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John C. Parkhurst
SESSION 7, TAPE 8, SIDE 2 (excerpt)

Q: During the 73rd General Assembly it’s clear, from at least the research I've done, that
your Economy Bloc took on more formal structure. I've discovered some, not exactly min-
utes, but some written materials to its membership.

A: Yes, yes. Right.
Q: Do you have any reeollections of that season and the work of the Economy Bloc?

A: Oh — of course all these years run together. But we did — we did achieve a certain
recognition and a certain modus operandi after a while. And we did — I always was trying
to structure the thing and formalize it and dignify it and — and write up things that we
had done so there would be some kind of a record of the thing. Just not air in the sky
but some kind of a written record. Not for us, not for the success of our endeavor, but
for posterity. My thought was if we really try to do this and point out how terrible our
luck is and really what the pitfalls are along the way and really make some positive sugges-
tions, maybe we’ll chart the course, maybe we'll blaze the trail, maybe someday something
better will come out of our puerile efforts. And that was my purpose.

SESSION 7, TAPE 8, SIDE 1

A: Then we had a joint Republican Budget Examination Committee for awhile which was
not a standing committee and not an official committee. We just had a working
arrangement. And it really grew out of a kind of a handshake and a kind of a friendship
between Russ Arrington and myself. I said, “Well this Economy Bloc thing has gotten
together. So we've got a little staff and we've got some understanding. And let’s tune the
Senate in on the thing and let’s dignify it and make it legitimized by having an office and
having one of your staff fellows run the office.” 8o we did. And Arrington said, “That’s
a good idea. We're going to look at these things.”

SESSION 9, TAPE 11, SIDE 1 (excerpt)

Matter of fact we used to meet every week on Monday morning for breakfast, the Senate
leader, Russ Arrington, and his staff and his assistants and our minority group in the House,
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Hachmeister and myself. And as a matter of fact Hack was not one of those early risers
in the world. He was a night fellow, not a morning fellow. So I usually went to the break-
fast and represented our group and therefore did all the talking, and convinced Arrington
at some of those breakfasts that we should set up an organization.

And we delegated one of the staff guys whose name was Dick Buckley and we found him
a little office in the Capitol Building. And we put him in charge along with George Stastny,
who had been on the Budgetary Commission and a House member and had been defeated,
was not a member of the House after the at-large election. We put George Stastny and
Dick Buckley and some other people — my Caterpillar fact finder who was then I think Doc
Hyler and not Ron Hurst, because Ron Hurst was a House member along with me at that
point. But we had another fellow from Caterpillar who was, as I say Don Hyler, Doe by
nickname. And those fellows put together a unified effort to examine budgets and we made
it a party position.

Now that had some impact with my colleagues in the House on the Republican side who
felt that I was the one that had helped to create this mechanism. And they thought it was
— this apparatus had been put together and had Arrington’s blessing and therefore it had
some power and they felt that T had contributed that to the cause. So I kind of got credit
for that and not Hack. Hack got credit for a lot of other things that I didn’t but at least
I got credit for that much.

Arrington was always looking for a way to bypass the Budgetary Commission because he'd
been — he’d always been kind of overlooked for membership on the Budgetary
Commission. And he thought this was not a very clean relationship where you had a
commission that was created to be a liaison between the executive and the legislative. He
— he had in mind adversary relationships rather than liaison. And his idea was, “Well,
let the executive, by God, submit their budget and let them put their appropriation bills
before us and then let us, the legislature, take a crack at it and do our own analysis and
have our own staff people look at it and not have some kind of an intermediary that doesn’t
belong to anybody, like the Budgetary Commission, being the final arbiter.” So Arrington
had a division in mind between the branches of government with regard to budgeting and
he enforced it, in his own way, partly through this device I've suggested which was to create
a little office up in the top of the Capitol Building and put one of the staff fellows in it,
Dick Buckley. And I fed him information and we worked it out. Stastny was there for
awhile and we had a great time.

Q: So he — he liked, if I infer from that decision, he liked liaison between the House and
the Senate.

A: Yes.

Q: But he sought a sharp division with executive and also with the Democrats because this
was a Republican committee.

A: Absolutely. Right. He was strictly partisan and believed in the legislative power
matched against the executive power. And for a lot of Arrington’s years when he was in
the leadership role in the Senate - which were maybe a couple or three of the terms I
guess that I was there — for a lot of that time, we had a very weak executive department. 1
think you’d have to say that -~ in all fairness — that during the Kerner years, Russ
Arrington was as much the chief executive of the state of Illinois, if not more so, than Otto
Kerner was. He certainly exercised more power in terms of settling big issues than Kerner
ever did.

Q: That’s an interesting characterization of Kerner who, after all, was very popular too.

A: Yes.
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Q: Do you have any personal clues as to that weakness that you described?

A: Oh, I recall one rather dramatic event that I think would exemplify my characterization
and justify it. I think it was during the second term of the Kerner administration, halfway
through the second term, when we really ran into a terrible last minute — seemed like these
things always happened in the last month — last minute crunch. And — and the problem
was, “How in the world are we going to cut enough out of the appropriations that have been
submitted?” A lot of them had been passed by both houses, were awaiting signature by the
governor, others were still in the mill, hadn’t yet been passed finally, but had been through
committee hearings and were all waiting for final passage. “How are we now going to un-
tangle this mess because all of sudden we find out we’re way short of money.”

And as I recall the incident that brought all this terrible crisis into focus was the failure
of the legislature to adopt the sales tax extension to services in Illinois. As we know from
history, the sales tax in Illinois had been traditionally and legislatively assessed against tan-
gible personal property. Well Kerner had the idea that he was going to raise a lot of money
by extending the sales tax to sales of services.

And oh, my goodness, there were dozens of bills introduced in both houses to implement
this idea of the governor’s to raise a lot more money by, you know, doubling the sales tax
revenues in the state of Illinois. So that you'd have a sales tax imposed upon sales of
services by doctors to patients, by lawyers to clients, by accountants, by architects, profes-
sional people; all of whom sell services, not tangible property. And the implications of such
an extension of the sales tax concept were of course dramatic and resisted by every group
that would have had to pay the sales tax. The lawyers fought it, the doctors fought it, the
insurance men fought it, every professional. Realtors fought it because they’d have to pay
out of their commissions. So the—the net result was that we got down to the wire and
the hoped-for great bonanza from the extension of the sales tax to services had
evaporated. The legislature turned it all down. It was never passed. And here we are
with the appropriations but no money.

And so Kerner, in a last minute effort to cure this terrible problem which came upon him,
called us all down to Springfield one weekend. I think the very last weekend before the
session ended. Sent us all telegrams at our homes. Said, “Please come to the governor’s
office Sunday night at seven o'clock.” And I got one of the telegrams because I was on the
Appropriations Committee and at that time maybe I was even chairman. I forget what year
it was. But down we went. Arrington was there. A lot of the people that I've mentioned
as being influential were there. And down we went, maybe 10 or 12 of us, Bill Pollack
was there.

And we met in the governor’s office. And the governor I remember made this little speech
about, “Well, we've got this terrible problem, gentlemen. And I don’t know how it’s going
to be solved, but you all know more about this. The reason I called you all here is that
you all know more about the process about the appropriations in the legislature than I
do. So what I would hope that you would do would be to just stay here and enjoy the hospi-
tality of my office through the next day or several days or however long it takes to figure
out a way to solve this problem and I thank you all for coming and good-bye.” And the
governor walked out of his own office and left us all there gasping for wind, you
know. Honestly, honestly! And I thought, “Well now, if this isn’t something.”

Well, what we did, here we are, Democrats, Republicans, House, Senate. We broke up into
little groups and we organized ourselves in kind of a — kind of a logical way I guess. And
those who had worked on certain appropriation functions got off in one corner and we broke
up into kind of subcommittees. And I remember Russ Arrington was dashing around to
everybody and trying to monitor the process and organize it. And finally, after a couple
of days, we came out with a combination of an increase in the sales tax and a decrease in
the appropriations which got the job done and finally balanced it and we all went home.
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But I thought to myself, “What an example of leadership for the governor of the state of
Illinois to find himself in this kind of a position and to literally dump the thing in the laps
of a whole bunch of people that really have no responsibility for budgeting, really no
responsibility for setting the policy of the state of Illinois with regard to raising money or
raising taxes or spending money. That’s the executive’s function. We're a review — the
legislature of course is a review group and an inquiry group and an examination group. To
say to us, “Well, you solve the problem,” I thought was incredible.

Q: Did you ever for your own sake try to figure out why he would behave that way? That
is to say, was it his desire to be everyone's friend? Was it lack of intelligence? Was
it ...

A: No, he certainly didn’t lack intelligence. He was a very intelligent man. Very person-
able man. I personally found him to be very cordial. I enjoyed the occasions when the
legislature would be invited over to the mansion and we’d sit down and have a drink with
Otto Kerner. And he was a charming man, just great. And very intelligent. And a mar-
velous background. But I think it was because of two things. I think it was because he,
himself, didn’t really have anybody in his executive department who knew anything about
appropriations and how to get this terribly complicated job done. As I've said, the only
guy that really knew anything about budgeting, and didn’t know much at that, I don’t think,
because he wasn’t around long enough, was Ted Isaacs who was — who was Kerner’s early-on
director of the Department of Finance. But as I say by the time the bills got drawn and
Ted Leth had put all these requests on paper and these millions and millions of dollars had
become line items in bills, it was really beyond his ken. And — and I think that was the
reason. He just didn’t have any knowledge of how to go about it. And figured, “Well, I'll
let the guys who know how to do this handle the problem.”

But I thought at the least he should have provided some sort of ongoing personal leadership
to the — to the cause and not just abdicated the room, which he did. And I thought he
should have at least come back and, you know, gone around and seen how we were getting
along and figured out what some of the proposed answers were so that he didn’t just leave
the mess in the hands of someone else. '

SESSION 7, TAPE 8, SIDE 2

Q: 1 believe that you were able to recruit some volunteer help for the Economy Bloc from
the Taxpayer’s Federation and from Caterpillar Tractor Company.

A: I remember early on that 1 was able to go to Caterpillar Tractor Company here in my
hometown and get them to give me some staff help and assign an employee to go down to
Springfield with us and to dig into these appropriations and to really try and give us some
help in understanding the origins and derivation and content of some of these complicated
bills.

Q: Who was that? Was that Ron Hurst?

A: Ron Hurst to begin with. Ron Hurst for, I think, maybe two sessions, was the Caterpil-
lar employee who was designated to give us a hand, which we greatly appreciated. And
then after Ron graduated from the staff position to a member of the House — he ran in
the — in the at-large election as a blue ribbon candidate and was elected. Was my room-
mate for one session and sat next to me, And you can imagine all the confusion we caused,
Hurst and Parkhurst side by side, roommates as well as seatmates. My goodness, like the
Bobbsey Twins, you know. (laughter) Ron Hurst and Parkhurst we were. But, oh, he’s
a great guy and still is. I see him once in a while. And he’s still — he’s climbed up the
ladder at Caterpillar and is doing some very meaningful things now — not to digress —
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but that was Caterpillar. Then they sent another fellow down after — after Ron Hurst. Oh
let me think who in the world that was. Gosh, I shouldn’t forget names. Well I'll think
about it. In a minute it will come back to me.

Q: I think, at least in 1963, I think Byron DeHaan was helping a little bit too.

A: Yes, but he wasn’'t — he wasn’t — he didn’t come down to Springfield. He was — he
was kind of — he was the fellow that I got to — back here in Peoria to push the proper
buttons and get the job done and send us somebody. But, no, he wasn’t — he wasn’t down
in Springfield. He might have come occasionally to see how we were doing, but he didn't
spend much time there. He was too busy here.

Q: The names I see from the Taxpayer’s Federation are Thomas Sullivan, Maurice
Scott . . .

A: Sure. Good old Tom Sullivan, Maurice Scott. Dear friends of mine, both of
them. Maurice Scott of course I got to know early in my — early in my career as a
legislator. He was a kindred spirit because he was leading the Illinois Taxpayer’s Federa-
tion which was about the only organization in the whole state of Illinois dedicated to econ-
omy and trying to protect the interests of the taxpayer. So when he found somebody
bright-eyed and bushy-tailed in the House who was on the same kick, we became very good
friends. Matter of fact, Maurice Scott stayed a friend of mine for many years and still
is. We were in Con Con together., Very good friends at the Constitutional
Convention. And he was a delegate from Springfield.

And after he left the active direction of the Taxpayer’s Federation and retired, his daughter
came to Peoria and went to Bradley. And I hired her, while she was still at Bradley, as
one of my little staff assistants. I'm always — was always in some kind of a public service
kick in those days. And I came back from the legislature and from Con Con and became
for a while the attorney general’s representative in this district for the Consumer Fraud
Office and the Environmental Protection Office. And one of the things I got was the ability
to hire a little intern from Bradley, political science intern, and that was Maurice Scott’s
daughter. She was one of the first people that I employed, summertime job. She later went
on to law school and is now practicing law, I think, somewhere. Great gal.

But anyway that’s Maurice Scott. He was marvelously helpful and supportive through all
those years. We could always depend on the Taxpayer’s Federation to give us a hand in
understanding appropriatons. And Tom Sullivan, who was also an employee of the Taxpayer’s
Federation under Maurice Scott, was perhaps one of the most knowledgeable people in the
state of Illinois on the appropriation process. Maybe next to Francis Whitney and Ted Leth
and the guys inside the Budgetary Commission he was the next most knowledgeable man
I would say. He knew everything.

Q: Wasn’t there a possible conflict of interest for those people?

A: Oh, I suppose so. Although the Taxpayer’s Federation depended for its existence upon
donations from businesses all around the state. And one of its — one of its heavy support-
ers was Caterpillar Tractor Company and all the people that Caterpillar influenced in the
gtate Chamber of Commerce and so on, different manufacturers in Illinois. So when — so
when Ron Hurst appears on the scene as an employee of Caterpillar designated to kind of
be a staff assistant to the Economy Bloe, that perked up the ears of the Taxpayer’s
Federation. And they figured, “Well, let's — let’s go help these fellows out because this
is the same — this is the same company that helps to keep our bread buttered.” And so
indirectly they had a community of interest with us, a very great community of interest
with us, because they were playing to the same audience that was helping us. So I don’t
think it was any conflict. Tom Sullivan and Maurice Scott were fiercely independent of any
legislative retribution or any kind of — any kind of loyalty to the legislature. They were
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helpful and they were greatly respected by everyone. But they weren’t — they weren’t on
opposite sides from the Economy Bloc. They were on the same side. We were teammates.

Q: You got a reputation in that session for being a marvelous phrasemaker. And let me
quote a few of the phrases.

A: (laughs) My ramblings on your tape has certainly dispelled that illusion. (laughter)

Q: One of them, you once talked about your committee going on a “voucher searching expedi-
tion.” But you also spoke eloquently about the, quote, “terrible opiate of logrolling” and else-
where, quote, “the psychology of spend.” Now you probably can’t remember actually
originating those comments, but I'm curious as to — did those just roll off your tongue or
were those carefully chiseled for the purpose of public consumption?

A: (laughs)

Q: I guess I'm talking about what your, in a sense, political or speaking style was that would
have generated quotable comments like that, the “opiate of logrolling.”

A: Oh I don’t know. I think that I was careful enough to try to put together some phrases
that would be truly expressive, maybe not quotable, but would really be expressive of the
point I was trying to make whenever I did give a speech on the floor of the House. You
know, we got so sick of listening to people get up and give rambling discourses like I'm giving
now that one of the things that I usually tried to do was rifleshot my remarks. Not that
you’d spend the night before writing out a, you know, a written speech on a given bill, but
you'd at least make some marginal notes, And you'd at least organize your thoughts so
that you had some kind of idea of what you were going to say and how you were going
to say it before you got up and seized the microphone and started out and said, “Mr.
Speaker.” Too many people got up and were seized by the emotion or the frenzy of the
moment and wanted to say something about something but didn't know what in the hell
they were going to say and it was embarrassing. And they didn’t do themselves any good
and they certainly didn’t do their causes any good. So I was always, if — if I had time
to think about it and prepare — a lot of times you didn’t — but if you had time to think
about it in advance, I didn’t deliberately make phrases, but I might have written down a
marginal note on the bill and thought about saying something like the “opiate of logrolling,”
yes.

Q: Were you playing to the press, in a sense, ever in these efforts? Were you cultivating
their attention?

A: Oh I don’t think so. I didn’t — I didn’t have much — much press. You know, I was
from Peoria, Illinois, and I was far away from the — from the big — the big members of
the press who were influential in the legislature, like the Dreiskes and the Tagges. I scarce-
ly knew them. I did have a kind of a cordial relationship for a couple of years with —
with Charlie Cleveland who was for a while with the Chicago Daily News, and later on not,
but still around the legislature. But of the — of the big time correspondents, I didn’t really
have any — any personal relationship at all. I certainly wasn’t drinking buddies with any
of the press like Abner Mikva and Tony Scariano were from Chicago. My only buddy was
— my only buddy was Ziggy O’Connell and Bernadine Martin who were down covering the
legislature from Peoria. And I don’t know that I tried to make any phrases that they . . .

SESSION 7, TAPE 9, SIDE 1 (excerpt)

Q: You were talking about the two Journal Star people. You mentioned Ziggy. That’s Bill
O’Connell.
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A: Bill O’Connell, right.
Q: And Bernadine Martin.

A: Bernadine Martin was the other reporter from the Journal Star that was covering the
legislature in my time. But as I was saying, I don’t think I began to think in terms of
catchphrases for the reporters from the local paper. I was fairly sure that if I did some-
thing newsworthy I'd get a little squib in the local paper anyway and I didn’t have to make
a quotable phrase to accomplish that purpose. But I really did it more — not so much to
— to get my phrase in the paper as I did to make the point on the floor so that somebody
would remember. If I could I wanted to say it in such a way that somebody would remember
my point. And that’s why I talked about the “opiate of logrolling” or whatever it
was. (chuckles)

SESSION 9, TAPE 11, SIDE 2 (excerpt)

Q: Now I'd like to turn to the Budgetary Commission because I read somewhere that at the
beginning of the 74th session you sought but did not gain a post on the Budgetary Commis-
gion, but that later, in July, you were named. Do you recall that? And if so, what were
the circumstances?

A: (pause) Oh, I can’t remember the jockeying for position that went on for membership
on the Budgetary Commission. I think that I was trying to twist Hachmeister’s arm into
appointing me to the commission at the outset of the session but there was no opening or
something, at that point. And then when there did become an opening, I think that my
name got shunted aside for — because I think Touhy decided he wanted somebody else.

I was not acceptable to the Budgetary Commission people. I think that was probably mostly
it. The Budgetary Commission figured this crazy Parkhurst will get in here and ask too

‘many questions and raise hell with us. And that’s exactly what I wanted to do. I wanted

to be a Trojan horse, and they knew that. And so I never made it to that Budgetary
Commission level for a while. But then later on I did, and when I did, I was anything but
a — but a . .. a happy intrusion into their affairs. I was not looked upon with a great
amount of pleasure by the other members of the commission.

My recollection of the Budgetary Commission days really focuses on only one real experience
that I had which was an awful lot of work. I think in my basement at home I've got more
darn papers that came out of that one experience, maybe, than I have out of anything else
in the whole — in the whole experience I had in the legislature. But when I got onto the
Budgetary Commission, the - the most — the most, oh, I suppose, traditional way to try
to save money was to look at the Department of Mental Health which had a budget that
was almost unquestioned because of the nature of the appropriation and the nature of their
business. And anybody who questioned the Department of Mental Health’s budget was
really treading on dangerous waters, say nothing of a lot of toes that were pretty
sensitive. When I got on the Budgetary Commission I had already been famous in the House
for trying to cut down some of the Department of Mental Health’s budget. So I asked to
be named as the chairman of the subcommittee on the Budgetary Commission, the Mental
Health Subcommittee.

And I had a colleague who was willing to tackle that monster with me, his name was Paul
Elward. And Paul Elward and I, as a kind of a two-man task force, having worked together,
as I think I mentioned to you, on that last minute special House-Senate committee to cut
the budget back in about the 72nd General Assembly, we thought, “Well, we'll take another
shot at it together.” We had a little experience together. We worked together well. “Let’s
show these guys, Dr. Visotsky and all his staff and all his psychologists and all his experts,

















































































































































































































































































































































