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That ours is a government of laws and not of men has
been a truism of American life at least since the state-
ment appeared in the Bill of Rights of the first Consti-
tution of Massachusetts. Because it is a government of
laws, the rights of the citizens are protected from unau-
thorized acts of the Executive. Because the Constitution
bars impingement on personal rights, our Congress legis-
lates within its limits. Similar rules govern state action.
American judges determine the application of our laws.
Hardly a social or economic question escapes legal exam-
ination and it is not unusual to see certain religious prob-
lems submitted to legal analysis.! A éynic might assert
ours is not only a government of laws but a government
of lawyers. The quality and character of government
lawyers means much in successful administration. This
is well understood. In the preparation of this paper I
have received most helpful suggestions and comments
from the heads of numerous federal departments and
agencies, as well as from many of my friends who are
interested in the maintenance of a high standard of
government legal service.

Through our guarantees of liberty, the people find pro-
tection against the arbitrary powers of legislative bodies
or administrative agencies and their personnel. Since
neither constitutions nor statutes are self-executing, their
interpretation and construction falls into the hands of the
lawyers in government either before or after the admin-
istrators have applied them concretely to particular situa-
tions. This responsibility calls for intellectual integrity
and loyalty to the important function lawyers perform in
government. He must be a lawyer, not merely an em-
ployee of a government.

Since many of our laws put wide discretion into the
hands of the Executive, the government lawyer must
approach his duties with an understanding of the spirit
as well as the letter of the law. The calculated risks of

See footnotes on pp. 18, 19.
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business judgments are not for him. The satisfaction of
his own social or political theories of course ought not
to warp his conclusions as to the law. His responsibility
for the successful functioning of government is great but
others share the burden of proper administration. But
in-the sphere of legal guidance from the drafting of pro-
posed legislation and construction of its scope to the argu-
ments before the tribunals, duties rest upon him that
are of first importance in the successful conduct of our
governments—state and national.

In many respects the work of the government lawyer
differs little from that of his civilian brother. He has an
advantage in that he need not busy himself in securing
an adequate clientele to keep him occupied. There is work
enough to occupy all his time.

Just as our proper comprehension of international polit-
ical problems is furthered by first-hand acquaintance with
the social and political institutions of other countries, so
an understanding of the political evolution of the United
States is furthered by personal experience in government.
The lawyer in public and private practice, salaried or
independent, must comprehend the fact of changes in the
law, even though the causes of these changes may be hard
for him to appreciate or accept. Government service will
give him this opportunity. Law, governmentally enforce-
able rules controlling the relations of man with his fellows,
changes with society and lawyers must use every means
to anticipate these changes, for service to clients and for
sound administration.

Our governments have drawn heavily on the legal pro-
fession, not only to fill the ranks of government lawyers
proper, but also to man the administrative posts, legal
and non-legal. Throughout our history the highest places
in the state and national governments, legislative and
executive, as well as judicial, and in the municipalities,
too, have been efficiently manned by lawyers. I need not
call a roll here. We have come to look upon that as a
normal result of their training in law, which covers a
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large part of the field of political science. It may be, as
Mr. Justice Frankfurter has suggested, that their success
is because they are experts in digging out the relevant
facts creating problems and acting disinterestedly to
eliminate or improve the hurtful situations.? Govern-
ment needs modern scientific management just as much
as business.

The government lawyer, no matter whether the unit
he serves is a small municipality, a county, his state or
the Federal Government, obtains unique opportunities
for broadening his interests. Over his desk flows a stream
of legal problems that cover the human activities of his
area. However minor his position, his work will almost
certainly bring him into contact with associates and the
public more widely than a comparable position with a firm
or through his private practice alone. Few people hire
lawyers they don’t know directly or indirectly. He has
the satisfaction, with quite a chance for criticism it is
true, of receiving recognition of his services. Even though
he is a law clerk in a large agency, his associates come
quickly to recognize the efficient lawyer. Although at
first he deals with unimportant matters, the bureau chiefs
and fellow-workers are quick to recognize ability to per-
form tasks. That information spreads rapidly.

The problem of pay cannot be overlooked. I shall
confine my comments on that essential factor in govern-
mental service to the Federal Government. The pay
scales of other units are of such variety, that analysis is
impracticable. The Presiding Justice of the Appellate
Division, First Department, New York, for example, re-
ceives $38,000 per year, while there are several Attorneys
General of States paid at the rate of $7,500 per year.®
The scale of pay for Assistant and Deputy Attorneys Gen-
eral runs as low as $4,000.

Laying aside the federal legal positions, such as At-
torney General of the United States and the other posi-
tions with salary fixed by Congress, legislation has fixed
compensation for services, including legal, under a Gen-
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eral Schedule, into eighteen grades,* according to the re-
sponsibilities of the various positions. The lowest classi-
fication for a lawyer entering the federal service is ordi-
narily G. S. 7—$4,980 per annum—but a number of
agencies take only those-who can qualify in higher grades.
To these salary rates there should be added the fringe
benefits of retirement and group health insurance. The
latter will become more valuable on July 1, 1960, on
approval of Senate Bill No. 2162, an Act to provide a
Health Benefit Program for Government Employees.®
A number of classified attorneys such as Deputy General
Counsel are in G. S. 17—8$15,375 to $16,335. One deputy
is in G. S. 18—$17,500.

For comparison with earnings of lawyers in private life,
both salaried corporation lawyers and lawyers in general
legal service, one may use the last applicable survey of
the Department of Commerce, based on the year 1954.°
Without consideration of fringe benefits, this survey
shows, Table 1, that lawyers with salary only, average
$10,381 net, and the median lawyer, that is, the man
earning the middle salary between the highest and lowest,
averages $8,442, net. The median in the non-salaried
group was $7,382, the average $10,258. Table 9 shows
civilian non-judicial government lawyers—all govern-
ments, state, federal, municipal—averaged $7,915. Their
median member earned $7,578. This exceeded both the
median lawyer and the average lawyer drawing a salary
from law firms only. That average was $7,786, his
median $6,774. I would presume averages and medians
in the major cities would exceed the national average and
that the average earnings of federal lawyers exceeded those
of state and municipal.

Earnings are not given in the Commerce report for
government lawyers by age groups, but there is a table,
No. 13, showing that the average earning for ages 25 to
29, salaried, is $5,641, and the median $5,460. This seems
about on a par with the entrance government salaries.
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When we consider the later years in government work,
a difficulty develops. It gives rise to dissatisfaction in
the government legal personnel and is a major cause of
loss by the Government of numerous skilled lawyers. It
arises thus, as expressed in 1952 by the Honorable Peyton
Ford, former Deputy Attorney General:

“Lawyers of ability who show talent, imagination
and willingness to work should find promotional op-
portunities in the Government excellent. A young
man with ability can, within a relatively brief period,
reach a salary higher than he could command at
the time in private practice. The real drawback is
that when such an individual is at or near the top
Government salary (i. e., in the viecinity of $10,000),
his monetary possibilities in the Government there-
after are practically nil, unless he attains a Presi-
dential appointment.

“Many lawyers, after they have obtained the maxi-
mum salary and have held it for a number of years,
leave the Government for employment with private
law firms or business, or to practice on their own.
They find that the experience that they have gained
in Government has equipped them very well for the
type of activity that they thereafter perform on the
outside. This is especially true where a lawyer has
been engaged in the work of a highly specialized
agency dealing with problems that are of major
importance to large business interests.”

One of the departmental general counsels writes me, “In
most geographic areas, the entering salary for young
lawyers compares favorably with that in private practice,
but as they gain experience in the Federal Service, the
salary of their counterparts in private practice frequently
is markedly better.” These differences are greater when
one compares government pay with that of the twenty
leading firms in New York and Chicago, but such open-
ings are only for law review editors.
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It is unfortunate for the Government that legal per-
sonnel leave the Government. But there are compensat-
ing incidents. It places in private practice a group of
men experienced in the routine of government legal work
to convey to business and the public an understanding
of the purposes, practice and policy of the Government
toward their respective industries. Such contacts cannot
fail to help business understand that Government does
not seek to interfere with management, but only wishes
to see that its necessary activity is carried on within the
bounds of regulation for the public welfare.

Government’s contribution of legal talent to private
industry is by no means a one-way street. For its higher
grades of attorneys, the Government is constantly draft-
ing men at lesser compensation that have been schooled
In private practice. Only recently William D. Mitchell,
Homer Cummings, Robert H. Jackson, to name only those
deceased, have undertaken the Attorney Generalship
after distinguished careers at the Bar. Mr. Baker, Mr.
Stimson and Mr. Hughes, under similar conditions, as did
many others, brought talents developed at the Bar to
public service.

I quite agree with Civil Service Commissioner Leonard
D. White that younger well-trained men of 25 are better
in government than those who “have failed to achieve
success in the competitive world, and who in middle life
seek refuge in the official world.” ® Indeed, one of the
threats to admission to government legal employment is
that middle-aged men seeking “security” will be admitted
in numbers beyond a desirable proportion to fill the posi-
tions that can be done as well by the lowest 20% of law
graduates as by the highest.

One has to be careful, however, not to raise scholastic
achievement too high or men most capable in leadership
qualities other than high scholastic standing will be elimi-
nated. Government like business has a place for all but
the sluggard.
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Salary and security are, I think, only minor determin-
ing factors in bringing men into government. legal service.
It 1s the hope for stimulating contacts, broadening legal
experience, training in special fields of law. A lawyer’s
education calls for a lifetime of study. As expressed by
a youngster who has just chosen a government lawyer’s
career, “You will discover a unique opportunity to become
associated with an old established and distinguished law
firm whose rich variety of practice demands the highest
degree of competence and challenges the sternest skills
of the legal profession.” ?

In weighing the advantages of government service, the
lawyer young or mature must not overestimate the value
of the experience he will have. Specialization can have a
shriveling effect if the victim does not use care to keep his
interests fresh in broader fields. One, all of whose time is
spent in helping solve the legal difficulties of agricultural
loans to farmers, may develop myopia to the broader
demands of justice. A little bit of luck, as in all careers,
is needed to have the most interesting opportunities.

If one determines he desires a governmental legal
career, his next step is to secure admission to those ranks.
For information of that type the candidate might well
start with the booklet issued by the American Bar Center
in Chicago, American Law Student Association, “Federal
Government Job Opportunities for Young Attorneys,”
March 1958. It contains a published list of openings in
the Legislative and Executive Branches. There are also
sources of information for the older men. Information
as to state opportunities varies with each state and county.
For young men thinking of federal employment, the vari-
ous departments and agencies during the last 10 or 12
years have initiated visits to law schools in the Associa-
tion of American Law Schools to interest the students in
the first 10 or 20% of the class in becoming government
lawyers. This is considered a highly successful experi-
ment. The Department of Justice has its Honor Student
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openings which have yielded good results in the view of
the Department and of other agencies.”® Some agencies
take law graduates before their admission to the Bar in
G. S. 5 at $4,040. They are raised to G. S. 7 at $5,000 on
admission.

What is a choice agency to work for is a matter of
individual preference. In this day of specialization an
attorneyship with an agency of specific regulatory power
is attractive, e. g., N. L. R. B., Federal Power or Federal
Communications Commission. Advancement is usually
more rapid in a new agency with expanding powers like
the Atomic Energy Commission of the past decade. One
interested in litigation considering the choice of an agency
should also consider whether it is an agency that has
abundant litigation like the N. L. R. B. or whether its
cases are handled by the Department of Justice.* The
question of the most efficient way to handle government
litigation by the agency involved or by the Department of
Justice will never be finally settled. Of course the At-
torney General, as head of the Government’s legal system
has a broader view of government plans, but on the other
hand, individual agencies know more of their individual
problems. While there are certain regulatory statutes on
the problem of representation, the Attorney General
normally is and should be the determining voice as to the
handling of litigation. That office can secure assistance
from the staff of the respective agencies and thus com-
bine an understanding of broad legal policy and detailed
knowledge of regulatory needs.

For admission to federal legal service, a standard Civil
Service examination is not necessary. Attorneys as a
group are excepted from the competitive Civil Service.*?
This accords with the English system of selection, under
which the emphasis in the selection of government lawyers
is placed on techniques other than written competitive
examination.® Both the English and American systems
are in sharp contrast to the French practice, where exami-
nations are utilized for selection of both government legal
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personnel and judges. One set of examinations is used
for the selection of the judiciary. Successful candidates
are placed directly as a judicial officer in the lower courts.*
Under a reform recently instituted by the De Gaulle gov-
ernment a small percentage of judges will be recruited
from outstanding members of the legal profession without
competitive examination.® Another examination is for
selection of the highest class of government administra-
tors, including the members of the Conseil d’Etat, the
highest administrative body in the French Republic.
The examinations are highly competitive and call for
exceptional capacity in the student to reach the higher
levels in the examination. Successful candidates for
this examination, about 60 to 75 each year, are ad-
mitted to the Ecole National d’Administration, where
they undergo a remarkably broad three-year course.’® It
is at the end of this course of study that the candidates
are graded and selected for particular positions. While
this system ensures a government legal service of excep-
tional intellectual talent and uniquely broad training at
the highest echelons, it tends to constrict the paths to
the top and feeds a sense of frustration in the middle
grades.” In our governments, where leadership is im-
portant to secure needed adjustments, we might lose too
many able contributors to sound administration.

Here various methods for employment are followed.
In the States with civil service, usually some must take
those examinations, while in those same States many of
the attorneys are appointed by the Attorney General®®
A recent study, The Lawyer in Michigan State Govern-
ment, gives an outline of that State’s entrance and ap-
pointment procedure. It is an oral interview and an
experience evaluation by the staff of the Civil Service
Commission and two private lawyers.” This type of
examination is widely followed.

In the Federal Government attorneys are in Schedule A.
This removes attorneys from the list of government posi-
tions which must be filled by competitive Civil Service
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examinations® It leaves the various agencies and de-
partments generally free to choose attorneys according
to their own views as to efficiency. A few examples will
show the current practice. One department recruits at
entrance levels and promotes for merit. They “have been
able to maintain the high quality of the staff by recruit-
ing from the upper quarter of the graduating classes.”
One difficulty it has, they cannot get recruits from west
of the Mississippi. It is thought, in this day when the
family goes to law school, that the cost of removal is
the stumbling block. Another important agency main-
tains an eligible list created by names recommended by
law schools and members of their staff as well as appli-
cants. I quote their General Counsel’s explanation as to
final choice.

“When an opening develops, the applications of those
who appear to be most qualified for a position at
the level of the opening are reviewed by an Associate
General Counsel experienced in personnel matters.
The applicants then determined to be most qualified
are interviewed by myself and the Associate General
Counsel. The ultimate selection of the man for the
job is based upon the impressions created in the inter-
views, his apparent qualifications as listed in his
application, the nature of the recommendations which
accompany his application and his relative merits as
compared with other applicants for the position.”

Another important agency selects as follows:

“In practice, all lawyers appointed to positions up
to Grade 13 in the Commission are initially inter-
viewed and evaluated by a rating board composed
of lawyers representing the different bureaus and
offices employing legal personnel. Appointments
then are made from the top of the register maintained
by the board.”



An agency with a medium size roster of attorneys, around
seventy, uses this routine:

“Upon receipt of an inquiry, we afford an oppor-
tunity for personal interview. Then, if there is
mutual interest in an employment relationship, we
administer a written examination developed for use
in the Office of General Counsel of this Department.
The passing of this examination is an essential quali-
fying factor. Our decision to employ is then made
on the basis of the candidate’s performance on the
examination, his scholastic record and experience,
and our over-all appraisal of all relevant factors.”

My personal experience with employment of legal per-
sonnel for federal work ended over 20 years ago except
for the annual choice of my law clerks at the Supreme
Court. As General Counsel for the Federal Farm Board,
I had only three or four legal aides. A lawyer, a specialist
in cooperative marketing, was chosen from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. Two or three others were fledgling
lawyers just out of law school. Each one was entirely
satisfactory and all have achieved notable success in legal
or business careers. As General Counsel of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation and Solicitor General, I was
given carte blanche to choose my associates. Those years
were during the Great Depression when the excitement of
the Washington scene drew the top students of the leading
law schools. The names and grades applying then were
an embarrassment of riches. Depending upon a personal
interview but more upon the recommendations of the
various faculties and the personal acquaintanceship of my
trusted associates, the results of the choices were, avoid-
ing the superlatives which I really feel, “satisfactory.”

There are certain other legal positions in the Federal
Government that offer great opportunities for service
which are not in the judiciary though requiring all the
qualities of a judge, plus those of an executive. I refer
to the positions of examiners under § 11 of the Adminis-
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trative Procedure Act of 1946.2* Appointment, promo-
tion and separation are subject to C. S. C. regulation.*
Examiners are selected by non-assembled examination
(. e., on the basis of submitted histories and experience
rather than by a written examination). Present quali-
fications call for six years experience as a judge or state
administrative examiner or as an attorney in practice
with experience in administrative law.

The legislation for hearing examiners which has done
so much to systematize administrative procedure was a
product of the work of the Attorney General’s Committee
on Administrative Procedure under the able chairmanship
of Dean Acheson.”® The report was one of the results
of the interest Attorney General Cummings took in im-
proving procedural aspects of the law during his long
tenure in office.” It will be recalled that Mr. Cummings
also took an active part in securing the legislation author-
izing the adoption of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure.** These improvements are outstanding examples
of the part a government lawyer can play in the improve-
ment of the functioning of the procedural phases of
government.

The government lawyer, once admitted to the service
on whatever level and in whatever agency, will begin to
think as to whether he will make government service a
lifetime career or a period of further preparation for the
legal service—industry, politics, or the judiciary. One
sees all types. Those who seduously devote themselves
to the work at hand will find a satisfactory career in gov-
ernment service, with retirement benefits of about the
same amount as their brother lawyers on salary. Quite
possibly offers will ecome to them from outside. If con-
sideration is to be given to openings in established private
firms, it is well to remember that as the years go on such
entry is more difficult. This is because a firm hesitates
to take in an outsider ahead of its own established
personnel.
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Chiefs of the legal divisions of the various agencies are
keenly aware of the problems of recruitment and per-
manency for their staffs. Only one out of some thirty
voiced the view that the dilution of quality by inaptitude
was serious. The annual turnover of legal personnel in
the Government does not seem to me excessive. The De-
partment of State has the lowest of which I know, about
4%. The average appears to be about 10%.

A legal division might do a better job if it were en-
tirely independent. If the chief could hire, pay and fire
legal personnel like a private firm, the result might be
beneficial but I do not think so. The legal division does
not have that ultimate check on its operations that puts
a final test on the private firm—is it a profitable enter-
prise? It is an instrument of public service and can
effectually carry out its reason for existence only as it
cooperates efficiently in government. It approaches more
closely the legal division of large companies—insurance,
banks, railroads. Constant adjustments must be made.

Over 20 years ago, President Roosevelt appointed a
Committee on Civil Service Improvement. While its
major interest was the lawyer in government, its work
covered recruitment and promotion in general. The Pres-
ident wrote the Committee explaining its purpose thus:

“The growing complexities of modern Govern-
ment require the development of a trained personnel
of men and women of outstanding ability, resource-
fulness, method of mind, character, willing to devote
themselves, their lives to public service. Upon the
development of such a personnel the future of our
democracy may to no small measure depend.” **

These “growing complexities” had already called forth in
England the book The New Despotism by Lord Hewart
stressing the danger of leaving the development of law
to agency rather than parliamentary rule. Time has
added in our country more of the regulatory and admin-
istrative agencies.
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So far as the selection of the government lawyer is
concerned the President’s Civil Service Committee sug-
gested an unwritten examination with evaluation of the
candidate’s law school record, and one unranked register
for all agencies.”” This plan was adopted by Executive
Order No. 8743 in 1941.*® The plan functioned reasonably
well.?® However, Congress reached the conclusion that a
general register for applicants after such screening was
unwise and terminated it for the present methods in
1944 »°

The administrative process will continue to change but
always good lawyers will be needed. The training from
a recognized law school, the class record of achievement
that is thus available, the granting of a degree, and the
admission to the Bar in States with the requirement of
an adequate examination give reasonable assurance of
preparation for government work. A six-months tempo-
rary appointment before making the connection perma-
nent might well follow the evaluation of personality and
legal qualification by the head of the legal division or his
board of selection.

To avoid the inconvenience of centering procedure in
Washington, I have heard no better suggestion than the
method used by the Board of Law Examiners in the ex-
amination of applicants for the Lawyers Register follow-
ing the Report on Civil Service Improvement referred to
above. That was as follows. There were 26,000 appli-
cants, some 13,000 actually took the examinations for
the lower grades:

“The register results from a Nation-wide competi-
tive examination. The examination has consisted of
a written test which was taken by 13,282 lawyers on
September 26, 1942, followed by oral interviews
which have been accorded to those whose grades upon
the written test were sufficiently high. These inter-
views have been given in the several States by exam-
ining boards composed of representative members
of the profession who, because of their interest in the



Government and in the legal profession, have served
as volunteers at the request of the Board. By this
means the opportunity to participate fully in the
examination has been made available to lawyers
everywhere with a minimum of travel on their part,
and the final selection of those to be included upon
the register has turned largely upon the judgment of
carefully chosen lawyers in the applicants’ own
States.” **

There may be an opportunity to return to some similar
system of selection for the lower ranks of federal attor-
neys. A bill is pending in the present Congress, S. 600,
for the establishment of a Legal Career Service which
provides for uniform procedures for examinations and a
general register.. It has the approval of the American
Bar Association.

The Commission on Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Government supports this.

“An Office of Legal Services and Procedure in the
Department of Justice should administer the legal
career service. That Office should conduct recruit-
ment of applicants for appointment to the lowest
attorney grade classification for all departments and
independent establishments. Substantial economies
can be gained by eliminating recruitment of attor-
neys by each agency. The names of attorneys found
qualified for appointment to the legal career service
should be entered in a register maintained by the
Office of Legal Services and Procedure. Appoint-
ments at the entry level should be made exclusively
from that register. Appointments to grade classi-
fications above the entry level may be made by
agencies by promotion of their own attorney person-
nel, by hiring attorneys from other agencies through

~ the Office of Legal Services and Procedure, and by
direct employment from the register maintained by
the Office of Legal Services and Procedure.” *
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It is only through the maintenance of a capable corps
of government attorneys that we can maintain at high
efficiency the complex modern governments with their
problems not only of maintaining order in the criminal
field, but also orderly functioning in the administrative
field, regulatory and punitive. The delays in the judicial
system are recognized. Steps are being taken by the Judi-
cial Conference of the United States, presided over by
Chief Justice Warren and working through the Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts, to improve
judicial efficiency. This extends also to agency proce-
dures. Week before last, September 24, 1959, in speaking
to the Annual Convention of the Federal Bar Association,
the Chief Justice announced that the Judicial Conference
of the United States, in their 1959 meeting, had approved
the proposal for a Conference on Administrative Proce-
dure “to promote efficiency and economy in the adminis-
trative process.” This action emphasizes that Confer-
ence’s continued and increasing interest in improvement
of judicial and administrative procedure.*

All of us know that this same delay exists in Hearings
before the administrative agencies, state and federal. It
was called sharply to the attention of the ABA at Miami
recently by Member Hector of the Civil Aeronautics
Board, and he followed up his analysis of current delays
by a memorandum of suggestions to the President. If
clear-cut policymaking by the Boards with sharp separa-
tion of the adjudicatory functions could be accomplished,
the success of such plans will depend upon the interest
and capacity of government lawyers.**

There will always be ways to improve the service gov-
ernment lawyers perform. One General Counsel of a
large Department thinks:

“There is a great need for a central personnel office
in the Government, not to dictate to the Chief Legal
Office whose duties are to hire and fire, but to help
the Chief Legal Officer recruit as a service to them;
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and also to advise job seekers where to go and to
facilitate the filling out of personnel forms. This
Central Personnel office can only work on the theory
of service to the Chief Legal Officer. It would never
work if it tried to dictate to a Chief Legal Officer
whom he should hire and how.”

Several maintain their own “register.” One or two want
more freedom in promotion. They feel promotions should
depend on the judgment of the general counsels, not the
Civil Service Commission or even the heads of their own
agency. For example, one legal heads says, “It is a funda-
mentally difficult situation to have a layman evaluate the
work of a lawyer.” Another wants competitive Civil
Service examinations. Another would like to have larger
representation from the South in its legal division. But
the most frequent recommendation is to increase the sal-
aries. This also has the support of the Hoover Com-
mission.

“There are only 75 supergrade attorney positions now
available for the more than 5,000 lawyers in the
executive branch, exclusive of the Department. of
Defense. Except for these 75 positions, the highest
salary that a lawyer can look forward to is $11,800 a
year. Highly qualified attorneys are deterred from
entering and remaining in Government service by so
low an economic ceiling.

“. . . The task force believes that, while financial
rewards to attorneys at the lower levels of Govern-
ment service may be adequate, there must be sub-
stantial increases in salaries at the higher levels.” 3

It may well be that increased salaries will draw into
and keep in the service of the United States better lawyers.
Salaries that will allow a family health, recreation, edu-
cation of children, and a pleasant home are essential. But
government salaries for lawyers will not reach such heights
as to rival the earnings of successful corporate counsel or
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general practitioners in metropolitan areas. Lawyers of
that quality and experience in government work must get
a part of their reward from the inner satisfaction of service
to the Nation.

“If the various agencies of government—in state and
nation—could command a few years of the lives of
the best of our profession, great progress in the art
of government and in an understanding of the prob-
lems of government by the bar would be made.” *°

The lawyer with an ambition to serve his country receives
recognition from the public. There is a distinction in gov-
ernment work that has always drawn fine and able men
of the Bar. As long as service to others remains the ideal
of humanity, we shall have an adequate supply of com-
petent lawyers interested in performing their obligation
to their generation on the rolls of government lawyers.
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