later, in 1962 (February 8, 1962) in response to requests from the

Senate Special Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee on Military Cold
i War Education, President Kennedy addressed the following instructions to
+

Secretary of Defensa Robert S. McNamara ==

«e«[I]n accordance with the precedents on separation of powers
established by my predecessors from the first te the last, I have
concluded that it would be contrary to the public interest to
. make available any information which would enable the subcommittee
] to identify and hold accountable any individual with respect to any
particular speech that he has reviewed. I, therefore, direct you and
all personnel under the jurisdiction of your Department not to give
any testimony or produce any documents which would disclose such
information, and I am issuing parallel instructions to the Secretary
of State.

: : 1/ Letter and Memo of May 17, 1954, pages 3909-3910.
g 2/ Public Papers of the Presidents, John F. Kennedy, 1961, page 1&.
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The principle which is at stake here cannot be automatically
applied to every request for information. Each case must be judged
on its own merits, But I do not intend to permit subordinate
officials of our career services to bear the brunt of congressional
inquiry incy policies which are the responsibilities of their

superiors,l

A week later, on February 15, 1962, Congressman John E. Moss,

Chairman of the House Subcommittee on Government Information, wrote

o

the President requesting clarification of his positibn on executive
privilege so as to avoid the bureaucratic restrictions on access to
information which had developed pursuant to the Eisenhower letter of
May 17, 1954. President Kennedy's response, on March 7, 1962, was as
follows:

As you know, this Administration has gone to great lengths
to achieve full cooperation with the Congress in making available
to it all appropriate documents, correspondence and information.
That is the basic policy of this Administration, and it will continue
to be so. Executive privilege can be invoked only by the
President and will not be used without specific Presidential
approval. Your own interest in assuring the widest public
accessibility to governmental information is, of course, well
known, and I can assure you this Administration will continue
to cooperate with your sugcommittee and the entire Congress in
achieving this objective.Z’

1/

= U.5. Congress. Senate., Committee on Armed Services. Military Cold War
Education and Speech Review Policies. Hearings before the Special
Preparedness Subcommittee..., 87th Congress, 24 session. Part 2.
February 1962. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print, Off,, 1962. pages 508-
509.

2/ Mollenhoff, Clark R. Washington Cover-Up. Garden City, New York,
Doubleday and Company, 1962, page 239,
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In response to a letter from Chairman Moss dated March 31, 1965,

. . President Johnson, on April 2, 1965, stated the following --

- Since assuming the Presidency, I have followed the policy
laid down by President Kennedy in his letter to you of March 7,
1962, dealing with this subject. Thus, the claim of 'executive
privilege' will continue to be made only by the President.

This administration has attempted to cooperate completely
with the Congress in making available to it all information
possible, and that will continue to be ou:/policy.lj

A similar exchange occurred in 1969 between Chairman Moss and
President Nixon. The following excerpts from the report of the activities
of the House Committee on Govermment Operations for the 91st Congress are

pertinent --

In connection with its continuing study on the availability
of executive branch information to the Congress, President Richard M,
Nixon in a letter dated April 7, 1969, informed the subcommittee
- that any claim of Executive privilege as authority to withhold
information from the Congress will not be asserted without
Presidential approval in each instance.
 k k K *

In giving the policy continuity, President Nixon added another
element by issuing a memorandum to the heads of executive
departments and agencies which spells out apecific procedural steps
governing the invocation of Executive privilege, as follows:

(1) If the head of an executive department or agency (hereafter
referred to as 'department head') believes that compliance with a
request for information from a congressional agency addressed to
his department or agency raises a substantial cuestion as to the
need for invoking Executive privilege, he should consult the Attorney
General through the Office of Legal Counsel of the Department of
“Justice.

(2) If the department head and the Attorney General agree, in
accordance with the policy set forth above, that Executive
privilege shall not be invoked in the circumstances, the information
shall be released to the inquiring congressional agency.

(3) If the department head and the Attorney General agree that
the circumstances justify the invocation of Executive privilege, or
if either of them believes that the issue should be submitted to the

T . President, the matter shall be transmitted to the Counsel to the
President, who will advise the department head of the President's
decision,

1/
= Public Papers of the President, Lyndon B. Johnson, 1965, page 376.
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(4) In the svent of a Presidential decision to invoke
Exacutive privilege, the department head should advise the
eonpreaatonal ageoey taat the claim of Executive privilege is
beirg mede with the epecific approval of the President,

(5) Pending a final determination of the matter, the
departaent head should reaquest the congressional agency to hnld
its demand for the informatien in abevance until such
determination can be made. Care shall be taken to indicate that
the purrcse of this request is to protect the privilege pending
the determinaticn, #nd that the request does not constitute a
claim of privilege.l/ '

1/
— U.S. Congress. House, Committee on Government Operations. Activities

of the..., 91st Congress, 1lst and 2d sessions, 1969-1970. December
1970. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. 0ff,, 1970. {(91st Congress, 2d
gession, Cormittee Print) pages 101-102,
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F. Major Statemenis and Acts by the Congreass con fixecutive Frivilege

1, Legislative Activity

Some authorities have argued that Congreas has given the
executive branch the right to withhold information, even from the
Congress. They cite several acts of Congress, among them —-

5 U.S.C. 22 (Rev. Stat, 161 (1875))

The head of each department is autﬁcrized to prescribe
regulations, not inconsistent with law, for the government of
his department, the conduct of its officers and clerks, the
distribution and performance of its business, and the custody,
use, and preservation of the records, papars, and property
appertaining to it.

Administrative Procedure Act, (60 Stat. 237 (1946), 5 U.S5.C.
1001-1011 (1952))

Save as otherwise required by statute, matters of official
record shall in accerdance with published rule be made available
to persons properly and directly concerned except information
held confidential for good cause found.

18 U.s.C. 1905

[A part of criminal law providing for the punishment of any]
officer or employee of the United States or of any department or
agency thereof, [who] publishes, divulges, dicleoses [sic], or
makes known in any manner or to any extent not authorized by law
any information coming to him in the course of his employment
or official duties....1l/
As repards the first act cited, 5 U.S5.C, 22, known as the
"housekeeping” statute, the Congress in 1958, as a result of investigations
by the Hennings and Moss subcommittees (to be discussed below), added the

following sentence -- "This section does not authorize withhelding

information from the public or limiting the availability of records to

. the public.” The statement by Attorney General Rogers before the Senate

|
|

4‘ 1/ '

f’ = Schwartz, op. cit., pages 17-21.
i
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Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights and in the report of the

Committee on the Judiciary on this amendment point out the distinction

between executive privilege and 5 U.S.C, 22 —

{Rogers:] the executive privilege is not related to any statute;
the executive privilege is an inherent part of our Government,
based upon the separation of powers, and this has been recognized
from the beginning of our Government.

.«sThis [Rev, Stat. 161} is a bookkeeping statute, which
says they [i.e., the heads of the several departments] keep the
records, they hold them physically, It doesn't relate at all teo
executive privilege., [Footnote omitted]

X k 0k & %
The Senate Report stresses that the purpose of the bill
is to prevent misuse of Rev. Stat. 161 but that it will
not and is not intended to affect, what the Attorney
General describes as an 'Executive privilege' to with-
hold information from the Congress and the public.

To whatever extent such an 'Executive privilege'
exists, it must be founded on the principle of separation
of powers under the Constitution and, accordingly, will
not be repealed, amended, or impaired by the proposed amend-
ment to section 161. (S. Rept. No. 1621, 85th Cong.,
2d sess., 1958, page 6). e

1/, 2/

Section 3(c) of the Administrative Procedure Act, cited above, was

amended in 1966 by PL 89-487 (80 Stat. 250, 5 U.S.C. 552). Imn Section 3 --

known as the Freedom of Information Act -~ the pertinent subsection is —-

4 (b). This section does not apply to matters that are

(1) specifically required by Executive order to be kept secret
in the interest of the national defense or foreign pelicy;

(2) related solely to the internal personnel rules and
practices of an agency;

(3) specifically exempted from disclosure by statute;

Kramer, Robert and Herman Marcuse. Executive Privilege -~ a Study of
the Period 1953-1960, pages 893-896.
5 U.S.C. 22 1is now 5 U,S.C. 301 (1970) and reads as follows:

The head of an Executive department or military department may
prescribe regulations for the government of his department, the conduct
of its emplovees, the distribution and performance of its business, and
the custody, use, and preservation of its records, papers, and property.
This section does not authorize withholding information from the public

or limiting the availability of records to the public.
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{4) trade secrets and commercial or financial information obtained
from a person and privileged or confidential;

- . (5) inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which would
not be available by law to a party other than an agency in litigation
with the agency; )

(6) personnel and medical files and similar files the disclosure of
which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy;

(7) investigatory files compiled for law enforcement purposes except
to the extent available by law to a party other than an agency;

(8) contained in or related to examination, operating, or condition
reports prepared by, on behalf of, or for the use of an agency responsible
for the regulation or supervision of financial institutions; or

(9) geological and geophysical information and data, ineluding maps,
concerning wells,

(¢) This section does not authorize withholding of information or
1limit the availability of records to the public, except as specifically
stated in this section. This section is not authority to withhold
information from Congress. {(emphasis added). 5 U.S.C. 552 (& (b)(c))

The third statute cited above relates te criminal punishment for the
unauthorized disclosure of information.
An 1mpor£ant Congressional response to the use of executive privilege

can be found in the relevant portions of the Mutual Security Act and

’ Mutual Security Appropriations Act, as amended in 1959 and 1960. Section
533A(d) of the Mutual Security Act of 1959 arranged for the expenses of the
Office of the Inspector General and Comptroller, provided all documents,
papers, etc., relating to the operation and activities of the Office would
be furnished to the General Accounting Office and to any committee of the
Congress requesting such information. Section 534 (b) imposed a similar

duty on the International Cooperation Administrationrl/n

1
. * = Kramer and Marcuse, op. cit., page 854,

-
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1/
President Tisenhower's reaction to these amendments  sparked

revision of thz Mutual Sscurity and Related Agencies Appropriation Act,
1960, as follows:

Seetion 111 {d). None of ithe funds herein appropriated shs™! be
used to carry out any provision of chapter II, III, or IV of the '
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, in any country, or with
resvect to any project or activity, after the expiration of the
thirty-tive day pericd which begins on the date the General
Accounting Office or any committee of the Congress, or any duly
authorized subcommittee thereof, charged with considering
legisiation or appropriations for, or expenditures of, the

ternaﬁ?onal Cooperation Administration, has delivered to the
office of the Director of the International Cooperation Administration
g a written request that 1t be furnished any decument, paper,
-] communication, audit, review, finding, recommendation, report, or other
k. . material relating to the administration of such provision by the
B International Cooperation Administration in such country or with
b respect to such project or activity, uniess and until there has
been furnished to the General Accounting Office, or to such
committes or subcommittee, as the case may be, (1) the document,
paper, communication, audit, review, finding, recommendation,
report, or other material so requested, or (2) a certification by
; the President that he has forbidden its being furnished pursuant to
- such request, and his reason for so doing.

f% In 1960 a similar proviso was added to the Mutual Security Act of
| 1960, Section 131 (a) was amended to require the President to provide
whatever documents, etc., the GAD or committees of the Congress might
request or to certify that he has forbidden the request and why. The
House had originally passed a stronger proviso but the compromise worked

out in House/Senate conference took into consideration--

1/ Ibid., page 855. Eisenhower, upon signing theMutual Security Act
1959: "I have signed this bill on the express premise that the...
amendments relating to disclosure are not intended to alter and
cannot alter the recognized Constitutional duty and power of the
Executive with respect to the disclosure of information, documents
and other materials. Indeed, any other construction of these
amendments would raise grave Constitutional questions under the
historic Separation of Powers Doctrine." (Public Papers of the

. Presidents, Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1959, page 549).
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that the separation of powers under ¢he Coastitution makes it
impossible for the Congress to infringe the prerogatives of the
Executive by legislative action and that consequently this
provision would serve to indicate the will of the Congress but
that it could neither prescribe nor limit the constitutional
powers of the Exccutive, (House Rept., No. 1593, 86th Cong., 2d
sess., (1960) page 14) 1/

The Mutual Security and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1961,
included the same proviso as the previous year, in Section 101 (d).gj

The President continued to refuse Congréaaional requests for
documents of the International Cooperation Administratien relative-to its
projects, certifying that for several reasons disclosure of the

3/

information was “"contrary to the national intefast." = The Comptroller
General of the United States, citing section 533A(d) of the Mutual |
Security Act of 1954, as amended, alerted the Secretary of State on
November 17, 1960, that funds would be cut off from the Office of

Inspector General unless the requested information was provided. Om
December 8, the Comptroller General ordered all funds cut off effective

the next day. At the same time, the President's office asked the Attorney
General to produce an opinion ;s to "whether, after the President forbids the
furnishing of information...requested by a committee or subcommittee of
Congress and issues a certificate reciting such action pursuant to section
101(d) of the Mutual Security and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1961

appropriations for the use of the 0Office of the Inspector General and

57 Kramer and Marcuse, op, cit., page 859,

=" Ibid., pages 844-847 and 853~860 for full discussion. See also Rogers,
William P, Memorandum of December 9, 1960, passim, Hereafter cited as

3/ Case Study,

=" Case Study, page 160.
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Comptroller must, nevertheless, be cut off by virtue of the operation of
section 533A(d) of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amanded.“l/ The
Attorney General arrived at the conclusion "that the Comptroller Genérai's
view that the proviso of section 533A(d) has cut off funds under the
circumstances disclosed here is an erroneous interpretation of the
meaning of this statute. I further conclude," Attorney General Rogers
continued, "that 1f this view of the Comptroller Gen;ral as to the meaning
of this statute is correct, the proviso is unconstitutional.“zf’ 3/

It is pertinent to note that the Foreign Assistance Act of 1971 --
Sections 624(d)(7) and 634(c) == and the Foreign Assistance and Related
Programs Appropriation Act, 1971 -~ Section 502 -~ contain provisions
nearly identical to the original legislation discussed above. While
advocates of Congressional access to information have interpreted this
legislation as Congress' attempt to insure its access to information,

executive privilege proponents have pointed to the need for Presidential

certification as proof that Congress recognizes the existence of and
4
need for executive privilege.—j
Another important statute requiring the executive to provide the

Congress with information, upon request, is 5 U.S.C. 2954 (1970) ==

57 Ibid., page 168.

3/ Ibid., page 193,

- Epilogue: Funds were not cut off; the President ordered the
Secretaries of State and Treasury to ignore the Comptroller General's

_ finding. Congressman Porter Hardy, whose Subcommittee on Foreign Operations

had requested the documents, waited until after the change of Administrations
and received the requested information from the State Department in March/
April 1961, after the intercession of President Kemnedy. (Case Study,

4/ Op. cit., pages 157=159).

— See Kramer and Marcuse, op. cit., page $00,
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An Executive agency, on request of the Committee on Government

Operations of the House of Representatives, or of any seven

members thereof, or on request of the Committee on Government

Operations of the Senate, or any five members thereof, shall

submit any information requested of it relating to any matter

within the jurisdiction of the committee.
This section was derived from an act adopted in 1928 to discontinue the
large number of reports being transmitted to the Congress, yet enable the
Congress to secure the information it had been receiving in these reports
when necessary. Congressmaﬁ Reuss recently used this statute in his
attempt to obtain a copy of a report on the SST prepared in 1969 by a
committee headed by Dr. Richard L. Garwin. John D. Ehrlichman, Assistant
to the President for Domestic Affairs, informed Congressman Reuss that -
the "report constitutes an internal governmental memorandum of a

1
confidential nature which cannot be released."'l

2. Congressional Committee Oversight

We have mentioned en passant the Moas and Hennings subcommittees.
The Special Subcommittee on Government Information was created in June 1955
by Congressman William L, Dawson, chairman of the House Committee on
Government Operations. He appointed as chairman of the subcommittee the
member who suggested its creation —- John E. Moss. During its existence,
the Moss Subcommittee has functioned on a number of levels —— in an
investigative fashion, holding intensive hearings on how the statutes are
being administered; in a legislative fashion, revising the laws, clarifying
their meaning and intent; and, as a watchdog committee, vigilant to the
problems of access to information, In 1963 the Subcommittee was merged

with another to form the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations and Goverﬁment

1/
. = Congressional record, May 1, 1971: E6929 (daily editiom)
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Informution, vhaired by Roprade;tative Mosa. In 1962, 1965, and in 1969,
Chialrvwan “ors Initiated and carvied out a practice of securing from the
President -- Xennedy, Johnson, and Nixon =~ a statement of policy as
regards his use of executive privilage (see supra, at pages 18-20);ll
The latest raport of the full Committee on its activities in the
ninety=firse Congress refers to the benefitg of this practice == "The
Presidential commitment te continue the 'Executive privilege' policy,
along with the implementing memorandum, will help safeguard and maintain
& free flow of information to the Congress."gl
The Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights-of the Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, chaired by Senator Thomas C. Hennings, Jr., examined the
subject of executive privilege during hearings in 1958 and 1959. It was
"Sénator‘Hénnings who combined forces with Congressman Moss to support
'enaéfment of the 1958 amendment clarifying the "housekeeping" statute.
Together these two subcommittees have accumulated a wealth of literature,
both-fr§m government scurces and from private authorities, on the

executive's privilege to withhold information and on the other methods

which the executlve uses to prevent the disclosure of information.

1/ Ladd, Bruce. Crisis in Credibility, pages 188-214.
2/ U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Government Operations. Activities
«eey, page 102,
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G. Testimony by Members of the Executive Pranch Before the Congress

1. General
The question of whether the Congress has the authority to compel
requested executive d-partment witnesses to give testimony before its
committees is unclear. There are precedents on both sides of the 1issue.

Section 192 in Title 2 of the United States Code provides for the

punishment of "every person who having been summoned as a witness by the
authority of either House of Congress to give tastimony or to produce

papers upon any matter under inquiry...makes default, or, who, having

appeared, refuses to answer any question pertinent to the question under |

1/
inquiry...."(emphasis added)™ The law does not specify "private individual,"” !

1/ | |

=" Texts from United States Code, Title 2 re Congressional Testimony: ;
8192, Refusal of witness to testify or produce papers.

Every person who having been summoned as witness by the authority of
either House of Congress to give testimony or to produce papers upon any
matter under inquiry hefore either House, or any joint committee established
by a joint or concurrent resolution of the two Houses of Congress, or any
committee of either House of Congress, willfully makes default, or who,
having appeared, refuses to answer any question pertinent to the question
under inquiry, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by a
fine of not more than $1,000 nor less than $100 and imprisonment in a
common jall for not less than one month nor more than twelve months.

§193, Privilege of witnesses.

No witness is privileged to refuse to testify to any fact, or to
produce any paper, respecting which he shall be examined by either House
of Congress, or by any joint committee established by a joint or
concurrent resolution of the two Houses of Congress, or by any committee
of either House, upon the ground that his testimony to such fact or his
- production of such paper may tend to disgrace him or otherwise render him
infamous,

(continued on next page)
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§194. Certification of failure to testify; grand jury actionm.

Whenever a witness summoned as mentioned in section 192 of this title
fails to appear to testify or fails to produce any books, papers, records,
or documents, as required, or whenever any witness so summoned refuses
to answer any question pertinent to the subject under inquiry before either
House, or any joint committee established by a joint or concurrent
resolution of the two Houses of Congress, or any committee or
subcommittee of either House of Congress, and the fact of such failure or
failures is reported to either House while Congress is in session, or
when Congress is not in session, a statement of fact constituting such
failure is reported to and filed with the President of the Senate or the
Speaker of the House, it shall be the duty of the sald President of the
Senate or Speaker of the House, as the case may be, to certify, and he
shall so certify, the statement of facts aforesaid under the seal of the
Senate or House, as the case may be, to bring the matter before the grand
Jury for its action,




|

1
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- or "person not a member of the government™ but merely "person." Thus
no statutory limit is placed on summoning members of the executive branch

from the President down to the clerk-typist and file clerk.

At the same time the Executive has considered himself and his branch

immune from the subpoenas of Congress., In 1955 a subcommittee of the

administration of the Federal Employees' Security Program was confronted

|
!
Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil Service investigating the
with the problem of how to obtain the testimony and documents essential

to the investigation. It became "standard policy" of the subcommittee
to subpoena all the witnesses who were to appear before it. The statement
of Secretary of the Army Brucker is typical of the replies to these

subpoenas —-

I am willing to appear before the committee voluntarily at
the committee's invitation at any time or times that may be
mutually convenient, and to furnish the committee such information
and produce for the committee's study such files, records, and
papers as may be within my power to provide. However, as the head
of a department in the executive branch of the Government, I am
advised that}f'cannot be required to appear before a congressional
committee under the compulsion of a subpena, ) and for that reason
I am returning to you herewith the subpena that was served upon me
on September 16,

While I wmust respectfully decline to appear before the
committee under compulsion of a subpena, I shall treat the
committee's action as an invitation to appear and T shall assume
that the committee desires me to be present voluntarily on
September 27, Accordingly, unless I hear from you to the contrary,

I will be there at that time., I wish to emphasize, however, that my
decision to appear voluntarily on this occasion does no constitute
. a wvaiver of my legal position in regard to the subpena .=

1/

. = Kramer and Marcuse, op, cit., page 862,
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In many instauces the documents requested by subpoena were not rrovided.
In ita ranowt iSanaﬁe %eport No. 2750, 84th Congress, 2d session (1956)),
the Subcommittes recommended that "st2ps be taken by the several ‘
comnmittess to provide a test in the courts to determine the respective
powers of the Cougresc and the executive agencies," relative to this
problem, According to Krzmer and Marcuse, pa'contempt proceedings wére
instituted in connection with this 1nvestigation.lj

While there is disagreement on the authority of the Congress to
subpoena the heads of executive departments to testify before committee
proceedings, there is little doubt that, as creations of the Congress
rather than the President's advisers, heads of executive departments do
have an obligation to come before Congress to provide information on
how their departments and the laws assigned to them are being administered.

2. The Special Problem Presented by Members of the President's White
House Staff

A more sensitive situation surrounds the availability of members
of the President's White House and Executive Office Staff to testifvy before
the Congress. The prevailing policy has been that members of the President's

Staff do not testify in formal sessions before Congressional committees.

1
/ Ibid., psges 860-877.

For further reading, see Meader, George, Hon. Government Secrecy.
Congressional Record v, 104, part 3, March 10, 1958: 3848-3854. Page
3849 contains examples of instances in which subpoenas were served on
executive department heads; U.S. Congress., Senate Committee on the
Judiciary. Congressional Power of Investigation., A Study Prepared at the
Request of Senator William Langer, Chairman... by the Legislative
Reference Service... Washington, U.S, Govt. Print. Gff., 1954, (83rd
Congress, 2d session. Senate. Document No. 99). See Chapter 7., Investigation
of the Executive Branch, pages 20-27 ; United States -Supreme -Court.

<33 Annotation: Contempt of Congress or Congressional Committee. 97 L ed
782-821 (1952). ’
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There are occasions when they might meet with individual or selected
members of the Congress, but this is arranged in an ad hoc fashion and
in an informal atmosphere.
In 1951, during the joint committee hearings on the MacArthur dismissal,
General Omar Bradley, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was queried
on the views and counsels to the President during a meeting on April 6,
1951, General Bradley responded that, "at that time I was in a position of
a confidential adviser to the President. I do not feel at liberty to
publicize-what any of us said at that time." Y After some discussion :
Chairman Richard Russell indicated, “"that any matter that transpired in
the private conversation between the President and the Chief of Staff as
to detail can be protected by the witness if he so desires...."gf

President Truman, in reply to a press conference question relative to

. General Bradley's position, observed, "The conversations with my advisers

and my private staff before decisions are made is my business and mine
alone."g’

During President Eisenhower's administration the question of whether
Sherman Adams should testify in Congressional proceedings was handled
differently in different situations., According to Mr. Adams, "McCarthy

wanted to call me as a witness for questioning about the conversations

at the January 21 meeting [at which Adams suggested that a chronology be

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committees on Armed Services and Foreign Relations.
Military Situation in the Far East, Hearings..., 82nd Congress, lst session,
Part 2, May...1951. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1951, page 763.

See pages 763-775 and 911-919 for discussion.

2/ 1bid., page 765.

3/ public Papers of the Presidents, Harry S. Truman, 1951, page 290.
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made of McCarthy's and Cohn's attempts to obtain preferential treatment

for Schine]. He also wanted to see records of monitored telephone calls :
in the White House and in the Department of Defense. In no uncertain

terms, Eisenhéwer told the Republican Congressional leaders in a meeting

with them on May 17 [1954] that White House staff people, like me, were

under no oblipgation to the legislative brapch of tﬁg government and that

he would permit no testimony before a Senate subcommittee concerning private
meetings and telephones calls in which executive branch officials were

involved."l!

The same day President Eisenhower transmitted to Secretary of
Defense Wilson his letter and memorandum instructing him not to tramsmit

to the subcommittee such information which he deemed confidential (see

supra, at pages 11, 16~17). On July 21, 1955, Sherman Adams was invited
to testify before the Senate Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly in
its investigation of the Dixon-Yates power contract; he refused in this
instance "because of my official and confidential relationship to the

w2/

President. In 1958 during the hearings of a subcommittee of the House

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce into the Goldfine

investigation, Mr. Adams voluntarily testified. This, however, did not

relate to interaction between him and the President;gj’ E/

Adams, Sherman. Firsthand Report. New York, Harper and Brothers, 1961,

pages 149-150,

Kramer and Marcuse, op. cit., pages 701-702,

=/ Ibid., page 702, footnote #351.

4/ For brief background information on the McCarthy - Army Investigations,

T see Congress and the Nation, 1945-1964. Washington, Congressional
Quarterly Service, 1965, See pages 1718-1727.




CRS-35

On the other hand, there have been complaints relative to the use

of executive privilege to deny either the right to appear or the

acquisition of information upon appearance.

According to Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, in an article on

Government Organization for Arms Contreol, written in 1961 --

The Disarmament Subcommittee of the Senate Cormittee on Foreign

Relations has experienced the not uncommon difficulty of obtaining |
information from the Executive branch of the government. This }
difficulty is compounded under the status of Special Assistant |
in that he is able to plead executive privilege and thus deny |
to any committee of the Congress...information on any aspect of

the problem which it is to his interest to deny. The Special

Asgistant to the President for Science and Technology and the

Special Assistant to the President for Disarmament have used

executive privilege to deny information to the Senate 1/

Digarmament Subcommittee, as well as to the public at large.”

Senator Humphrey was more explicit in a speech in February 1959 =--

.++Certain portions of testimony are deleted on the ground that
the witness is a consultant to an advisory body to the President
and, therefore, the information should not be given out. Not
only 1s it contended that this is privileged information, but it
is contended that since the testimony of the witness may confliet
with the views of another executive agency, that this matter
should be left to be ironed out within the executive branch of
the Government.

What this amounts to is that a regular executive department
can air its views in public, even if these views conflict with
public pelicy, but a consultant to a Presidential advisory bedv
cannot make some of his views public, even if they agree with the
pelicy. Now this is a strange situation.

* k &k &k X

Dr. Killian and his Science Advisory Committee is not the
only group which has been sheltered from congressional and public
inquiry. When Mr. Stassen was disarmament adviser to the Fresident,
all of work and studies conducted for him were classified under the
label of executive privilege,

i/ Humphrey, Hubert H. Government Organization for Arms Control. In
Brennan, Donald G., ed. Arms Control, Disarmament, and Natiomal
Security. New York, George Braziller, 1961. page 395.
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When Clarence Randall was the President's adviser on foreign
trade, he was prohibited from testifying before Congress because
of his role as Presidential adviser. .

Nelson Rockefeller, when he was advising the President on
matters of psychological warfare, could not tell the public what
his views were and that they were not being accented.

William Foster an able and as conscientious a public servant
as one can find, served as vice chairman of the famous Gaither
report on our national defense. The Gaither report was completely
classified, even from Members of Congress., Mr, Foster, it is
reported, felt so strongly about his views that he wrote a book,
but even this was labeled secret by the White House.l/

j As relates to science policy, Harvey Brooks, in a chapter on The
Scientific Adviser, in 1964, notes one partial solution ==

Under the Eisenhower administration, the Special Assistant often felt
hampered by the rigidity of the practice of executive privilege,
, which is even more enforced when the Executive and Congress are
? , controlled by different parties, There were times when the Special
Assistant was unable to testify although it would have been to
E the interest of the government for him to do so. Reorganization
. Pian No. 2, which became effective in June, 1962, created the

‘ . Office of Science and Technology and gave the Special Assistant

! two hats -- one as a confidential White House adviser and the
- .. other as statutory Director of the Office, subject to Senate

- confirmation. One of the purposes of providing such statutory

§ underpinning to the science advisory role was to permit the

] Director to testify before Congress and thereby formally defend

| administration positions on new science legislation, on
budgetaryv matters affecting basic science, and on the coordination
of federal scientific programs. As a result of this reorganization,
the area which we have called 'policv for science' can become the
subject for congressional testimony, while the area which we have
called 'science in policy' remained under executive privilege.Z/

£y Humphrey, Hubert H., The Need to Know; Address on February 13, 1959. In
U.S. Congress., House. Committee on Government Operations. Availability of
Information from Federal Departments and Agencies {Progress of Study,
August 1958-July 1959). Twelfth Report..,.Washington, U.S. Govt. Print.
Off,, 1959. (86th Congress, lst session. House Report No. 1137) pages
450=-451.

—" Brooks, Harvey. The Scientific Adviser. In Gilpin, Robert and
Christopher Wright, eds.,, Scientists and National Policy-making. New
York, Columbia University Press, 1964. page 91.
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The problem of the unavailability to the Congress of the President's
staff, especially his Assistant for National Security Affairs, has
intensified in recent months. Members of the Congress and the public itself
bave becﬁme more keenly conscious of the importance of the decision
making process in regard to foreign policy. The structure and
personnel of the National Security Council de its Staff has expanded to
‘the point where some observers fear that it is‘impinging on the |
operation and functions ofrthe Department of State and its‘Secretary as

adviser to the President on foreign policy matters., Most distressing,

“however, from the vantage point of Congress, is the fact that this vital

influence in foreign policy making is not available to the_Congrgsg for
quérying in any formal vay.l
Senator J. William Fulbright, Chairman of the Committee on Foréign
Relations, on March 5, 1971, introduced a bill which could be considered
a first step in Congress' efforts to secure information from this source.
The text of the bill follows —
S, 1125

To amend title 5, United States Code, with regard to the
exercise of executive privilege.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives
of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That (a) chapter 3 of title 5, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following new section:

Y

See Marder, Murrey. Symington Hits Kissinger Role as the "Real"
Secretary of State. Washington Post, Mareh 3, 1971: 1, 10, for

description of informal arrangements made with Senate Foreign Relations
Committee.
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; "8306, Executive privilege : .

"(a) An employee of the executive branch summoned or requested to
testify or produce documents before Congress, any joint committee of
the Congress, any committee of either House of the Congress, or any
subcommittee of any such committee, who intends to exercise executive
privilege as to the whole or any portion of the matter about which
, he was summoned, requested to testify, or produce documents, shall
4 not refuse to appear on the grounds that he intends to assert executive
: privilege, ‘ '
: (b) In no case shall an employee of the executive branch appearing
before the Congress, any joint committee of the Congress, any committee.
of either House of the Congress, or any subcommittee of such
committee in response to a summons or request, assert executive
privilege unless the employee presents, at the time executive privilege
1s asserted in response to any testimony or document sought, a
statement signed personally by the President requiring that the employee
assert executive privilege as to the testimony or document sought.”

(¢) The analysis of such chapter is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new item:

"306. Executive privilege.",

e
T
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H. Solutions to the Problem and General Remarks

1. General Attitude Toward "State Secrets"

The struggle between the legislative and executive branches over
executive privilege and congressional investigation of the executive's
administration of the law continues to be a source of controversy. Most
authorities agree that the executive has some discretion to withold information
on military and diplomatic matters, of a nature usually labeled "state secret”
and that he can do so by claiming executive privilege.lj However, some of
the founding fathers, among them Patrick Henry,

recognized the need [only] for temporary withholding of

such transaction as relate to military operations or

affairs of great consequence, the immediate promulgation

of which might defeat the interests of the country.
{emphasis added)2/

Another difficulty arises relative to the definition of the
term, state secret. Rules 33 and 34 of the Rules of Evidence approved in
1953 by the National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws

help slightly --

1/ See Schwartz, op. cit., page 42: Kramer and Marcuse, op. cit., page 902;
Hennings, Thomas C., Jr. The Executive Privilege and the People's Right
to Know, pages 8-11.

2/ Berger, op. cit., page 1068; see Berger, pages 1067-1069.
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Rule 33: 'Secret of state' means information not
open or theretofore officially disclosed to the
public involving the public security or concerning
the military or naval organization or plans of the
United States, or a State or Territory, or concerning
international relations. Rule 34: 'Official

, information' means information not open or thereto-

fore officially disclosed to the public relating to

. internal affairs. . .of the United States acquired

by a public official oflj. .the Urfiited S5tates in

the course of his duty.=

Proposals

a. Schwartz - An Independent Judicial Tribunal

It seemé to Bernard Schwartz, formerly chief counsel and staff

of the House subcommittee investigating the federal regulatory

that the Reynolds case [United States v. Reynolds, see
discussion supra, at pages 7-9 ] furnishes the proper rule
for information involving 'state secrets,' not only
when disclosure is sought in eourt, bubt also when
disclosure is sought in the Congress. If a 'state
secret' is actually involved, the Congress should not
compel disclosure. . . .The congressional organ seeking
disclosure should inquire to determine whether there

is a reasonable basis for the executive claim and, if
that basis is found to exist, more should not be
demanded. What was said in the Reynolds case about

the propriety of such inquiry should apply as well

to cages where it is the Congress that seeks informa-
tion.=

the Congress, as a directly interested party, have a right to

cision in this matter? The answer to this objection

-
i 1/ Schwa
%

2/ 1bid.

AR o, . XA . ST 1 T

rtz, op. e¢it., page 41.
s page 44.
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could be overcome 1f the power of inguiry were vested in
an independent judicial tribunal. . . .The Congress could
. . .establish by law an independent Government Information
Commission. This tribunal could be composed of three
members appointed during good behavicr. Any case in which
an executive officer refused to furnish requested informa-
tion to the Congress would be referred to the Commission.
It would determine, in camera if necessary, whether there
is a 'reasonable ground' for holding that the information
requested involves a 'state secret.' If it determines
there is such ground, disclosure would not be allowed;
otherwise disclosure would be compeilied, under appropriate
coercive powers vested in the Commission by law. Since
both the executive and the Congress will, to some degree,
be interested parties in the cases hefore the Commission,
it is suggested that its members be appointed by a wholly
impartial source, under an almost igrored provision of
Article I1I(2) of the Constitution, i.c., that under which
the Congress may by law vest the appointment of officers
other than those expressly named 'in the Courts of Law.'
Such appointments could be made by the Supreme Court or the
Chief Justice thereof, a method which will ensure both the
prestige and impartiality of the proposed commission.l

b. Berger - Procedure Preliminary to Judicial Suit

Raoul Berger suggests the following in order "to stimulate
design of a statutory procedure" --

(1) If an executive officer declines to furnish
information, the head of the agency, upon a written
request by the congressional committee chairman, shall
hold a closed hearing on the refusal, at which a
representative of the committee shall be entitled to
be heard; (2) If the head thereafter endorses his
subordinate's refusal to produce, the request shall
be put before the relevant legislative branch in
order to obtain approval for the institution of a

suit, Similarly, the institution of -suit for

declaratory judgment by an executive agency might
be conditioned on prior approval by the President.Z

ad L
~~

Ibid., pages 44-45.
Barger, op. cit., page 1335.
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¢. Dechert - Commission of Notables ' - .

Charles R. Dechert, in Availability of Information for Congres-
sional Operations , observes —-

It might. . .be desirable to consider establishing an
institutionalized and automatic procedure for linking
denial of information to future appropriations. This
would seem as a minimum to involve the follpwing
stages: '

(1) Report of denial, giving details as to the
information requested and the agency and activity
involved.

(2) Confirmation of the legitimacy of the
request in terms of congressional function, possibly
by a Commission of Notables.

The Commission might include nominees of the
three branches, and independent members. This
Commission would also verify the fact of refusal
and the budget item(s) involved.

(3) The Commission would authorize the
congressional power of subpoena, and set a deadline
for the submission of the information requested.

(4) Failure to produce the information
requested would result in an automatic notification
to the agency concerned and to the Bureau of the
Budget that the item(s) involved would not be
authorized the following year, and that the agency
would be wise to terminate that part of its activity
within the current appropriation by June 30 of the
on-going fiscal year.

Such an institutional process within the Congress
could be created by legislation or by concurrent
resolution as a self-enforced internal congressional
procedure. Some question might arise as to whether
such self-enforced internal decisions could or
should be subject to judicial review. The use of
a commission mechanism, employing persons of national
prestige and presumed objectivity, would create a
dignified quasi-judicial character that would blunt
accusations of congressional impropriety or irresponsi-
bility in making demands upon the executive or .
employing the appropriation power as an instrument for
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enforcing 1ts prerogatives. Moreover, the commission would
certainly prove a focus of press attention, since conflict is at
the heart of the news. Hence it could serve to direct public
attention to congressional functicens and prero%atives and

their place in the American way of government.ﬁj

d. Lladd - Use of Congressional Committee Apparatus

According to Bruce Ladd, in Crisis in Credibility, it is up to
the Congress to restore the system of checks and balances intrinsic in the
separation of powers structure of the Government.-’it should more effectively
use its appropriation power to "force executive coﬁpliance" with its demands.

Mr. Ladd continues,

This power ought to be employed as often as is necessary to
convince the executive that 'cooperation' is a two-way process.
* ok % d * :

One desirable change {in the committee organization of the
Congress] would be to place the Committees on Government Operations
of the House and Senate in the hands of the political party
other than the party of which the President is a member. Under -
minority control, the major congressional investigating committees
would be considerably more diligent in seeking facts from the
executive branch. Another proposed change, put forward by three
members of the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress,
is for the House and Senate each to establish a new Committee on
Procedures and Policies to monitor executive activities, with
the committee chairmen being from the minority party.z

3, The Current Problem of Classification of Documents and its

Relation to Executive Privilege

The claim of executive privilege in withholding information from
the Congress is separate from the issue of classified documents. The

classification system stems from the executive's practice of taking care

of its records. Classification of a document does not necessarily mean it

1/ Dechert, Charles R. Availability of Information for Congressional
Operations, pages 202-203.
2/ Ladd, op. cit., pages 223-224.
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will be wlithheld from the Congress, which has rules and regulations governing .

the aafék»épimg and examination of classified information. If a classified

—

document is withheld, under the cliaim of executive privilege, the rea.on
for 1ts being wiphheld is not because it is classified, but because it is

a "state secret "

(see supra, at pages 39-40). -

The claim of executive privilege, on ﬁhé other hand, is based on the
separation of powers; the President declares that it is not in the public
interest to transmit certain requested infermation to the legislative |
bfanch. Or, the request might represent an encroachment on the prerogative

' The problem as we have seen arises

of the executive to "execute the laws.'
when the President imposes his privilege over too much information, thus

gseverely limiting the ability of the legislative branch to function properly.

4. Concluding Remarks

The argument—-——that because in the nearly 200—year history of
our constitutional system no decisive action has been taken to eliminate
the oftimes unequal struggle between the executive and the legislative in
this area, thus that struégle must continue unchecked--might be considered
out-of-date. The technological complexity of decision making in today's
world may require that apparatus and procedures for a just settlement of
of the tug-of-war on a case by case basis be formulated and put into opera-
tion. The suggestions above indicate that a thorough and up-to-date

investigation and search for remedies may need to be initiated.
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At the same time, much can be done ﬁow by the President and his
"men" and by the Congress to improve the sitqation.f'fﬁé President can
establish guidelines and procedures to insure tﬁat Congress in all instances
receives the informar.on it needs in order to function properly. Not many

\

persons would question the failure of the executive to disclose information

-

which QEnuinely needs to be "secret;" however, theréﬁg;g methods for the
discloéure to the Congress of "secret" information when it is necessary
for them to ﬁave it. At the same time Conpgrecs must make certain that
thé"iggéfmﬁtioﬁ it requests is genuinely necessary to its function. Y
The various subjective.evaluations which are inherent in the foregoing
suggest third party arbitration as one solution.

There aréw6£ﬁer possible solutions and it is in the interest of effective
representative democratic govermnment that the Congress explore the ways by

which it can obtain all the informatien it requires for fulfilling completely

its Constitutiomal role.

1/ For more discussion, see Schwartz, op. cit., pages 45-50; Kramer and
Marcuse, op. clt., pages 909-916; Bishop, Joseph W., Jr. The Executive's
Right of Privacy: an Unresolved Constitutional Question, pages 488-491.
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Executive Privilege -- Examples of Claims Made in Response

List in Department of Justice Study (1956): 1796-1947

public interest?

U.S. Department of Justice.

June 20 and 22, 1956.
Page 2914,

President Dats Typo of information refused
Georpe Washington. ..cceev--- 178 Inzirictions to United Btates Ministor eomeomning Jay Tresty,
- Thomas Jolleron. ...cacennaaany 1807 Con?dcntiul infortoution und letters relating to Burr's oon.
apirney.
Jumoa Monfot. _._coceseanaannn 1825 Documents rolating to conduct of naval officers,
A JRCKSOR. ccnesmnmmenn 1833- {1 Copy of paper rend hy Presidewt to heads of deparimenta
relating to removal of bank deposita,

1835 Copies of charges ngainst removed };:uhllc oflicial,

1838 List of ali nplm'mmmnl.s maile wilthout Senate’s consent, sings
1824, ond thoso receiving salnrics, without holding oflies,

Joho Trler .. oo damane 1842 Nrr\rm‘s;“ of Members of 26th and 27th Congrosses who applisd
. or office.

1343 Report to War Department dealing with alleged frauds prac-
ticnd on Indinns, nnd Colonel Hitcheock’s views of personal
churneters of Indian delegates. |

146 Evidenee of payinents made through State Department, on
Yresitient's certifientes, by prior administmation.

1852 Officin! information concerning proposition made by King of

Saudwich Iskands to transter islands to United States,
1860 Message of protest to House agninst resolution to investigats
attempts by Exceutive to inliuence legislation.
Abraham Lineoln. ...cceenmea- 1961 Dispatehes of Major Anderson to the War Department con.
cvrning defense of Fort Sumter,
Ulymes 8, Grant. .oeocoeeeooo 1878 Ing:rn}at]lon concerning cxceutive acts performed away from
apliol.

1877 Becretary of Treasury refused to answer questions and to
dizee papers concerning reasons for nomination of Theocors
Ronsevelt as enilector of port of New York.

1888 Dnﬁumt}nt: relating to suspension and removal of Federal
oflicials.

1909 Attorney Genernl’s resaona for fallure to prosecuts Unlted
States Steel Corp,

1009 Documents of Bureau of Corporations, Department of Com-
TeTen, .

Calvin Coolidge. ...ccamemean-- 1024 Ltlst of onrr‘tipnnies i which Sccretary of Treasury Mellon was
nterestod.
Herbert Hoover......ccoeeeee. 1930 Teleprums and lotters lending up to London Naval Treaty.

1932 Testinony and documicnts conecrning investigatlon made by

- Treasury Departmnent.
Frankiin D. Roosevelt. .. ... . 1Ml Federnl Bureau of Investigation reports. *
1943 Dgccmrl;.] Bureau of the Budget, refused to testify and to pro-
uee flies. .
148 | Chairman, Federal Communications Commisssion, and Board
: of War Cominunications refused records,

143 Qeneral Counsel, Federal Communications Commission, re-

= fused to produce records.

143 Becretaries of War and Navy, refused to {urnish documents,
and permission for Army and naval officers to testity.

1944 1. Edgor Hoover refused to glve testimeny and to produce
President’s directive,

Pregident Truman............. 1945 Tasned dircetions to heads of executive departments to permit
olficers and employees to give Information to Pearl Harbor
Committee, .
1945 Ptesligcm's directivo did not include sny files or written ma~
. terial.

1947 Civil Bervice Commission records concerning applicants for

positions. :

Is a congressional committee entitled
to demand and receive information and papers from the President
and the heads of departments which they deem confidential, in the
Study transmitted by Deputy Attorney General
William P. Rogers on June 18, 1956. In U.S. Congress. House.
Committee on Government Opetrations.
from federal departments and agencies.
with government lawyers.
Congress, 2d session.
Print. Off., 1957.

Availability of information

Part 12 -- Panel discussion
Hearings before a subcommittee. . ., 84th
Washington, U.S. Govt.
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List in Letter and Memo of May 17, 1954: 1948-1952

Dats Type of document refused ¥

Mar, 4, 1048. ...} FBI letter-report on Dr. Condon, Director of Natlonal'Bureau of Standards, refused by
Seerctary of Commerce.
Mar. 16, 1948_____| President issued dircetive forbldding sl! exccutive departments and agencles to furnish
Information or reports concerning loyalty of their employees to any court or committes
of Congress, unless Prosident approves.
March 1048 ...| Dr. John R, Steclman, Confidential Adviser to the President, refused to appear befors
Cammittes on Education and Labor of the House, following tha service of two sub-
penos upon him.  President directed him not to appear.
Avg. 5,108 ... Altorney Gencral wrote Senator Ferguson, chairman of Benate Invoestigations Sub-
enmmittee, that he would not furnish letlers, momarands, and other notices which
the Justice Department had furnished to other Government apencies concerning
W, W. Remington,
Feb, 22,1080, .. B. Rea. 231 dirocting Sonnte subcommittee to procure State Department loyalty files
Eu met with President Truman's refusal, following vigorous opposition o J. Edgar

0OVEr.
. M, 27,1980._...| Attorney General and Director of FBI appearsd before Seriate subcommittee. Mr.

Hoover's historlc statament of reasons for refusing to furnish raw files approved by

Attomney Genernl,
May 16, 1851..... QOenernl Bradley refused to divuige conversations hetween President and hin advisers
16 combined Senate Forelgn Relations and Armed Services Commiltees,

Jan, 81, 1053.........| President Truman directed Becretary of Siate to rofuse to Senats Internsl Becurity
. Buheommittee the reports and views of Foreign Service officers.

Apr. 22, 1932 .._ Acting Attorney Genera) Perlman laid down procedure for complying ‘with requesta for
inspection of Department cf Justice files hy Committee on J ud.lclar{:

Requests on open cases would not be honored. Status report will be furnished.

As to closed cases, files would be made available, All FBI reports and confidential

information woulkd not be made available.
As to personnel files, they are nover disclosed.

——Wv.l;'l'. 108 ... President Truman instructed Secretary of State to withheld from Senate Appropris-

tlons Subcommittee Gies on loyalty and security investigations of employees—policy
to apply to all executive agencies, The namesof individuals determined to be security
risks would not be divulged, The voting record of members of an agency loyalty
board would not be divulged.

Letter and memo of May 17, 1954, Letter from President Dwight D.
Eisenhower to Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson enclosing
Memorandum to the President from Attorney Gemeral Herbert Brownell

on the availability of information to the Congress. In U.S. Congress.
House. Committee on Government Operations., Availability of informa-
tion from federal departments and agencies. Part 16 -— Department

of Defense, seventh section (Air Force-GAQ). Hearings before a
subcommittee. . ., 85th Congress, 2nd session. November 12 and 13
1958. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1958. Pages 3916. ,
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# L
. : SOURCE: Table of Federal Information Cases. In U.S. Congress. House
- . Committee on Government Operations. Availability of Information
.\ : from Federal Departments and Agencies (The First Five Years
- : and Progress of Study, August 1959-July 1960). Twenty-fourth
Report by the Committee. . . . Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off.,
1960. (86th Congress, 2d session. House Report No. 2084). See
pages 4-35 for tabular listing of restrictions of information to the
public and to Congress between June 9, 1955 and June 1960.
e
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J. Llist of Msjor Refexences Used in the Survey

Berger, Raoul. Executive privilege v. coﬁgressional inquiry. UCLA law
review wv. 12, 1965. 71043-1120, 1287-1364. T

Bishop, Joseph W., Jr. The executive's right of privacy: an unresolved
constitutional question. Yale law journal v. 66, no. 4, February

1957: &477-491.

Corwin, Edward S. The president; office and powers, 1787-1957. History
and analysis of practice and opinion. New York, New York University
Press, 1957. Pages 110-117.

Dechert, Charles R...Availability of information for congressional operatlons
In deGrazia, Alfred, coord. Twelve studies of the organization of = -
Congress. Washington, D.C., The American Enterprise Imstitute for
Public Policy Research, 1966. Pages 185-203.

Hennings, Thomas C., Jr. The executive privilege and the people's right to
know. Federal bar journal v. 19, no. 1, January 1959: 1-12.

Kramer, Robert and Herman Marcuse. Executive privilege -- a study of the
period 1953-1960. George Washington law review v. 29, no. 4,
April 1961: 623-717; v. 29, no. 5, June 1961: 827-916.

Ladd, Bruce. Crisis in credibility. New York, The New American Library,
1963. :

Letter and memo of May 17, 1954. Letter from President Dwight D. Eisenhower
to Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson enclosing Memorandum to the
President from Attorney General Herbert Brownell on the availability
of information to the Congress. 1In U.S. Congress. House. Committee
on Government Operations. Availability of information from federal
departments and agencies. Part 16 -- Depg&rtment of Defense, seventh
section (Air Force-GAOD). Hearings before a subcommittee. . ., 85th
Congress, 2nd session. November 12 and 13, 1958. Washington, U.S.
Govt. Print. Off., 1958. Pages 3909-3916.
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Rogers, William P. Inquiry by the legislative branch concerning the decision

making process and documents of the executive branch. Prepared
statement by the Attorney General of the United States before the
Senate Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights, March 6, 1958. 1In

U.5. Congress. Senate. Committee on the Judiciary. Withholding of
information from the public and press. A survey of federal departments
and agencies conducted by the Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights:
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1960. (86th Congress, lst session.
Committee Print) Pages 682-696.

A
==e===, Memorandum of December 9, 1960. In U.S. Congress. House. Committee

on Government Operations. Availability of information from federal
departments and agencies. Progress of study, July - December 1960.
Fifth report by the Committee on Government Operations. Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1961 (87th Congress, lst session. House
report no. 818) See part VI. A case study of executive privilege,
pages 155-194, Also cited in footnotes as Case Study.

Schwartz, Bernard. Executive privilege and congressional investigatory

~power. California law review v. 47, no. 1, March 1959: 3-50.

Taylor, Telford. Grand inquest; the story of congressional investigations.

U.s.

New York, Simon and Schuster, 1955. Pages 97-109. ~

Congress. House. Committee on Governmment Operations. The right of
Congress to obtain information from the executive and from other
agencies of the federal govermment. Study by the staff of the
Committee on Government Operations. May 3, 1956. Washington, U.S.
Govt. Print. Off., 1956. (84th Congress, 2d session. Committee Print).
In U.S. Congress. House, Committee on Government Operations.
Availability of information from federal departments and agencies.

Part 12 -- Panel discussion with government lawyers. Hearings

before a subcommittee. . .» B4th Congress, 2d session. June 20 and

22, 1956. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1957. Pages 2997-
3028,

Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Congressional
inquiry into military affairs. A study prepared at the request of
the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate. March 1968.

Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1968. (90th Congress, 2d session.
Committee Print). '
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U.5. Department of Justice., Is a congressional committee entitled to

demand and recaive Information and papers from the President and the
heads of departments which they deem confidential, in the public
interest? Study transmitted by Deputy Attorney General William T.
Rogers on June 18, 1956. In U.S. Congress. House. Committee on
Government Operations. Awailability of information from federal
departments and agencies. Part 12 -~ Panel discussion with government
lawyers. Hearings before a subcommittee. . ., B4th Congress, 2d
sesslon. June 20 and 22, 1956. Washington, U.S5. Govt. Print. Off.,
1957. Pages 2891-2945. S

Younger, Irving. Congressional investigations and executive secrecy:

“a-study In the separation of powers. University of Rittsburgh law
review v, 20, go. 4, June 1959: 755-784.




Learn how Capitol Hill really works

For more than 40 years, TheCapitol.Net and its predecessor, Congressional Quarterly Executive
Conferences, have been teaching professionals from government, military, business, and NGOs about
the dynamics and operations of the legislative and executive branches and how to work with them.

Our custom, on-site training and publications include congressional operations, legislative and budget
process, communication and advocacy, media and public relations, research, testifying before Congress,
legislative drafting, critical thinking and writing, and more.
Diverse Client Base—We have tailored hundreds of custom on-site training programs for Congress,
numerous agencies in all federal departments, the military, law firms, lobbying firms, unions, think
tanks and NGOs, foreign delegations, associations and corporations, delivering exceptional insight
into how Washington works.™

Experienced Program Design and Delivery—We have designed and delivered hundreds
of custom programs covering congressional/legislative operations, budget process, media training,

Professional Materials—We provide training materials and publications that show how Washington
works. Our publications are designed both as course materials and as invaluable reference tools.

Large Team of Experienced Faculty—More than 150 faculty members provide independent
subject matter expertise. Each program is designed using the best faculty member for each session.

Non-Partisan—TheCapitol.Net is non-partisan.
GSA Schedule—TheCapitol.Net is on the GSA Schedule, 874-4, for custom on-site training:
GSA Contract GSO2F0192X.

Please see our Capability Statement on our web site at TCNCS.com.

Custom training programs are designed to meet your educational and training goals, each led by
independent subject-matter experts best qualified to help you reach your educational objectives
and align with your audience.

As part of your custom program, we can also provide classroom space, breaks and meals, receptions,
tours, and online registration and individual attendee billing services.

For more information about custom on-site training for your organization, please see our web site:
TCNCustom.com or call us: 202-678-1600, ext 115.

writing skills, legislative drafting, advocacy, research, testifying before Congress, grassroots, and more.

TheCapitol.Net is on the

é . Contract GS02F0192X GSA Schedule 87474.
I h It ' N t M for custom on-site training.
() ' GSA Contract GS02F0192X

Non-partisan training and publications that show how Washington works.™

PO Box 25706, Alexandria, VA 22313-5706
202-678-1600 e www.thecapitol.net
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