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i m Originally from Clemon, Samson County, North Carolina. I grew 

ium 
up in Raleigh and went to college at Wake Forest and ,went on to 

2 
Wake Forest Law School, finished there in 1956, went into the 

A 

army and was in the Army Judge Advocate General Corp for three 

? 

years,and when I finished that tour, went to the army law school 

z mer hak 
and did court marshadl work, mainly down at Fort Bragg for the 

a 
e 

last two years, and knew PeRaLOr Morgan to some extent from Wake 
ne “A 

Forest and | got to deing,a little bit better during the latter part 

be her ‘€ 

of my army tour when I was trying to make up my mind apse 

St in PraCHec® ; 

practice law. I had been associated with Justice Lake,, for about 

Fai 

nine months, and when I got out of the army, I sublet an office from 

him when he was running for Governor, and that's when Senator Morgan 

was active in his campaign ,and I got to know Senator Morgan then, 

2 
mand he was practicing law in Lillington, worked with him some on 

= E z A ; 

- ure A 5 
litigation amd he was also involved in the campaign, and I practiced 

hewn Ie 

by myself for a while and went into a partnership. ,Morked with 
yea > 

Judge Lake and his son for several and “they went on to the Supreme 

Court and the Attorney General's Office, I started my own firm in 

2 

Raleighs continued to work with Senator Morgan from time to time, 

a in At 

politioaliy?ts some extent and—the, Attorney General matters when he 

was the Attorney Genraly my office was located next door. In 972, 

I managed Ike Andrews' campaign for :Congressgg when he was elected, # 

came to em ideas in the early part ce B73 to help him set up his 

office, became involved with Senator Ete uit his staff in thet 
fe 

4 5 
early 873, took=a leave of absence from the law firm in Raleigh and 

was KXssistant Majority @ounselor for the Watergate Committee. In 

” gh Ga 
#973 on until November | 73, stayed up here in D.C. during that 

A  



period of time and worked a number of phases of that Senatorial 
t 

hearingg then went on back and resumed practicing law in Raleigh. 
¥ A 

Then in April of this year, I was involved in a security fraud case 
} Th & 

down in Florida, lasted about six weeks» during that time, Senator 

Morgan tried several times to get in touch with me. He was moving 

back and forth and so was I. Finally,I finished down there on 

April 23rd, the jury trial in Florida was concluded on April 23x@ 

I came back to Raleigh April 24eH and finally got in touch with him, 

and he told me what he had been after me about and—what he wanted 
a | TP atterv Mak tache 

to talk €q@ me about. So the very next day, I came to Washington, with 
J 

a Ye 
him,and we began hearings the following Monday. My wife still doesn't 

‘ i . ake adr 
believe that. The investigation basically had, been done pretty muchg 

hak 
we access to the FBI investigation to some extent, we had access to 
= f 

Talmadge's lawyers and his investigators”, the work they had done 

we had gained access to that. The Ethics Committee staff had done 

an investigation and then the special proscutor, Mr. Erdley, and his 

staff had done an investigation ,and there was a high degree of 

cooperation with referrence to sharing those materials. I was 

denominated counseler’to the committee assigned to Senator Morgan 

specifically. Another lawyer from Raleigh, Bren Adams ,who had not 

had any congressional investigati#s experience/ but who was very 

much interested in it, joined Senator Morgan's staff and paticipated 

right much in a lot of the legal research and a good bit of the 

review of the investigation that other people had done. We also had 

Don J” 
>—aone- Sanders working with usg Don was a regular member of the 

oe Juvk, 
Ethics Committee staff,and he had worked with Senator Morgan on, the 

Intelligence Committee. Don and I had worked together in 73 on 

the Watergate Committeeg = fact, Don was the Minority Counselexy and 

I was the Majority eee ime oe the investigative team that did the 

sit Dont  



Butterfield Interview. 

PETE DANIEL , 
- Vn ertrmerene avon AAS 

Swere you there? 

BOYCE 

Don and I both were there. 

PETE DANIEL 

How did you react to that? 

BOYCE 

Absolute astonishment, some fear, yer, Sow eet 

PETE DANIEL 

After you found that, how did you BS aes the Fy SA 

BOYCE 

I was in the room right here on the next floor. We worked in teams, 

ewirere- cach investigative team had a majority counselox® a minority 

counsel, a staff investigator, and usually a stenographer ex either 

a court reporter or just one of the staff stenographers who would 

just not take it down verbatum but just paraphase the questions and 

1s 
answers. It was a two hour interview. I set up the interview ,and 

Butterfield attempted to poet out a couple of times because of 

commitments, in fact the interview was on Friday the 13th which was 

a hard day to forget all by it’ self. It was the date after my 

birthdate, so it was a very Significant time theres,and I was anxious 

to get back to North Carolina because it had been my birthday and I 

had been away from home a lot. So he broke the appointment a couple 

of times that morning and was going to reschedule because he was due 

oh roa NO 
to go to Moscow Monday. So he said, well I'll come on over and lets 

get it over with. So we set the appointment up again about 2 o'clock 
q- 

in the afternoon. We interviewed him until about 4:30 or so. It was  



well into the interview when Don/(the investigator spent about two 

hours asking his questions} ther we took turns, and Don was second,, 

ame he asked his questions,and there were a couple of things that 

would take too long to tell you, for this, I'll tell you some other 
yi 

time how it developedg it was not an accidental discovery as part of 

the investigative procedures that we had set up, and he was on our 

he 
witness list from the very begining. #t was on my part of the witness 

list. He came and was very frank and readily admitted what we were 

seeking when we got to that subject matter; he open up pretty quickly. 

\t 2 wh re & Bins to 
3 : “~ 5 é s “ . 

He re ee you all wewke get around to this, so here it is. 

Mw 
We were mainly interested in taping system in the Oval Office and 

were really suprised by the disclosure of the extensiveness of the 

“t 

taping system being in the cabinet room, being at Camp David, being 
A Oo yng 

in the EOB. It was, much widespreader“ thing than we thought. So Don 

ot f gj e¥ s€ } . a 

and I were involved in that. -Sq@ we immediately reported that to the 
A 

Chief @ounsel and to the Assistant Chief Counsel. We figured that 

it would be a news leak over the weekend. That was the only significant 

thing that happen on the committee that never was leaked to the press 
Fig 

ahead of time. We put Butterfield on the witness stand at 4 O'clock 

Monday afternoon and put him under subpoena right away,and he 

immediately had to counsel his trip to Moscow for a couple of days@ 

PETE DANIEL 

Yes, I remember. 

BOYCE nus 
4) af” be 

Q 
I was sure it was going to be in Sunday 'S, I scared it was going to 

be in Sunday's paper from North Carolina, and I knew who would get 

avd 3 
blamed for the leak. But it did not leak. Woodmey and Bernstein/ 

claimed in their book that they knew about it, but I don't believe  



prod 
it because anything of, significance, if they had known about it, it 

was the biggest news story of the preceedings and they claim*after the 

fact that they knew about it. 

PETE DANIEL 
Phat \ 

—Lt'g easy to do. 

BOYCE 

If I had known about and I was a reporter, I would have put it in 

Sunday's paper. But it was fairly well kept over the weekend. We 

told Senator Ervin about it. Decided to go ahead and put Butterfield 
— 

on as guickly as possible out of turng the press knew something was 
As 2 

going on when they found out we were puta witness or 
A 

7out of turne 

they were just hooping all over this place trying to find out what 

on earth was going as Be anyway, Don and I really uniquely had an 

opportunity to team up together. We reviewed all of the materials 

which were quite extensive, all1°’the investigative materials, which 
ra 

; he ; 
was quite extensive. We talked with @ special prosecutor and found 

saw Mat 

out what the real issues were, quickly solved—were a number of the 

wer 
charges, probably unprovable, even though the Committee had decided 

k ue 

to go ahead on the full set of, I think were five chargesg although 

be 
they just thought that it was best that we concurf and go ahead and 

Sere gone 
air the whole thing even though it was almost a fati—grown conclusion 

ok 
of several of the charges were not going to substantiated by them or 

any evidence that they had. It was very obvious in the early stages 

uten 
even a day or two before the hearings before I first got into it that 

pected 

the investigation had pretty much revealed what appeared to 99.96 of 

the PPA GGN CS pane it was going to be a lengthy process to present all 

St 
that evidence in an orderly fashion. There were discussionsg oh, 

incidently the Sahin ier eae Senator Talmadge, Jim Hamilton, also  



worked on the Watergate Commiteeg he was the Assistant Majority 

eeunghe dies: So Don and I were acquainted with Hamilton, who was 
Cowm sod BAA. 

Talmadge's lead couneti from the past, and it gave us the opportunity 

to have an open door so seca iets could receive materialg that their 

investigation had produced, some of which was rather significant, none 

du 
of which was of any great magnitude, but it kind of help’ clarifiba seme 

it ; 
ef the issues and ktndofi helped us to’ determine what direction the 

hearing would probably go tad ke appeared to me that there were some 

members of the committee who were more determined, or who had put more 

emphasis on negligent conduct in office and did not seem to have it 

in perspective and that there was a difference between negligent 

mismanagement in your office and intenionally filing false claim$. 

It appeared pretty quickly, and our discussions with the special 

prosecutor and their investigations and their conclusions ,indicated 

that there was an absolute lack of direct proof that Talmadge had 

any guilty knowledge of events, contemporaneous knowledge of events 

A lot of knowledge in retrospect as to what 

It was an obvious case of 

ard 
failure to manage on his part/ but Simply no real proof ar no real 

ei 

gs 

ev®’ circumstanial evidence that he had contemporaneous guilty knowledge. 

Seeing that at that point, there was an attempt to have some serious 

discussions as to how we might save some time and money if everybody 

Was 

knew what the facts were, if everybody wesxe satisfied that the 

nHhad bee ; 
investigation had been properly done and #hat—at—was. an indepth 

investigation and no stone had been left unturned, and“that it was 

going to be a very lengthy and expensive thing. There were discussions, 

some of which f had nothing to do with, but some-ef’ which I am informed  



occured and believed occurred akd which Senator Stennis ,who had a 

good and long standing working relationship with Senator Talmadge 

and could apparently talked with him on a personal basis and there 

was an expectation that the probability was that in the ultimate 

analysis if we went through a six-week or three-month hearing that 
LAME S 

the end result weuld going to be a characterization of the conduct 
ter va 5S 

in tm of some type of verbal punishments it was not a case for 
eErxPusia , a ag: er 
gxposuee and it was not a case for a mere slap on the wrist, you 

ever 

knew; you've been a bad poy 6d don't. do this again/ type of thing. 

It was more serious than that, but it simply did not rise to the 
[had 

level of conduct wkaieh was crooked, criminal, fraudulent, it did not 

is 
reached that catagory. So there was an exchange of some correspondence, 

vee 
and I think het’ I' preserved all that,in an effort to come to some 

gant 
resolution by agreement to avoid the expense, from the committee stand- 

Owe df wer 

point the time, the7expense and the time that the Senators were 

obvious going to have to utilize away from their regular duties which 
ar Se Ad Er 

——were tremendous to start off with. I suppose from ,Talmadge's Side to 
& {74 @ 4h a ae. wk f 

avoid the attempted humiliation and continued press and also because 

he had some staff members whe admittedly had , some things wrong -was 

are 
a still with him and who were” apparently had no prior record of any 

kind of misdeeds or anything. They were apparently pretty good 

but aud 
poe age 2° into the custom practice¢g trap, as they explained 

A 
wold in 

MeO nico, 1% was apparent that Mrs. Talmadge ef all liklihood weetdG 

be involved and they were, I think from Talmadge's side, they were 

“in epee , 
anxious, to net? fan the fires of that domestic controversy. My 

A ao” 

Sfsonal conclusions were,, 1 think Senator Morgan agreed with me or 
‘ig ‘ 

I agreed with him} I Shans pebbably was a mutual conclusion based 

on. what ic eal aad about the investigation and the way he studied it  



and the way I had Studied it,was it would probably be best if that 
i 

be eae was going to happen to go ahead and work something 

out that would be a proper conclusion ina short time. We exchanged 

ideas on that and so far as I know, the Senators kicked it around 

Prat | 
among themselves. My best information was ,Senator Schmidt had 

pronounced the opinion that a Senator wes guilty until he proves 

himself innocent ,which kind of went against the grain of the lawyer 

types involved, but even though I think there is an idea of a higher 

: vw : ” 
standard on the part of lawyers involved én displanary procégdureg 

or Senators involved it@® they—de-ox—they don't,” they shouldn't sit 

back and wrap themselves in a cloak of innocence; ron ee have 

a duty to the public, and that” they are not an average citizen, and 

if they do something criminal, they are not an average criminal, so- 

phere is F$pr 

cthey—rhrave- some justification ef treating them differently, but 

ic ne 
Senator Schmidt, being a geologist, had no reservations about, and did 

wre +0 hao» 

not appear to, have the background tm training to pyeceive that there 

oa duct 

was a difference between negligent Genteet and intentional conduct. 
2 kwow 

t 

Rox od feeling was if there was proof of intent/ that there was not 

censure usoid ad ; pee 
a centure, proceeding, it,was a question of explusion and I'm satisfied 

ral 
,oenator Morgan, if he had been satisfied that Talmadge knew everything 

Minchew 
thet—Marrshuttz) was doing, then Morgan would not have voted for repri- 

a c. Guse¢t & 

mand, Geniure or anything else, he would have said, he has no place in 

} 
the United Senate.” So we were ow to be objective, the staff, we 

had a lot of difficulties, MES SURED ie nee re ee 

RPETE—DANTEE 

O7-—“FUSE—GO-- OY “ENG 6" GECAL ent,  



BOYCE..& 

: i 
We had Seal wien. i pyébeived dyufficulties with the staff although we 

¥ 

related well to them, #here was a prosecutorial atmosphere that I 
6 a Act tt Prat 

perceived without any question¢ gf reservation there were those who 

did not like Talmadge, who made fun of him, who made jokes about it, 

who tended to put everything into light most unfavorable to him,ande 

I think admittedly there was—e~brt—thet—~probably~that created some 

defensive attitude on our part, my part, Don Sanders' part, 

Bren Adams' part, and perhaps yey: Morgan's part, but he would 

have to answer that for himself. Me attempted to look into the 

3 Wirt 
possibility of resolving, on what apparently wes the true facts, 

there was some resentment and opposition to that e the special 
J war "pia Think, a, 
prosecutor, at that point, was being very objective about it, but 

the Ethics Committee, some of the staff people,seem to be more 

inclined to go through with the hearing. Right at first there 
wov) oh 

was a considerable issue abeut~whether it @hewkds be televised or 
r t Pri 

not, and, generally speaking, ere staff people in Washington/ love rer 

things to be televised. They build their career like some of the 

Watergate people did. They build a career around the television 

exposure, which is good for them in Washington. The way things 

C6 aa 

work up here, it eouwrtd? help a career. It appeared that there were 

forces that were hell bent on having a hearing,and they were being 

Thak 
very optimistic about how quickly it could nine 2 I think probably 

more out of being anxious to have the thingf tten being objective 

about their estimate of how much time it would consume. There were 

hundreds of documents, a very good investigation I thought. I think 

they did a very good job in investigating it. Most of the substantial  



s. ¥ - he nntee a 

leads were followed up, by~ous—own Senator Morgan, Buring the hearings 

the record will show that“ there were a few things that they dropped 

G 
the ball on but nothing of any great consequence. We started to 

follow up on the Riggs Bank investigation, iia aekoacedcusl” koe Riggs 

bul Thal 
rait became apparent that # was a dead end 
of hey Mma Pos 

street because nothing efthemthe documentation was available and 

Bank account part of it 

that spoke for itself. The bank people were not privy to any 

Minchew amd 
information from Minsehutee Ox apparently Talmadge had no contact 

with the Bank whatsoever at any time and’ we were looking for that 

it- 
possibility) but it did not materialize. So anyway,while some efehe 

discussions were going on about a resolution of the thing, the 

udtorA 
as te hearings began,and there were several points at which we, inguiring 

} 

whether the prosecutor had come up with anything new or whether we 

were still sailing along,in effect presenting to the public what 

which could have been presented in documentary 
} Or 

form and investigative report type form rather than this. The hearings 

everybody already knew 

were very slow, they were on half+day hearings which stretched it out 

because of the other pressing business that the Senate had. The Senate 

was very busy during this time. There were a lot of floor votes@ I 

can't remember the legislation, but we would recess two and three times 

a day for the Senators to go over to the floor and cast a vote,g ande 

lisa Som 
there wexe a lot of cranking up and cranking down involved. There 
-~ 

was a pretty startling start when Senator Talmadge made his opening 

statement that was very dramatic,and the television press people 
) 

captured that, and’ he pretty much spelled out his defense in his 
€ 

opening statement. It was a suprised that he made it himself/ rather 

than his counsel, which is the usual practiced for the attorney to 

make the opening statement. They introduced him as an attorney from  



Georgia. 

PETE DANIEL 

Who? 

BOYCE 

Senator Talmadge. They said the opening will be made by the distinguished 

attorney, pause, pause, from the state of Georgia, the Honorable 

Herman Talmadge. 

PETE DANIEL 

Well, was anybody expecting that? 

BOYCE 

Nobody was expecting that. Nobody that I know of was,and Hamilton 

eevurse@, ni 

knew it,of emurse, and ,had the press release ready. 

PETE DANIEL 

When he made that, from the news releases I read, I mean it was just 

a bomb shell. He came out very aggressively} in defense of himself. 

BOYCE 

It waS very aggressive, it was very well done, it was very well 

delivered from a speech-making standpoint, it was a magnificent job «f 

oratory. He did ‘again for the television cameras,as I recall, outside,er 

Saves Of its: ae prosecutér started presenting the case ,and there 

was an early phase in there that Senator Morgan and I, along with 

the others that were working with us ,concluded that the initial 

Lince about 
evidence, .semse, there could be no real consenses @f—tkret working 

ra 

out by stipulated facts, both sides agreeing that this is ‘apparently 

whats had’ happened and this is the result. These are the conclusion¢g 

and this is what the opinion of the committee is as to punishment. 

W were going to go the first phase of the evidence and get that in 

save tus-/nivdo 
and then perhaps, at least saving-ebevee24s, of the time by resolving 

it at that point. We never got the feeling that there por or we could 

ay ee  



not develop a feeling of uninimity about thaty and’ there were still 
Phak on Ww Th % fnrevce” 

people whe wanted to go, wiry the hearing, they wanted to en—with 

this process. 

PETE DANIEL 

This was mostly staff? 

BOYCE Na 
Erdly anh mee Hough, 

Yes, mostlos the staff. I think once MeGbuttum, special 

prosecutor and his assistant, once they got cranked up, they were , 

I think,less inclined to try to work anything out. Senator Talmadge's 

attorneys were always interested in trying to work something out. 

I think from their view point they saw the ultimate probable end that 

it was a type of hearing that somebody in Talmadge's position, even if 

he had won completely, which was unlikely, he still couldn't win. Et 

“wes-tite potiticathyyyou" know the proceeding ,as I perceived it was 

an Ethics proceeding,a part of the Senate Self-Displanary process, and 

political ramifications should not be a consideration. How you would 

ever accomplish that, I don't know, particularly in Talmadge's 

position, him approaching an election ah TS press was extremely 

interested in the case, although it didn't stay on -thé front page 

because it was not that dramaticy there was still really an optimum 

amount of press coverage, more at first, some of the national reporters 

started drifting away to the Salt hearings sand’ they got rather bored 
é + usenet yvs ; . because there was no new disclosures and nothing particularly dramatic. 

2 p leet deel fre. 
It just kind of plotted, along and unfolded one sheet at a time. As it 

>S 

proceeded, we continued, those. who were assisting Senator Morgan, we 

continued to study and investigate some of the minor points that were 

involved. We got heavily into the problem of the polygraph question. 

OO 

There had never, generally speaking, in the courts,, polygraph is not  



2 

admissable, with the sole exception and” possibly in some cases baek 

lead Ce? Woe l ‘ Pv A, 

lense ioes: parties, but even then it has not been recognized as a 
ecu edhe [ co oe x | too 

satisfactory and exceptable investigation te or reliable te be 

n¢ cpt el @ Cw 4 f 7 d hoy 

universably axeonied and some courts will not even except back and. 

—. both parties, but seat LT WN the polygraph evidence 

wad detrimental to his case, he did not attempt to oppose its as- 

EE ie ee Erdly was very open about letting any evidence in. 

His attitude was, I think I know everything that happened ; and“I think 

we turned over all the stones,and rather than object to an ian eae 

there is no real appeal or anything and don't have a record to protect 

like a lawsuit, I am just to let everything in,angt I don't care what 

it is. If it comes close to being pertinent, let it aki “ins. So-thal 

is what he did on the polygraph. 

PETE DANIEL 

Could you go into detail on that? 

the testimony was challenged, he made A ‘statement that, r forgot how 
rrhnw chet” 4 ne 

he had put it, but, you'll see in the transcript, was a very smart 

person and very clever with words, really a dynamite-sharp mind, 

scheming, but smart,was my impression. For example, he would never 

in any of his Fagticonsy sae that he had lied, that word was not 

in his vocabulary, or that he had not told the truth, and” he got by 

even on cross-examination with the phrase, that’ I was less than 

candid about that yg ang time and time again he would only go so far 

as to say ythet “I was less than candid. F nut the thing that really 

Mn “chew ee 
demostrated to me that Mtnsehultz prowess was, playing with words 

without much emphasis on the morality of the situation or the right 

wa $ 
or the wrongp Zn one of the instances of evidence they had against hire 

ae eo  



Prot 
it involved an obvious case of embezzlement of funds. He cheated a 

partner in a real estate deal, and he spent money that was embezzeled 

from the Senate on his own real estate projects,-and the abuse was 

sO clear/ it was obvious what kind of person he was,to me. He 

characterized , when he was questioned about the embezzlement, he would 

not use the word embezzlement or theft or any of those harsh descriptive 

words, his phrase for embezzlement was his self, let me see, embezzlement 

was his self-help reimbursement proceedingg. That's in the transcript 

somewhere. Senator Morgan and I just about feel out of our chair when 

he came out with that one, as he referred to it as a self help reimburse- 
S- torn che yw. 

ment proceeding. A phrase similar to that. When Minschultz's lawyers 

first got into it, Talmadge was represented by an Atlanta attorney, who 

ak cted tk 

,and -we never, get the 

Aho Wie? Gow chole Ley 
His peghead ibe At acke lawyer,a nonsSD WC. type 

lawyer, I think had a conflict with Hamilton and they parted company 

for some reason, and Talmadge stuck with Hamiltony anyway Minschultz 

was represented by a lawywWer from Atlanta and a lawyer from D.C. 

“erred. one of the first things his lawyers did waS, well, the FBI eas I 
hack Pinchauw's 

understand ,requested an interview, se~ S6 cddsndad toga eeetP can sama wer 

lawyers got a private polygraph examiner down in Atlanta to test 
pninthew , rninchow 

Mrrschules, mainly the idea was whether or not Minschult# was telling 

the truth when he said that Talmadge knew of the fraudulent vouchers ge 

and knew of the secret Riggs’ bank account. They put some questions 

to him and ,according to the examiner, he passed the lie detector test, 
ach thu Sio~cim ~ Wee how Prhes che Rs 

which was really the.conclusien no deception as—to how_to do it, 

instead of saying they lie. The result was he was not being deceptive 

when he said that Talmadge had knowledge of these things. The questions  



were very cleverly or carefully worded and were not really the right 

way to ask the questionsg, they were not put in the proper form to 

get the proper answer according the FBI polygraph people later on. 
& 

YOu have to be very careful about how you phrase the questions on the 
rr ; a CAN Qvd 

polygraph. So thinking that Minschultg had passed with flying colors, 

they bought him to Washington and said sure, we'll submit him to the 

FBI polygrapistg» they did,and in what apparently was an impartial on 

polygraph examination, he flunked. At that point the FBI and a private 
he 

polygrapiee got together and said something is wrong here. So they 
rrr ‘in chow 

did a third test, inWwhich MrrsehuLez wae in ef fect“feemed to be 

deceptive,and it was a joint test between the private guy and the 
“e 

FBI,and the private polygrapher on the third test agreed with the FBI 

that their conclusions were correct. So then, after that, he had , 
MNinchew ' 

cay 
Mirschurtz +s lawyers, had a fourth examination done by a third mer yieeod 

a ¢e jt | nwt 

who was,from D.C. all of these private polygraphers were apparantely 

reputable polygraph experts, but the fourth exam by the D.C. private 
Com Clo siem hin hew 

expert resulted in a,favorable to Mimschultz, but on that one, the 

Quek 

questions very carefully avoided, tm the Atlanta Constitution was 
ee 

involved in that polygraph exam#rrey which disturbed us and disturbed 

Senator Morgan quite a bit. They had offered to pay for one, 

had submitted questions, they had offered to pay for it/ if they were 

te ask their questions, and’ there was a very unigue and strange 

involvement of the constitution in that. We had also heard that the 

lad a“ 
Rarer Sea owns ‘the -Atlanta Constitution and Mrs. Talmadge were on a 

vacation on the Greek Islands at that time,»because of the domestic 

involvement, as. made us even more suspicious of just what the 

press was doing. We couldn't figure out how an independent press 

could get that involved to the extent of paying for polygraph; or 

toaster. 
supplying questions or being present when the examination was taking,  



It was news worthy,but they seem to have gotten a stronger than 
Spee > 

natural interest in participating in the thing. So anyway that's 

what the polygraph evidence was back and forth and’ the fourth examPre, 

the questions just didn't come close to zeroing in on Talmadge's 

knowledge of the fruadulent expense vouchers or the Riggs account. 

It skirted that issue completely; I don't remember the questions t 
seh, c& ee et 

but they are in the record and you can read those for yourself.--frey 

ry \ bta? n244 

4 were not framed to get to the issue. So we did some research and 

Senator Morgan made a statement in the record arou’ that normally he 
nt aha Li oma, 

would not put a great deal of reliance on the polygraph, but since 

it was by consent and since it would of some assistance that he would 

2 f \re erichenaet 

go along with the Chairman in letting it in as a valid part, in the 

cism 

proceedings, but he would treat it with some degree of skeptisim, 

because of the lack of a high degree of reliability, and’ so that 

a , 

evidence came on #t and it mostly favorable to Talmadge, and “I think 

at that point/"it seemed that that was sort of the peak of the pro- 

mar yninchse’” 

ceeding because it was at that point, you began to see what Méinsehuttz 

was going to be like and how his accusations, being unsupported by 

documentary evidence, unsupported by any corrobative testimony with 

his, ,and unsupported by the lie detector evidence for what it was 

+hal 
worth, and—rt—was pretty much The battle was over trying to prove 

intent on the part of Talmadge, which had substantiate our earlier 

conclusions. At sometime along in there, the effort was revived to 

see if we could reach this very probable end result of some type of 

Verb ad. 
verabte reprimand, censure ysomething, and all during that time, the 

considerations were simply playing games oc words. F+—was 

boiled dow a?) 

rorreneted from the very LzeSeo it okra eae MEE which words were 
>. 

going to appropriately describe what the true facts indicated. How 

iF 4 

do you characterize it, how can we characterize,in our resolution 

-16-  



that would be acceptable to the majority of the Senate and that the 
‘ak : 

committee, hopefully, could be unanimous ne) the committee wanted to 

be unanimous if it could, because it was six people looking at the 

very same evidence and the very same witnesses,and there were some 

disputes, the most inexplicable evidence against Talmadge, which we 
r/h f oh. ie 

,are in the recordg/ called 
A 

Q-1, and Q-2 because it tied in some type of conduct with Mrs. Tisdale, 

becaiced, 
who was the Senator's personal secretary. It was troublesome, we, 

Pr memes) 

couldn't explain, them, they didn't make sense. But even then it still 

had trouble with, were the documents 

didn't get that knowledge directly to Talmadge. It didn't tie it in 
a 

closely enough to impute direct knowledge to him,and all the other 
_ 

evidence was that he was having a lot of problems during that period 

of time. Nothing much came out in the evidence at all about his 

Gr Nckini Wel ae was in the press, and everybody assumed that he had 

been an alcoholic or was an alcoholic and had a severe problem@ 

and everybody knew about his marital difficulties and that had 

already erupted and had been concluded in the civil court. So really 

you won't find much about drinking and what somebody referred to as 

womanizing in the private records. It never did come out in the 
a tawds 4 

hearings. Of course, i1t“Wwas~-a~-targes. sort of thing, generallyfis 

avoided,and you really don't know how meaningful that sort of thing 

is. Talmadge had already really admitted his lack of exercissng?" 

— That 
discretion in due care in the operation in his office ,anq he did not 

keep his finger on things as any boss should. So he admitted his 
Q- 

indiscretions and admitted his short comings in that regardg. So we 

tried during that period of time to crank up, there again, Talmadge's 

attorneys were trying to hold the conclusion to a slap on the wrists 

~and we were satisfied that the negligent conduct in letting things go  



that far deservd more than just a rap on the Mucklesg put it was still 

a question of words and how different people would look at them. We 

never strongly considered censure ,mainly because censure had a 

historical significance )and it just did not seem, we did not view 

Talmadge's conduct to be in the same category as Joseph McCarthy's 

. t bed ee 

conduct. It was a different type of case,.a different type of 

mentality, it was a different type of ethics or whatever you want to 

call it on the part of the two situations) and to have censtrued._the~ 

y 
_weeendwet—te characterize that different conduct with the same word, 

just did not seem historically appropriate or just dia not seem fair. 
ph 

So we were really still dealing with wordsgand then, the next phrase 

was when Mrs. Talmadge was going to testify, WO MAO rTP CEEOL dato 

Sttme and by then Senator Morgan and myself, I was living with him at 

$e 
that time ) and we got to see each other every day and every night and 

bide fwd 

; ‘ nour a 

part of it. We would get to one point and ,conclude that its gone 

this far and really let's go ahead and let this evidence, you know, 

let the public see it, let the press see it, that although it is 

“a ra ge wh cor @ Iwe 

_apprepeiately wasting a hell of a lot of time. Its really silly to <i fhex 

eo go through all these things just to read the same thing that we can. 

Say, here's what's already has’ been said under oath. Still maybe the 

process, since it was the first real trial under the new Btht-os—aew 

Ped 
Ethics rules that it would probably be best -amd any effort to save 

time jand money might look like a whitewash,andé so we finally reached 
be 

foe 
conclusion te that rather than trying to be conservative about 

o | timahé 

that, just go ahead and waste all that time, that maybe x 

nol kaw | 
2 would be a waste of time, that—maybe—tm would have some cleansing 

effect and that there were some defects in the Ethics procedures  



he A — 

as the rules that originally had been written, we wanted to work 

on after the hearing was over because it became apparent than that 

there serious deficiencies in the Senators trying to discipline their 

own kind and not having an independant judge ruling on pel cick es. 

pro G- 
awe thought yee come out better. So 

4) 
it carried on to a conclusion and when all the evidence was in, there 

was an effort to resolve ity when the prosecutor said, I have no 

There were a lot of procedures 

farther evidence, there were some motions made,and then Talmadge said 

he wasn't going to testify,, aria that upset all the committee members, 
® Pu ae ferdant 

because they were looking forward to hém defending himself. Normally, 
a 

when the prosecution evidence is weak a defendant says, well, I don't 

have to prove anythingg the burden of proof is on you, and that was 

true, the burden of proof was on the prosecutorng we followed the 

COKGE Tr § 
usual court rulesg the evidence had to be clear doaching and con- 

vincing, because it was an allegation of fraud}that's a usual standard, 

the burden of proof on the prosecutor, the defendant does not have to 
—_— 

2 

testifyp, the response to that was very negative ,and it was a kind of 

a little maneuver that Hamilton and Senator Talmadge pulled when they 

suddenly announced that they weren't going on to put on any others. 
/ Pou were not going 

-SO~.theibe.Joning to dignify it with evidence, -hexey It was a good 

legal maneuver, but it was a very poor public relations maneuver, and 

it was totally unacceptable, I think, just about every member of the 

committee felt that it was an inappropriate <hiaeey yest like ina 

lawyer disciplinary srodeadiew: a lawyer better testifyg I mean he 

it eg Oo Caesar's Syndviaw ; 
doesn't have to, but see +¢5-tRis- Wife Cunduane, you got to be more 

than a criminal defendant down in the SEOLORS : Ss court and your 

Was 

attitude in what your obligations are. So there a lot of hassle  



about aan we encouraged Hamilton to go ahead and let Talmadge 

Qo 
testifyy, in fact, we thought if he ee ahead and put him on, he would 

have gotten into it, through it,and by cit much better than going Preaptegh 
WAG 

this, again,dramatic procedure of not pened and the newspaper had 

retvsah 
a bit of heyday on Talmadge's refused to testify, instead of exercising 

>t hovt brim . 

Bis right not to. It 2s<the refusal to testifyg@ that hurt him’ It 

was not a very smart manuever in my opinion . So then, they back 
A. or 

tracked, the committee wrote him a letter, ineffect demanded that he 

testify, there were some events in the McCarthy proceedings,* When 

McCarthy, ineffect, told the committee that was investigating him to 

shove it, you know, end that was one of the, I think, three reasons 

Censure 
that McCarthy was eentured because of his attitude during his hearings 

in refusing to cooperate with the committee, and’ I don't know that the 

hoes 
staff and the prosecutor intended to set up Talmadge for that, and I 

think that's what would have happened it he had not refused, they would 

have added that as an additional charge, failure to cooperate. So he 
a fninchew 

came around and decided to testify.’ The Minsekulea testimony was the 

greatest area for Talmadge to make points, but it was, I think, as the 

record will show,at least for effect, it was a very weak cross-examina- 
lay none 

tiong Minschulig waS a very clever witness, a diffcult witness for any 
ke tr Verbesé, 

lawyer to handle because he was smart, he was very cleverly evasive 
x. 

in his answers, he had a way with words, he had his stock expressions 

that he really did cling togyou-knew—end he really got by with murder, 

and a more skillful and a better directed cross-examination would have 

disclosed a whole lot more about him then was disclosed. He was a 
velmeradeie. 

very wolumable, his actions, provable activities made him very ven 
} 

volunable to cross-examination, but the cross~examination in my  



judgment as a lawyer did not go over particularly well. It was not 
V4 

/& skilled cross-examination that I think would have been possible, 

because you had a lot to work with, a lawyer had a lot of meat to 
WY Na) 

really chew into the Mincschules because as Talmadge had characterized 

him, he was a crook, a cheat, and an embezzler, a liar, a cheat and = 

embezzler. Virtually, it was documented. Fe iaki cutlass, cera 

EB OUG Rep WED heb ci LQ vie DORO”MNOLOrbACOL"ON . 

ee ET Bre DNEE Tse 
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That's about how Pe are down at that point, and the evidence was over. 

There were several weeks of contemplation. Senator Morgan and I went 

back and reviewed the things thet’we had done from the very first in 

a search for the appropriate wordsg Senator Morgan had taken the 

position that if he is guilty of what they had tried to prove him 

guilty of, he would have voted to cae el Tia in a second. No question, 

if Talmadge had know about the secret Riggs account, if he had in any 

way directly or effectively authorized the submission of the fradulent 

vouchersSg but based on the fact that he turned his operation over to 

his staff members and did not follow up and did not manage it and 

did not oversee it, that was bad, but it was not bad enough to show 

guilty knowlege and intent and therefore, we're still dealing with 

words rather than explusion,and=new t that was the line of demarcation, 
Se * censure , 

—and Senator Schmidt was very strong on centure because I think he 

knew that it had a strong historical Significance and it was the 

worst that could be done short of explusion, so that's what he 

wanted to do. Senator Helms, we had a minimal amount of contact 

with him during the hearingsg at—one—time it had appeared at one 

time and I can't remember what the” evidence was being presented 

DS in  



at the time, that he was leaning toward Schmidt's viewg Senator 

Burdick went back and forth a few times, as far as we could tell 

& + 
on what his view em the thing was, depending on the witness at the 

particular time. Ultimately it appeared that Senator Helms and 

L ‘ve 
Senator Morgan,independently of each other,, Satisfied, came to 

the same conclusion, that it was just no evidence of intentional 

wrong doing, no reason to characterize that conduct as being 

a 
comparable to being Joseph McCarthy's conduct. When we got into 

the deliberations, the staff and the prosecutor were pushing for 
CamnsSvire, 

and they were pushing for cerrttrrevor at least 
CDA AMAR D 

words almost as strong as , > amd the Senators were consulting 

gross negligence , 

es "s 
dictionaries, thfaruses, Synonyms am@d anonyms books and all kind 

dura 4 
of things, and’ I remember, one of the recesses, Senator Hatfield 

went back into the room with four books under his arms, two dictionaries, 
ar Trae prce ; pe 

thysarws and a synonym and—an. anonym book. The press, and’ one of the 

? 
reporters said, what going on Senator/amd he said,words. That's what 

¥ 

was going on, am that's ,had been going on, and that's what went on 
ve 

i 

from the very firstg I think that the records that we maintained will 

show the things that we had considered in the early part was about 

7?- 
what the result wasSgm only the Senators participated in the delibera- 

Pd ‘Eh 

tion, and’ the staff tried to worm their way into, but we sat there 3 ; 

and outsat them until Senator Stevens asked everybody but the Senators 

to leaveg the staff members were trying to stay in the deliberations -™~ 
? a 

“waned for me and Sam Curr7#n and Brert Adams to leave the room, but we sat 

like pillows of salt and didn't move,anmé finally, they moved everybody 
<. 

out. So when the deliberated, I think that” Senator Morgan had a great 

deal of influence in the deliberations, because of the ultimate 
re ek wie 

decision. He did it apparently in a very Lte and effective in 
gvieth Oey suPsive pe P tae abet. 

pao Na perfeetred way and made them ee@ take a proper and objective 

-22-  



OY 

look at the evidence that they had. He was critized as being a 

defender of Talmadge. We didn't look at it that way, because we 

knew that if they proved the case against Talmadge, he would vote 

to expels him, and that certainly would not be that partial toward 

Talmadge. We felt more like we were defending the evidence in the 

light of what we thought what the truth was rather than worrying 

about Talmadge one way or the other. Senator Morgan is very 
fY piers ne 

philisophical about Talmadge. in A sense that he~=kes made his bed 

and he will lay in it, amd’ we couldn't properly help him out of 

bed unless he had hired us as his attorneyg we could have helped 

him present a better case, but being a member of the panel, Senator 

Morgan ,all the way through J wanted to be as a juror and the way 

re Ne 2 Saal ree 

some of the other members were reading newspapers and being influenced 

by outside things, was quite disturbing to him and to me,, and thet’ we 

uy , ; . 

thought that it ought to be more like a tude’ because it was # too 

a 
important ,thing to the Senate, to the Ethics Committee and to the 

individual whe-wes involved, Talmadge, was’ not to do it on the up 

and up completely as a jury would, and? Morgan was upset about some 

of the Senators, wes a little flrow there at one times some of the 
8 A = 

Senators were missing some of the evidence)and I don't believe 
‘wuret 

rorne 

ostket Morgan missed five mtnuets of evidenceg now he may have missed 
a . 

some of the accounting evidence on one day that was all in writing 

gubostentive 

anyway, but as far as the substance-of evidence, he was there every 

minute of the proceeding and felt like the others,and he read very 

few of the newspapers, he stayed away from reading accounts and 

accusations and characterzations in the newspapers and tried to act 

as if he were a juror er in a criminal or civil case. I think the end 

In Trok 

result was to his liking and he thought that the result was in line  



with what the provable truth was ana I think pleased that it was 
+ Pi: 

Faia i a Art 

able to come out when it could have been headed in anbrntee*vedin 

different direction, and a result that really would have been unfair 

and probably would have been set a dangerous precedent. 
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