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TRIBUTE TO PAUL HEFNER

HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 9, 1998

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to my good friend Paul Hefner,
who has just completed a remarkably suc-
cessful tenure as President of the Greater San
Fernando Chamber of Commerce. In 1997,
Paul began his one-year term as Chairman of
the San Fernando Chamber of Commerce.
Under Paul’s able leadership, the Chamber
has grown and engaged in a series of suc-
cessful outreach efforts, which led to changing
the name to the ‘‘Greater’’ San Fernando
Chamber. Paul’s affable personality and busi-
ness experience proved to be of tremendous
value in this effort.

For 25 years, Paul worked with First Inter-
state Bank of California. He began as a
branch operations officer, and rose through
the ranks to hold a number of senior positions,
including Senior Vice President and Chief of
Staff, Los Angeles Metro Division. He played
a major role in creating the first multi-state
First Interstate image and several automation
projects, including Cirrus, the national auto-
mated teller machine network.

In 1989, Paul left First Interstate and formed
his own business, Words in Motion, which he
established in his hometown of San Fernando.
Words in Motion is a unique business, one
that reflects the strong spirituality of its found-
er. Paul’s company specializes in the resolu-
tion of Christian church disputes, offering as-
sistance to those seeking to resolve disputes
in a biblically faithful manner.

I don’t know whether Paul put this training
to work as President of the San Fernando
Chamber. What I do know is that by common
consensus 1997–98 was one of the most pro-
ductive years in Chamber history. In August, a
few weeks after Paul assumed the chairman-
ship, The Chamber entered into a consulting
services agreement with the City of San Fer-
nando to conduct four key economic develop-
ment programs for the business community.
And under Paul’s leadership the Chamber has
changed from a primarily volunteer-based or-
ganization to one with a full-time, professional
staff.

I ask my colleagues to join me in saluting
Paul Hefner, a great Chamber Chairman, an
exceptional businessman and an extremely
nice guy. I salute him for his extraordinary ef-
forts on behalf of the business community of
San Fernando and the Northeast San Fer-
nando Valley.
f

HONORING DANIEL CARTER
BEARD

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 9, 1998

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
recognize Daniel Carter Beard, the founder of
the Boy Scouts of America, for his contribu-
tions to the young people of our country. I
wish to call to the attention of our colleagues
the outstanding achievements of Daniel Carter
Beard, who made his home in my Congres-

sional District in Suffern, which is located in
Rockland County, New York. This year Rock-
land County, as part of its celebrations of its
bicentennial, is honoring this distinguished
former resident of our county.

On June 14th, the Hudson Valley Boy Scout
Council/Rockland District of the Boy Scouts of
America will be honoring Daniel Carter Beard
with the dedication of a new bronze plaque.
This dedication coincides with the Rockland
County Bicentennial Celebration.

Born in Cincinnati, Ohio in 1850, Daniel
Carter Beard enjoyed camping and exploring
the wilderness as a child. This early interest
sowed the seeds of a later passion for the out-
doors and a career as an illustrator. Beard
studied engineering at Covington, Kentucky
and art at the Art Students League in New
York City. By 1900, Beard had received na-
tional recognition for his illustrations in many
wildlife and outdoor magazines.

In 1905, Beard became the editor of Recre-
ation, a sportsmen magazine, which under his
direction became a voice in wildlife conserva-
tion. Daniel Carter Beard also founded the
Sons of Daniel Boone; a group dedicated to
conservation, to the outdoor life, and the pio-
neer spirit. By 1909, he founded the Boy Pio-
neers of America. This group, like the Sons of
Daniel Boone, was a way to improve the lives
of urban youths, according to Beard.

Following the success of a youth movement
in England, Beard worked to start the Boy
Scouts of America which were chartered in
1910. As founder of the BSA, Beard designed
the hat, shirt, and neckerchief to be worn as
a symbol of the American frontier.

Beard appreciated the importance of pre-
serving the dwindling frontier and felt it was
important to stop the deterioration of the wil-
derness. He recognized that the frontier way
of life was rapidly disappearing forever, and
recognized the importance of preserving this
rich heritage for future generations. He taught
our young people how to camp, hunt, fish, and
to appreciate their environment. The Boy
Scouts of America continue to instruct these
ideals and to preserve the teachings of Daniel
Carter Beard.

Subsequently, Beard’s personality made him
a folk hero to many young men who attended
his camp in Pennsylvania and read his articles
in Boys Life. He became known as ‘‘Uncle
Dan,’’ with his public appearances wearing a
buck skin suit, and his monthly columns de-
scribing his experiences in the wilderness.

Daniel Carter Beard died at the ripe age of
90, after living a life full of many experiences
and accomplishments. His legacy lives on
through his books, illustrations, and stories.
Board was laid to rest at the Brick Church
Cemetery, not far from his home, Brooklands,
in Suffern. He has continued to touch the lives
of America’s youth with his contributions to
scouting and wildlife conservation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join
me in honoring Daniel Carter Beard. The Boy
Scouts of America has been an important part
of my of my life since my youth, and I recog-
nize that it is an important outlet for young
men to learn to appreciate their natural sur-
roundings and to value all that nature has
given us, and to hold character as they learn
the importance of integrity, hard work, and
brotherhood.

AMERICANS DON’T NEED SPEECH
NANNIES

HON. TOM DeLAY
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 9, 1998

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I submit to the
RECORD Douglas Johnson’s insightful and val-
uable analysis of campaign regulation propos-
als and their impact on freedom of speech. I
hope my colleagues will examine it prior to
supporting so-called campaign ‘‘reform’’ meas-
ures.

[From National Right to Life News, Sept. 30,
1997]

DO AMERICAN VOTERS NEED SPEECH NANNIES?
(By Douglas Johnson)

Many incumbent members of Congress are
eager to provide America’s voters with a new
government service—a federal law to protect
them from messages about politicians that
may ‘‘manipulate’’ simple-minded voters, es-
pecially those communications that are
‘‘negative’’ in tone, or that will result in
‘‘unhealthy’’ debate.

Yes, if Senator John McCain, Senator Russ
Feingold, Common Cause, and their allies
get their way, federal legislators, political
appointees, and FEC career speech regu-
lators will become the political speech nan-
nies for the rest of us. They will do their ut-
most to shield their fellow citizens from an
excess of information and claims about poli-
ticians—conflicting messages that may con-
fuse and befuddle them, or even trick them
into voting for the ‘‘wrong’’ candidates.

If you do not regard yourself as being in
need of such a service from your govern-
ment, then maybe it’s time for you to take
a closer look at the McCain-Feingold bill.
The latest revision, currently on the Senate
floor, contains speech-nanny provisions that
are even stronger than those found in earlier
versions, and astonishing in their
brazenness.

In recent days, the media have reported
that the new bill would restrict broadcast
ads that mention candidates within 60 days
of an election. However, the bill actually
contains multiple speech restrictions that
sweep far more broadly than the 60-day pro-
vision.

The other, less publicized provisions en-
compass both print and broadcast commu-
nications—and apply year around. The bill
would generally prohibit unions and corpora-
tions—including issue-advocacy groups such
as National Right to Life, the ACLU, or the
Sierra Club—from paying for communica-
tions to the public at any time of the year
that federal regulators consider to be ‘‘for
the purpose of influencing a federal elec-
tion,’’ if the sponsoring organization is
deemed to have any of ten broad categories
of links (direct or indirect, actual or pre-
sumed) to a candidate, including the mere
sharing of professional vendors. ‘‘Candidate’’
includes all incumbent members of Congress,
unless they have announced their retire-
ment, starting the day after any election.

AND ‘‘EXCEPTION’’ THAT PROVES THE RULE

Sen. McCain has made much of what he
calls an ‘‘exception’’ which he claims would
protect the right to disseminate certain
printed information about the voting records
of Members of Congress and the positions of
candidates, including so-called ‘‘voter-
guides.’’

Actually, however, the so-called ‘‘excep-
tion’’ amounts to an elaborate set of ‘‘speech
specifications,’’ spelling out what type of in-
formation on politicians’ votes and positions
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the Congress would deign to permit. Among
other specifications, such printed material
would be verboten unless it is solely pre-
sented ‘‘in an educational manner,’’ which is
federal speech-regulation jargon meaning
‘‘no explicit or implicit value judgments al-
lowed.’’ The bill also contains an additional
requirement that the communication must
not contain ‘‘words that in context can have
no reasonable meaning other than to urge
the election or defeat of one or more clearly
identified candidates.’’

This so-called ‘‘exception’’ would really op-
erate as a ban on the sort of congressional
voting ‘‘scorecards’’ and voter guides that
are commonly disseminated by many issue-
oriented citizen groups and unions. Typi-
cally, such materials reflect a viewpoint on
the issues covered by the scorecard or voter
guide. This viewpoint may be evident, for ex-
ample, in the selection of issues and the way
that they are characterized, through ‘‘posi-
tive’’ or ‘‘negative’’ rates of ‘‘grades,’’ and
through explicit commentary.

Such commentary is not an ‘‘abuse’’ or
‘‘evasion’’ of federal law. Rather, it is fully
protected by the First Amendment, which is
not a ‘‘loophole’’ but, among other things,
the nation’s paramount ‘‘election law.’’

Under the so-called ‘‘exception,’’ however,
a citizens’ group such as NRLC, Inc., could
not at any time of the year issue a brochure
that contains the value-laden statement,
‘‘On May 20, 1997, Senator Russ Feingold
voted to allow the brutal partial-birth abor-
tion procedure to remain legal,’’ without
risk of facing an FEC investigation for en-
gaging in advocacy against and ‘‘candidate.’’
In addition, for 60 days before the primary or
general election, NRLC, Inc., could not run
an ad on the radio or TV that said simply,
‘‘Senator Russ Feingold voted against the
Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act, H.R. 1122, on
May 20, 1997.’’

Isn’t this really ‘‘incumbent protection,’’
big time? One of the few disadvantages of
being an incumbent is the possibility of
being called upon to defend one’s actual
votes on any of hundreds of issues. But the
incumbents will have to do a lot less such de-
fending, if the McCain-Feingold speech re-
strictions were in effect.

These restrictions would apply even to
communications that ask citizens to take
action with respect to approaching votes on
critical issues in Congress. For example,
prior to the September, 1996 votes in the U.S.
House and U.S. Senate on whether to over-
ride President Clinton’s veto of the Partial-
Birth Abortion Ban Act, NRLC published
brochures that asked readers to contact spe-
cific members of Congress (i.e., ‘‘can-
didates’’) who had previously voted against
the bill in order to urge them to switch sides
and vote to override the veto. Some did so.
Other groups ran TV ads with similar mes-
sages.

ONLY PACS CAN SPEAK

Under the bill, it would remain lawful for
a Political Action Committees (PAC) to
utter the name or depict the likeness of a
candidate before an election, so long as the
PAC was able to avoid inadvertently violat-
ing the bill’s Byzantine provisions defining
impermissible ‘‘coordination,’’ which include
such things as merely paying for ‘‘the profes-
sional services of any person that has pro-
vided or is providing campaign-related serv-
ices in the same election cycle’’ to a can-
didate who the PAC wishes to support. Run-
ning afoul of these ‘‘coordination’’ rules
automatically limits the PAC’s speech on be-
half of a candidate to $5,000.

A law that allows only PACs (and the news
media) to speak about politicians would si-
lence countless citizens’ groups across the
nation that do not have the resources to

meet the complex regulatory demands that
are involved in operating a PAC (e.g., hiring
accountants and lawyers with expertise in
federal election law, filing complex reports,
reporting the names and occupations of do-
nors to the government, etc.).

Moreover, even groups that have connected
PACs, such as NRLC, would be able to en-
gage in far less politician-specific speech
than now, which is precisely the goal of the
speech-regulators. Current law places strin-
gent rationing restrictions on PACs. Such
PACs may solicit and accept donations only
from individual members, donations are lim-
ited to $5,000, and the names of all donors of
over $200 (under the bill, $50) must be re-
ported to the government, among other re-
strictions.

However, the Supreme Court has held that
such government regulations may be applied
only to communications that contain ex-
plicit words urging a vote for or against a
candidate. The Court has held that ‘‘issue
advocacy’’—meaning citizen groups’ com-
mentary on politicians and their positions
on issues—is core political expression and
enjoys the highest degree of immunity under
the First Amendment.

The Supreme Court’s decisions do not
allow this definition to be adjusted by fed-
eral or state legislative bodies, because that
would allow precisely what is being at-
tempted now—government control of the
content and the amount of speech regarding
the matters that are at the very core of the
First Amendment’s protections.

The Supreme Court did not adopt its nar-
row definition of ‘‘express advocacy’’ based
on some native misperception that only mes-
sages that explicitly urge a ‘‘vote for’’ or
‘‘vote against’’ a specific candidate would in-
fluence voters. Rather, the Court explicitly
recognized that many other types of speech
regarding the merits of the positions and
votes of candidates may sway voters (that’s
why they’re called ‘‘voter guides’’), but re-
jected limitations on such speech as alien to
the First Amendment.

As the Court said in Buckley v. Valeo, ‘‘As
long as persons and groups eschew expendi-
tures that in express terms advocate the
election or defeat of a clearly identified can-
didate, they are free to spend as much as
they want to promote the candidate and his
views.’’ [emphasis added] But under the
McCain-Feingold bill, they cannot ‘‘spend as
much as they want to promote the candidate
and his views’’—or even mention his name on
the radio.

CONTROLLING POLITICAL DEBATE

Many of the arguments being offered to
justify restrictions on private speech about
politicians seem to flow from a preconcep-
tion that certain political elites should de-
fine the proper parameters for political dis-
course—by force of law.

Burt Neuborne, legal director the Brennan
Center for Justice (an organization devoted
to seeking the overruling of Buckley v Valeo),
displayed this elitist mindset at a February
27 hearing before the House Judiciary Con-
stitution Subcommittee. Neuborne com-
mended the panel’s chairman, Congressman
Charles Canady (R–Fl.), ‘‘for the disciplined
way the hearing has been run, and how care-
fully you maintained the ground rules that
allowed real free speech to come out here.
And I’m really saying that the same idea has
to be thought of in the electorial process.
* * * In a courtroom speech is controlled. In
this room speech is controlled, and the net
result is good speech.’’

Here, indeed, is a new vision of democ-
racy—elections in which the government sits
on high as a judge, decreeing who will speak,
at what time, and for how long.

Or consider the words of Sen. McCain him-
self, who explained on September 26, ‘‘These

groups run ads that even the candidates who
benefit from them often disapprove of. Fur-
ther, these ads are almost always negative
attacks on a candidate and do little to fur-
ther healthy political debate.’’ [emphasis
added]

Where does Sen. McCain think he gets the
authority to suppress commentary on politi-
cians that he considers ‘‘negative’’ or
‘‘unhealthy’’? And does he really imagine
that it is constitutionally relevant whether
or not candidates ‘‘disapprove of’’ the speech
of citizens’ groups?

Even more haughty are the words of Con-
gressman Scotty Baesler (D–Ky.), who says
that unless restrictions are placed on inde-
pendent communications, ‘‘the candidate
risks losing control over the tone, clarity,
and content of his or her own campaign.‘‘

Whatever gave Mr. Baesler the outlandish
notion that he has authority to control the
tone or content of the debate that precedes
an election? Elections are not the sole prop-
erty of the candidates. The right to seek to
persuade fellow citizens of what issues they
should weigh heavily at election time is as
fundamental as the right to vote itself. As
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Cir-
cuit put it in FEC v. CLITRIM—one of the
innumerable federal court decisions striking
down various speech regulation schemes put
forward by the Federal Election Commis-
sion—‘‘the right to speak out at election
time is one of the most zealously protected
under the Constitution.’’

PROTECT THE DIMWITS?

We are told that ads and voters guides put
out by citizens’ groups influence elections’’—
but just what does that mean? After all,
none of the communications being debated—
voter guides, scorecards, TV ads—can ‘‘influ-
ence elections’’ at all, except to the extent
that they are given weight by registered vot-
ers.

Doesn’t our constitutional system of gov-
ernment ultimately rest on the general
premise that these people—grownups, Amer-
ican citizens—should be allowed to sort out
the competing political messages (including
those presented by the news media) without
government-imposed filters or government-
imposed counterspeech?

Restrictions on speech such as those con-
tained in the McCain-Feingold bill seem to
grow out of a ‘‘protect-the-dimwits’’
mindset—a usually unspoken premise among
many members of certain political and
media elites that we need laws to protect the
poor perplexed voters from being manipu-
lated by independent political voices.

For example: in an August 19 interview on
CNN, Alan Baron, chief Democratic counsel
for the campaign finance investigation of
Sen. Fred Thompson’s Governmental Affairs
Committee, suggested that there is some-
thing improper or illicit about the voter
guides that the Christian Coalition distrib-
utes by the millions. These leaflets typically
summarize the positions of two or more can-
didates on from five to fifteen issues.

These voter guides ‘‘are manipulated,’’ Mr.
Baron complained. ‘‘Certain issues are em-
phasized in one election and then deempha-
sized in another election. They are clearly
intended—based on everything I have discov-
ered about them—they are intended to ma-
nipulate the voter into voting a certain way,
usually for very conservative Republican
candidates.’’

(This is pretty sinister stuff—‘‘manipulat-
ing’’ voters into looking more favorably on
certain types of candidates by talking about
their positions on certain issues and not
other issues. What will happen if the AFL–
CIO, Handgun Control, the Sierra Club, and
the National Abortion and Reproductive
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Rights Action League—or, for that matter,
the League of Women Voters—find out about
this trick?)

Clearly, in Mr. Baron’s eyes, the Christian
Coalition voter guides ‘‘in context can have
no reasonable meaning other than to urge
the election or defeat of one or more clearly
identified candidates,’’ and are deficient in
maintaining the proper ‘‘educational man-
ner’’ that would be required by law under the
McCain-Feingold bill.

But mind you, when Mr. Baron says that
the Christian Coalition’s voter guides ‘‘ma-
nipulate voters,’’ he does not mean sophisti-
cated voters such as himself. No, if a smart
Washington insider like Mr. Baron received a
Christian Coalition voter guide, he would de-
cide whether or not the issues discussed were
the issues he considered salient, compare the
information presented there to the informa-
tion available from other sources, and reach
his own judgment. But there are so many
other voters out there in the hinterlands who
Mr. Baron knows lack his powers of discern-
ment, and it is they who are in need of the
speech nannies that McCain-Feingold would
provide.

This is a very steep and slippery slope.
Those who hold or seek office are human,
which means they don’t like to be criticized.
If speech-regulating legislators can get the
courts to back off and use legal restrictions
to reduce the amount of unpleasant stimuli
to which they are subjected—and be ap-
plauded for their unselfish ‘‘reform’’ efforts
to boot—we can expect that the scope and
duration such restrictions will rapidly ex-
pand in all directions.

For example, Congressman Sam Farr (D–
Ca.), author of the ‘‘campaign reform’’ bill
sponsored by the House Democratic leader-
ship, wrote that ‘‘material that is written in
such a way that the recipient is left with the
clear impression that the material advocates
support or defeat of a particular political
candidate or party—even without naming
that candidate or party—would constitute
express advocacy and would fall under the
scope of campaign expenditure laws.‘ (em-
phasis added)

In the same vein, Senator Max Cleland (D–
Ga.) recently complained to the Associated
Press about what he call ‘‘independent ex-
penditure’’ ads on TV that asked his con-
stituents to urge him to vote for the Partial-
Birth Abortion Ban Act, shortly before the
Senate passed the bill on May 20. (He didn’t.)
These ads demonstrated the need for ‘‘cam-
paign reform’’ legislation such as the
McCain-Feingold bill, Sen. Cleland fumed.
Sen. Cleland is not up for re-election for 51⁄2
years.

On ABC This Week for September 28,
George Will asked Democratic National
Committee General Chairman Roy Romer if
the National Right to Life Committee should
be able to buy pre-election newspaper ads
that decry partial-birth abortions, if the ads
do not name a candidate. The Colorado gov-
ernor replied, ‘‘I think you ought to separate
that from the time of the election. You’ve
got twelve months during a year.’’ Only
when challenged by an incredulous Will did
Romer graciously allow that ‘‘if it doesn’t
mention the candidate’s name, you could
probably leave it unregulated.’’

Rather than go down this path, we should
heed the words of the Supreme Court in
Buckley v. Valeo: ‘‘In the free society or-
dained by our Constitution it is not the gov-
ernment, but the people—individually as
citizens and candidates and collectively as
associations and political committees—who
must retain control over the quantity and
range of debate on public issues in a political
campaign.’’

In other words, let’s respect our elected of-
ficials and the demanding offices that they

hold. But let’s not be such dimwits that we
allow them to start telling us when, how, or
how much we can talk about their voting
records.

f

TRIBUTE TO TREVOR OLSON

HON. WILLIAM M. THOMAS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 9, 1998

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
tell you about a child in my congressional dis-
trict in Bakersfield, California who is battling
chest and lung cancer at the young age of
eleven. His name is Trevor Olson. Trevor’s
parents, John and Karen, and younger brother
and sister, Taylor and Leanne, have been a
special source of love and support during this
ordeal. However, it is Trevor’s courage and
heroism that provide an example to all of the
people that know him and learn his story, that
even the youngest of us can respond to ex-
traordinary circumstances with bravery. I be-
lieve this young American’s story needs to be
shared.

On June 13th the people of Bakersfield will
respond to Trevor’s battle by granting a wish
Trevor has had for a long time. That wish is
to ride in a race car. Hospice, a local health-
care clinic for the critically ill, and Young-
Woolridge, a local law firm, will sponsor the
televised event. Gary Collins, an internation-
ally known race car driver, will drive Trevor. I
am pleased that Hospice, an organization
known for their compassion and assistance to
those who are critically ill, is the organizer of
this event.

To Trevor, we all hope as your wish comes
true, that it is everything you dreamt it would
be.

God bless you.
f

IN APPRECIATION OF JUDGE
AARON COHN

HON. MAC COLLINS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 9, 1998

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express
my most sincere congratulations to and appre-
ciation for Muscogee County Juvenile Court
Judge Aaron Cohn.

Columbus, Georgia, which falls within the
boundaries of Muscogee County, shares many
of the juvenile crime problems faced by cities
around the nation. Drugs, gangs, and violent
crime are serious challenges that parents,
teachers, and law enforcement officers are
forced to address every day. When the efforts
of these individuals fall short, however, we rely
on the juvenile justice system to assist trou-
bled youth and to protect our communities.

Boot camps are one approach that has
proved particularly effective in Muscogee
County. While some federal bureaucrats have
suggested that boot camps are too severe a
punishment, Judge Cohn’s use of the program
has been a very effective ‘‘last resort’’ for
some of the area’s most difficult cases. I con-
gratulate Judge Cohn for utilizing successful
local approaches to juvenile crime such as the
boot camp program.

Boot camps are not, however, Judge Cohn’s
only approach to the juvenile crime problem.
Judge Cohn understands that every child rep-
resents a unique set of circumstances and is
in need of a personalized approach. I am sure
I speak for many Muscogee County residents
in expressing my appreciation for Judge
Cohn’s sensitivity to the needs of both children
and the communities in which they live. The
‘‘tough love’’ that he provides the children of
Muscogee County is saving taxpayers millions
of dollars in future adult correctional costs,
providing a safer environment for all children
in their schools and neighborhoods, and insur-
ing that even the most difficult children are
given a fighting chance to succeed in life.
Thank you, Judge Cohn, for your love of chil-
dren and for your dedication to the commu-
nities of Georgia.

A FEW WORDS WITH . . . AARON COHN
MUSCOGEE COUNTY JUVENILE COURT JUDGE

Monday’s paper carried a story that said
more than 16,000 juveniles have been sen-
tenced to boot camps since the program
began four years ago. As juvenile judge, what
is your assessment of that program?

I think it is a wonderful program for some
children. Juvenile justice has to be individ-
ualized justice: One kid may react better to
probation than to incarceration; another kid
may require incarceration. It’s not an exact
science. You just never know sometimes.

One thing we do know: I don’t think you
can mix 11-year-olds with 15- and 16-year-
olds. If the kid is real young I try to steer
away from boot camp.

But with the boot camps, we’re dealing
with children who would never know what
the word ‘‘discipline’’ is. And most of the
kids going there, the ones we’re sending
there, are kids we’ve adjusted, we’ve talked
to them, we’ve done everything we could to
avoid it.

I think the first year, we may have led the
pack (in boot camp sentences) for all I know.
But we used it only as a last resort, based on
the type of offense the person has commit-
ted.

What have the results been, in your experi-
ence?

The program does work for lots of people.
It’s like a baseball game—some you win,
some you lose, some get rained out. Not
every program works with every child, but
they’ll get something from this program.

I read the article saying the feds think it’s
a bad program . . . I don’t know about any
child who’s been mistreated. I do know one
thing—you couldn’t just get some drill in-
structor at Parris Island. He’g got to have
tough love, but not so he just scares kids to
death.

It’s a good plan, but sometimes you may
have the wrong person in there. You can’t
get away from the human equation.

What kind of youthful offender most bene-
fits from a military program of that kind?

I like a child to be around 15 years old or
older. We as a general rule do not send the
11- and 12-year-olds because they haven’t
even reached the age of criminal responsibil-
ity.

The bad part is that in any of our work, we
can take a kid from a home that has no dis-
cipline, that’s so fragmented and dysfunc-
tional the family can’t handle him. So even
after we send him (to boot camp), what does
he come back to? The same home, because
we don’t have enough foster homes, group
homes to take care of him.

If we save one kid, if we turn him around,
we save taxpayers about $250,000. You pay
now or you pay later, and if we can get him
early enough where he doesn’t go into the
adult system . . . it’s the only place we’re
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