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vania was investigated by the. Federal Public: H’Ousing_'Authomty,a S
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. public if they chose. 1In other vvords, -they’loﬁicialsﬁwhosg ‘ oWn‘cbnduct S
was investigatéd‘wereg'iVen};ithe\ power of censorship over a report on =

{ . the public has a right to know. This bill is
}  Weof the press wish it were stro ) '
| exceptions, some couched in broad lan

 their own performance. Natural A,g,'_;fthBY;cl}OSe:td.Suppressﬂ.t,he report.

_ which kept its report secret, saying local officials could make thereport o

NEA has kept its membership informed in every possible way about - S
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|  the progresspf‘this Jegislation. Throug! weekly and monthly news-
Jetters to our members, through the pag

s of NEA’s fortnightly news- - S

es ¢ s o
~ paper, Publishers’ Auxiliary, and the NEA monthly magazine, Na-
 tional Publisher, the hometown press. has been constantly informed

.. about the progress of‘thisvpendingvle‘g‘ismtlon.g ‘NEA regards the Long i -

. R

and Moss bills as perhaps the most :1;mpor‘tan’c‘~1egislation affecting

the pressnow pending}befbr/e‘Goﬁgress.

% In 1964, NEA instituted an award of merit. Theﬁfstfeclplent st

John E. Moss, who was sin Tong

fight for freedom of information. - Last week thi

- \was Representative

- for the second time and the recipient was Senator Edwar V..
~ also for his right-to-know efforts. | These awards should signify how
important NEA regards leadership roles in the struggle to achieve
freddom of information at alllevels. e e SRRl R

" NEA believes that there is a erying need for legislation to force -
the F”éﬁhera’;lGoVernmehtTtof?cgasp suppression of information which

a step in that direction.

» and did n

* exceptions, some couched in broac GRELAE Oy 1 would ¢
e ;,‘ureaucrats*tjow1t‘hhold what they ;should,reve‘a,l;.,&W e realize, however,
~ that any change at all 18 difficult to achieve and if it is the judgment.

~ of this subcommittee and the Congress that +thiis is the strongest free-

1 did not, contain so many
age which we feel would allow

‘dom of information bill that can become law, ‘we will suppprt-thatf}!;_ .
decision and back the pending bill without Strengthening‘amené;‘mehﬁs. g
- NEA was distressed by the testimony presented to your subcom- ey e
mittee by a Justice Department s‘pbkesman“on;March 30.  An Assistant

- Attorney General presented 10 pages of testimony to this body, the
first 314 pages devoted to ‘honeyed words about “a stead, flow of in-
formation” being “truly the Jifeblood of our democratic system.”
These were fine Sesertions and we heartily concur. o Sited T

. However, the Department. of Justice official after édmpleting,‘

" remarks in tribute to the cause of freedom of information negated is

position by devoting the final six and one-half pages of his pres

tion to telling_ym‘xrthebill might fjbéuncqnstitumona;l; ,ftha»t?;l‘tsiwhgle .

approach is “Gimpossible” and would “adversely affect the public in- -

terest.” In short, the Assistant ‘Attorney ! eneral argued against any

law that would substitute for “executive judgment a: d discretion.”

" Of all the untenable positions,for*as’,Fe;d'eralfofﬁcial-to take. Of all st

~ the affronts to sincere men like Congressman. Moss who haye been
L 'turnmg‘up.iljnsta,nce*after: instance of suppression of information, for
the convenience of the bureaucrats, and, contrary to the public interest. SR

 The Justice Department concedes the public has the right to know, i

~ but only ;‘wha_;te«the departmental ‘exegut;weichoofp*es to reveal. What =

an insu

a sﬁrdﬁ@”
: .‘Appa,rrently the a,dministra;tiQIr do

 to Congress. What an invitation to you gentlemen to pass
bill and put a powerful, heads! ong bureaucracy in its place.

es not takethls 1eg]isla;tiox;; seri- .



