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As in my previous appearance before this committee, I wish to
express my appreciation for granting me the opportunity to appear
before you today to testify in these important hearings considering
the nmomination of Judge David Souter.

My name is John J. Bellizzi. Currently I serve as the Executive
Director of the Internatiomal Marcotic Enforcemenr Officers Associatiom
(INEOA) which is an organization composed basically of narcotic enforce-
ment officers from all levels of government and from throughout the
United States and 50 other countries,

I appear here today on behalf of 12,000 members and thousands of
other drug enforcement officials throughout the United States.

Recently drug traffickers have suffered some serious setbacks as
2 result of an intensified and concentrated effort by law enforcement.

The impact of the multitude of seizures of drugs, money and other
assets brought about by successful investigations, arrests and prosecutions
has put such a dent in the illegal trafficking operations that by furious
retaliation the traffickers are committing assaults, violence and murder
on our drug agents and other officials responsible for drug enforcement.

Narcotic law enforcement agents have always operated under high risk
conditions, but recent events have created a situation where their lives
are at stake constantly and these men and women deserve to be recognized
for their dedicated service.

The thousands of drug enforcement agents who risk their lives
cach time they set out on a drug investigation are dedicated. HNotwith-
standing the imminent risk they face, they are not the least dissuaded

from performance of duty.

These officers and their family members are very much concerned
that they receive the same equal protection, the same comstitutiomal
rights, the same constitutional protection afferded to any suspect,
defendant or prisoner charged with the commission of the crime.

I wish to make it clear that by this endorsement we do not seek
to ingratiate ourselves with Judge Souter or the court. We seek no
favor, we seek no special privileges. What we do seek is protection
of the constitutional rights of the accused and we also seek protection
of the constitutional rights of our law-abliding citizens and of our law
enforcement agents.

I submit that by his record Judge Souter has demonstrated that
he is capable and indeed willing to do just that - ensure equal protection

to all regardless of race, celor, sex, religious or social background.
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The matter of Judge Souter's nomination and record was reviewed
by the 50 members of the Board of Directors of INEOA representing the
general membership.

The board has found that Judge Souter is an outstanding nominee
for the Supreme Court.

Judge Souter is a tough, anti-crime judge. Prior to his appeintment
to his state’'s Supreme Court, he served as a hands-on trial court judge,
and a New Hampshire's Attorney General -- the state’s chief law enforce-
ment official. Because of this experience, he has -a practical under-
standing of the problems that face prosecutors and police, and takes a
common-sense approach to questions of criminal law and procedure.

In society's battle against drug traffickers, he has supported
the consitutional use of "pen registers,” a highly effecrive law enforce-
ment tool that's enabled police to track down drug kingpins by identifying
the phone numbers of those who supply street-level drug dealers. (State v.

Valenzuela, 536 A.2d 1252 (N.H, 1987)). ’

Protecting the lives and safety of citizens who act to assist
the police, he has, in appropriate circumstances, shielded the names
of police informants from unnecessary disclosures. (State v. Svoleantopoulos,
543 A.2d 410 (R.H, 1988); State v. Cote, 493 A.2d 1252 (N.H. 1985}).

Early on, Judge Souter took a common sense, constitutional stand
to protect our vitizens from what the President has called “one of the
most deadly scourges ever to strike modern times" -- drunk driving.

Judge Souter has resisted the arguments of those who would tip
the scales of justice further in favor of criminal wrong-doers. He has
been reluctant to impose new, judgemade requirements that would be
tougher on police than they would be on criminals,

Judge Souter's approach to criminal law issues is informed both
by his considerable experience as a public law enforcement officer and
his deep understanding of the community's interest in combatting crime.

He has congistently demonstrated a strong willingness to defer to
the decisions of legislators, prosecutors and police so long as those
decisions do not infringe on the constitutional rights of criminal
defendants.

After careful consideration, the 50 member Board of Directors,
representing the general membership of INEOA, unanimously endorsed and
supports the nomination of Judge David Souter as Justice to the United

States Supreme Court.
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(5tatement of Frank Brown, professor of economics, DePaul University, and
Chairman, National Association for Personal Rights in Education (NAPRE)} to
the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee on the nomination hearings on Judge David
Souter to the U.S. Supreme Court, Washington, D.C., September, 1990).

THE SCHOOLING RIGHTS OF FAMILIES

In presenting this statement to the U.S5. Senate Judiciary Committee on
the confirmation of Judge David Souter to the U.S. Supreme Court, the
National Association for Personal Rightz in Education (NAPRE}, a parental
group, wishes to concentrate on its main purpese, namely, the attainment of
the persenal civil and constitutional rights of parents, guardians, and
children to equitable shares of the education taxation to enroll in the
elementary and secondary schools, state or private, inc¢luding church-relatsed,
of their chaice.

We have not been able to uncover the views of Judge Souter on this
matter, but, hearing that he is a scholar willing to listen, we here
summarize for his consideration some ways by which the perscnal rights of
millions of parents and children toc education tax equity have been denied
over the past 150 years by legislatures and courts, including the U.s.
Supreme Court. We ask four guestions.

A. WHAT PRINCIPLES SHOULD PREVAIL IN THE SCHOOLING OF CHILDREN?

Firszt, the family, as prime educator of its children, has the right to
enroll them in sc¢hools in accord with their academic and religious
convictions and, if taxed for schooling, the right to direct a share to
schools of choice. Second, the state may assist parents to elect scheols,
public or private, through reasonable taxation but may not take control of
schooling. Third, other educaters, including churches, have the right to
conduct schools and to be reciplents of the tuition grants provided to
families by the state.

B. WHERE DID THE AMERICAN STATE GO WRONG?

All the other democracies of the West have generally respected these
principles but the American state has viclated them by taking a monopoly of
the education taxes for its own schools, by denying shares to parents seeking
schooling elsewhere, and by economically undermining private educators,
including churches.

The prototype of this new institution was the Massachusetts system
engineered in the mid-19th century by Horace Mann and his Unitarian allies.
About this time many other state school systems were developed by the
dominant Protestants of the time, as in Illinois in 1855, with help from
Knownothingism.

Protestants had heretofore largely relied on the church as the school~-
teacher of their children, but, having split into many sects, hit upon the
scheme of uniting behind a tax-supperted Protestant puklic school, with
dissenters being told that they could go elsewhere, but of course without any
of the education tax, including their own.

In his The Livelv Experiment: The Shaping of Christiapjty in America
Professer Sydney Mead, a champion of the new arrangement, concluded that the
public school js the American established church. The church-state tie-ins
were presumably avoided by desc¢ribing the new school as nonsectarian and
therefore entitled to a menepely of the education tax, while Catholic and
Lutheran schools were branded as sectarian and therefore ineligible for tax
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benefits. Unfortunately this distinction based on political muscle rather
than on constitutional legic still prevails in U.S. Supreme Court thinking.

This early public school had many good things---such as the intellectual
traditions of the West, formation of woral character rooted in religious
principles, and development of the human capital---to offer those who
accepted its Protestant orientation.

But this schocl is not the public schosl of today, because sweeping
educational reversals have undermined its original purposes, with two heading
the list, first, the psychelogical behavioristic teachings of Wundt, Hall,
Dewey, Skinner, Watson and others and, second, the expansion of secular
humanism. Many observers contend that such changes have contributed greatly
to intellectual and woral decline in this society. Still the public school
is the established church.

{Readings: Arons, Stephen, Compelling Belief; Biumenfeld, Samuel, Iz Public

7 and NEA: mm.mumm: Everhart,
Robert B., J:ng_mbus_s_qno_u_mngmx Jorgenson, Lloyd P., The State and the
Non-Public School: Klass, Lance J., The Leipzig Connection: McCarthy et al.,
Society, State and Schools; Ravitch. Diane, The Great Schoo] Warg: and
Schlafly, Phyllis, Child Abuse in the Classrooms.)

C. WHERE DID THE U.S. SUPREME COURT GO WRONG?

The U.5. Supreme Court has done some laudable things in defense of
parental cheoice, with two examples being the Pierce case (1925), which struck
down an Oregon law designed to coerce all children inte the state public
schools and Mueller v. Allen (1982), which upheld an income tax deduction
applicable to familles in both public and private schoels, In addition,
Justices Rehnquist, wWhite, and Burger have struck many blows for parental
cheice.

But in general the Court record has been disastrous, starting with the
"gbiter dictum” of Justice Hugo Black in the Everson case (1947) in which he
said, "The 'establishwment of religion' clause of the First Amendment means
at least this: Neither a state nor the Federal Government can aid., . . all
religions. . . "

Through this statement, which effectively outlawed state nonpreferential
aid to religien, Black created new constitutional doctrine to block education
tax equity to children in church-ralated schools and more broadly to justify
saparation of state and religion, both goals rooted in his personal belief
that the state should not aid religion in any way.

He did not consult two crucial First Amendment sources that would have
destroyed his interprastation, firsc, the Apnals which reported on the
congressjonal hearings on the Bill of Rights, and, second, Elljot's Debates,
which gave the reports of the various state conventions on the adoption of
the Federal constitution and which demonstrated that establishment means
government preference for one church or religion.

We are outraged that the U.S. Supreme Court has honored the First
Amendment distortions of Hugo Black, a man who joined the Ku Klux Klan as a
thirty-seven year old lawyer and profited politically from its and his
religious intolerance. We are outraged that before the question of tax
equity for all children could come to the Court for a hearing Justice Black
wag lobbying in the U.S. Senate for federal aid to education only for public
schools and citing a leading principle of the Masonic order upholding "the

89-454—91——30
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American school, non-partisan, non-sectarian, efficient, democratic, for all
of the children of all the pecple.* (Fisher, Paul A., Behind the Lodge Door).

(Readings: Hugo Black, Jr., My Father, A Remembrance; Brady, Joseph H.,

i Cord, Robert L., H

fiapilton, Virginia Van der Veer, Hugo Black: Malbin, Michael J., Religion

¢ and O'Neil, J.M., Religion and Fducation Under the
Congtitution.)

D. WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?
Wa respactfully submit the follewing thoughts:

A. The respactive achooling rights ot families, the state, and private
educators, including churches, must be clarified and asserted,

B. The concept of one state public school was not an cutgrowth of
American democracy, which had rather given great impatus to private
education, but was imported from the Prussian state system by Horace Mann.

There is no neutral state public school. Every school, whether called
public or private, is both public and private, public in teaching acadenic
content and private in offering its own educational environment.

It is not necessary to have one state public school for all children.
The goal of public aducation can be achieved through a combination of state
and private schools, with families allowed choice through parental grants
(tuition vouchers, tuition reimbursements, tuition tax credits with
refundability provisions, etc.).

¢. The First Amendment should be thorcughly reexamined, expecially by
the U.$. Supreme Court. Hugo Black should not be allowed to get away with
his distortions of this national asset.

Keep in wind that when the state moves into the field of sachooling it
neves into the field of raligion, because for wany families schooling is an
integral part of their religious beliefs.

Digtinctions must be made between a tax to support a private matter like
the building of a church and a tax to pursue a public purpose auch as
schooling, which for many citizens through conscience can be achieved only
within a religicus environment.

The personal civil and constitutional rights of parents and children to
academic freedom, religicus liberty, proparty, and equal protection of the
laws stand on their own constitutional merits and may not be diminished or
destroyed by reason of any relationship betwaen the state and any church or
school.

HAPRE Frank Brown,
Box 1806, Professor of Econcmics,
Chicago, IlL. 6069¢ DePaul University,

and

1-708=333-2019 Chairman, NAPRE





