
  

 



  

  

  

 



Oral History Interview with Donald Sanders. 

October 25, 1979. Washington, D.C. 

By Pete Daniel. 

SANDERS: This is Don Sanders. I'm sitting here this morning, 

October 25, with Pete Daniel. We've had a preliminary discussion 

about the purposes and parameters of this meeting. ldHe has 

explained to me that he's collecting material concerning Senator 

Morgan's public life for historical purposes. I have asked 

that there be three conditions placed on the use of my remarks about 

my relationship with him. First, that, of course, this material 

Should be available to Senator Morgan. Secondly, that it not be 

publicly released until such time as he retires from the Senate 

or that there be no other public use of it. And, thirdly, that 

Senator Morgan, himself, would have the right to abridge the second 

requirement and determine that he wished to make some public use of 

it. If he decides to do so, that, of course, is his privilege. 

DANIEL: So, could you fill us in on your background and how you 

came to work for Senator Morgan? 

SANDERS: I'm forty-nine years old. I was born in St. Louis, 

Missouri, I attended public schools in St. Louis, I did under- 

graduate work at the University of Missouri and at Washington 

University in St. Louis. I, for a time, attended the School 

of Agriculture and then switched to Liberal Arts. I have attended  
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Law School at the University of Missouri at Columbia, Missouri, 

and graduated with a L.L.B. in 1954. Soon thereafter I was 

commissioned in the Marine Corps, served two years, nearly all of 

which was on legal duty. Upon release from the Marine Corps, I 

returned to Columbia, Missouri, where I practiced law for three 

years, part of the time simultaneously serving as city 

attorney for Columbia and also, subsequently, for a short period 

aS assistant county prosecuting attorney. 

I became a special agent of the FBI in 1959 and served with 

the FBI for ten years. I served in three locations, Birmingham, 

Miami, and finally in Washington, D.C., as a supervisor. I left 

the FBI in 1969 because of an offer from Congressman Richard 

Ichord of Missouri to become his staff director of the House 

Internal Security Committee. He had at that time just become 

chairman of it and hired me to run the staff. I served in that 

capacity for four years and immediately thereafter became the 

Deputy Minority Counsel on the Senate Watergate Committee, serving 

principally under the supervision of Senator Howard Baker. I 

worked on the Senate Watergate Committee for the entire time of 

its existence from the beginning until the very end, a period of 

about nineteen months. 

DANIEL: Have you ever, just off the record, set down your 

experiences with that? You know most people there wrote a book. 

SANDERS: I, of course, towards the tail end of the committee and 

after the committee disbanded, I've had periodic calls from  
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the newsmen about particular incidents that they were interested 

in, and I tried to give them a little insight into that, but I've 

never really discussed the whole array of events in the Committee, 

no. 

DANIEL: O.K., I was just curious. 

SANDERS: Of course, several people have commented upon the staff, 

and the minority counsel actually has written a book about his 

experiences. That was Fred Thompson, and I worked immediately 

for him on the committee. 

Upon leaving the Watergate Committee, I worked for several 

months on a special project at the Atomic Energy Commission on 

security for nuclear facilities and then was given a Republican 

appointment to the Pentagon to be a deputy assistant secretary for 

legislative affairs with specific responsibility for the Senate 

and served in that position for two and a half years. When the 

Carter Administration succeeded the Ford White House, they 

naturally had an interest in putting their own persons in the top 

positions, and I began looking for other employment. During my 

time at the Pentagon, I had, because of my particular relationship 

with the Senate, I'd come to know a number of Senators because 

of contact with them on our interest in legislative matters, 

because of briefings we gave them on military and national 

security matters, and trips in which I escorted them; and Senator 

Morgan was one of the Senators with whom I became-acquainted.  
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In looking for other employment, I was especially interested 

in getting back to the Congress, and at that time, which was the 

first part, very early, in 1977, Senator Morgan, then serving on 

the Senate Intelligence Committee, was asked by the Chairman of 

the Intelligence Committee, Senator Inouye, to chair a subcommittee 

on investigations. That subcommittee was created in the first part 

of '77, and Senator Morgan decided that he would like me to serve 

aS his counsel, chief investigator, for that Subcommittee, and I 

was put on the Intelligence Committee payroll. 

I worked for the Intelligence Committee for Senator Morgan 

in that role for two years. However, for about the last year, 

perhaps several months in excess of a year, I, in addition to serving 

the Intelligence Committee, also performed some tasks for the 

Ethics Committee. Senator Morgan was also a member of the Senate 

Ethics Committee. In about October of 1977, the Ethics Committee 

undertook to investigate some leaks of classified information and 

Senator Stevenson, chairman of the Ethics Committee, asked Senator 

Morgan to chair an ad hoc ethics subcommittee to investigate 

those leaks. Whereupon, Senator Morgan asked me to begin to do 

the work for that subcommittee. So, although I remained on the 

payroll for the Intelligence Commiteee and continued with some 

existing projects there, I also undertook to fulfill the Ethics 

Committee responsibilities. 

DANIEL: I know he has talked to me about the Intelligence Committee 

investigations and how he was at first skeptical--that investigating  
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the FBI or the CIA would produce anything, that it probably shouldn't 

be investigated. Because, as he said, he had spent his life working 

with law enforcement officers. Then he was appalled at what was 

discovered, and I guess you had pretty much of a role in breaking 

those witnesses or whatever. 

SANDERS: Of course, I personally felt that because of my background 

in the FBI that I understood how the FBI conducted its investigations. 

Although I had no experience with the CIA, I felt like I understood 

the type of systems that were in use, and it was my interest as 

I think it was the Senator's interest to stop any abuses that were 

occurring, to ferret out the probelms and to correct them. It was 

not that we didn't want an effective FBI or CIA, but I think, in 

this democratic society, all agencies of the government have to 

operate within the law and with regard to the civil rights of all 

peoples. I was especially attracted to Senator Morgan because of 

his philosophical attitude towards these problems that were 

existing in our society. 

I think that he was subjected to criticism by former FBI 

agents down in North Carolina because of his, what they thought 

was an anti-FBI attitude, and I think that this was incorrect, 

and I think that he was maligned in that respect. I don't think 

that he has an anti-FBI attitude. I think they just didn't 

sufficiently understand his position. So, I think perhaps because 

of my experience in the Executive Branch that it was possible  
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to investigate what was being done--possible under the mandate 

of the Intelligence Committee--to investigate what was being done 

there and to not just have the wool pulled over our eyes. 

DANIEL: You were invaluable, I guess with your background. 

SANDERS: Well, I think we accomplished something there. The 

investigations we did were classified, and I can't identify what 

they were. The Intelligence Committee has decided that nothing 

that we did there could be made public. But, I think that there 

were some accomplishments. Now, during the Church Committee days, 

there were a lot of public investigations and a lot of public 

criticisms of the FBI and the CIA, and it was by those means that 

some improvements were achieved. Also, of course, the agencies 

suffered a lot in public credibility through those activities. 

This is not to say that improvements can't be worked quietly 

between the Congress and the agencies so that national security 

is not jeapordized. I think Senator Morgan with his, god bless 

him, with his strong support, I was able to take a very firm 

position with the agencies in demanding access to records and 

demanding the right to interview employees and in putting together 

a picture of the problem. Needless to say, I could not have done 

that without his strong support and without Senator Inouye's 

support. The two of them stood shoulder to shoulder when push came 

to shove a couple of times. Some might say it's unfortunate that 

the results of our work has not been made public. I don't think 

so. I think we achieved something even though nothing ever made 

the public press.  



DANIEL: So the real constructive things then were based on what 

you found out that was classified and how you and the Senators 

worked to implement changes based on those revelations? 

SANDERS: Yes. 

DANIEL: That you don't think would serve any purpose if they 

were made public. 

SANDERS: No. 

DANIEL: Do you want to move on to Ethics or is there anything 

else you could say about Intelligence? 

SANDERS: For completeness of your total program of interviews, 

I might clarify that I had no legislative responsibilities for 

Senator Morgan on the Intelligence Committee, because he had 

the services of Walter Ricks on the committee, who handled such 

legislative responsibilities. I would occasionally confer with 

Walter, back him up a little bit, but virtually all of my job was 

that of investigation. 

DANIEL: Do you want to move on then to Ethics? 

SANDERS: All right. As I think I said, it was October of '77 

when Senator Morgan asked me to undertake to investigate some leaks 

of classified information which were occurring with respect to the 

pending Panama Canal Treaty. He and Senator Schmidt co-chaired 

an ad hoc committee of the Ethics Committee for that purpose. 

started putting together a staff, eventually accumulated three 

investigators on contract, one researcher, and one secretary. 

Here again, we were dealing with highly classified information, 

although the committee elected to announce that we were, contrary  
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to even the Intelligence Committee in this case, we announced that 

we were doing this investigation. We held some hearings which 

were in executive session, closed hearings, and we made an internal 

report and drew some conclusions but there was never a decision 

by the committee to make any of the results public. Here 

again, I can't tell you what we ended up with, but at the very 

beginning of the investigation, we put out a press release. It 

was dated October 17, 1977, and I'll give you a copy of this, 

simply stating what we were doing. The following month, we put 

out another press release which was merely more administrative 

just to show how we had staffed up for that purpose, who the people 

were. As time went on, we accumulated several more leaks to 

investigate--there were several more leaks to investigate. I 

think I can tell you that, although the committee never publicly 

announced those additional investigations, that is, formally and 

officially announced them. 

There was one press account several months later; it was 

like in the winter of '77-'78 about an additional investigation 

we were doing with respect to leaks concerning an Intelligence 

Committee report on Mideast oil. CIA had gotten into that matter. 

The Intelligence Committee had issued a classified report on Mideast 

oil, and some related classified material became accessible to the 

press. I have taken the liberty of mentioning that because in 

in the winter there, a newsman was in contact with our staff director  
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orally and received oral confirmation of that investigation, 

and that's why I feel free to mention it. 

Still a few months later, we took a third leak investigation. 

There were several, still later, more minor investigations that I 

did for Senator Morgan and Senator Schmidt. We had a number of 

ongoing investigations. The committee never released the results 

of any of these with the exception of one, and that was with respect 

to the Senator Brooke investigation of the Ethics Committee. 

There was a complaint that the committee had leaked some confidential 

information concerning Senator Brooke, and I was asked to do an 

internal investigation of the Ethics Committee to determine 

whether it was the Ethics Committee or whether it was some outside 

persons who also had access to that report, i.e., Senator Brooke's 

attorneys. The committee on April 2, 1979, issued a press release 

explaining the results of that investigation. 

DANIEL: But, it turned out to be who? 

SANDERS: Well, the committee, in my opinion, hedged a little bit 

on its press statement, that is, perhaps I should say hedged a 

little bit on who really did it but wanted to make it rather clear 

that the committee felt that the committee had not done it. For 

example, there's a sentence in here; the two copies in the committee 

staff's possession have been accounted for from the time they were 

made until the time of the news account. Here's another sentence. 

"There was opportunity for access to this copy,'' meaning a copy in 

the law firm's office "by a Globe reporter who visited the law 

firm offices on other matters the day before this story appeared."  



But, as I said, the committee goes on to say, "The 

committee has no evidence that any of Senator Brooke's attorneys 

deliberately disclosed the contents of the report.'' That's an 

example of some additional work, investigative work, that I did for 

the Ethics Committee under Senator Morgan's supervision. All of 

that Ethics Committee investigative work came to an end in April 

of this year. This press release was dated April 2. That was 

the conclusion of all of that work, and in March or April of this year 

I went on the payroll, full-time payroll, of the Ethics Committee-- 

left the Intelligence Committee. Since then I have been a counsel 

on the Ethics Committee handling any and all legal problems that 

come in with respect to the Senate's code of conduct. I assisted, 

as did a number of other attorneys there, in small ways on the 

Talmadge investigation. 

DANIEL: Do you have any particular reminesces about, not only your 

role, but what you think Senator Morgan's thoughts were that 

developed about Senator Talmadge? I ask you because I have 

spoken to him about the hearings, and I think that he was exasperated 

about the whole thing. It weighed on him heavily. 

SANDERS: Well, I think I could say that I've had with Senator 

Morgan many small short conversations, as the Senator Talmadge 

matter evolved and been present when he had conversations with 

others, including Gene Boyce and Brent Adams, who were especially 

hired from North Carolina to assist him. I hever had any terribly  



long conversations with him about it, but I suppose if you put all 

these bits and pieces together I do have a sort of a perception of 

his feelings about it. And having worked with the man tor: Le 

known him now for three or four years, and worked directly, closely 

for two and a half years, I think I have a good feel for the way 

he looks at things. I don't ever want to get overconfident 

about that, because one shouldn't with Senators. Their views are 

continually evolving, and we have to grow along with them. 

I think I could offer some thoughts on the Talmadge matter. 

From the beginning, he was criticized by the press as being a 

defender of Talmadge. I think that this is extremely unfair. 

There was a big blowup in the Georgia press when some newsman 

discovered that Senator Talmadge had made one little speech for 

Senator Morgan in Senator Morgan's Senatorial campaign five years 

ago. And they made a big to do out of that, on the presumption, 

I guess that Senator Morgan is beholden to Senator Talmadge for that 

campaign assistance. Well, that's a lot of baloney. I think 

that he was maligned and that was blown out of proportion. My 

perception is that Senator Morgan and Senator Talmadge are not 

close friends. They have no ongoing close relationship. I have 

never been around when I've seen the two of them together. I've 

never heard him call or talk to him. Senator Talmadge is not a 

social person. I'm sure they have brief occasional contacts around 

the Capitol or on the floor or in the cloak room and so forth, as 

do all the Senators. But I think those are very sporadic, and I 

don't really sense any intimate relationship between the two.  
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I think Senator Morgan's interest in this matter was in 

insuring that Senator Talmadge got a genuinely fair shake. I 

think Senator Talmadge was instantly put off to a disadvantage in 

this matter because of the Georgia press and the readership. The 

readers of the press very quickly came to take what was said in the 

press to be charges, as the evidence. The public assumed, very 

Sem that the charges were the evidence. I think Senator 

Morgan's interest was in insuring that the material which came before 

the committee was genuinely admissible, was genuinely relevant 

evidence, To do this, he had to speak out a few times 

during the hearings, and this revived the press charges that he was 

defending Talmadge. I don't suppose it makes a hill of beans 

in North Carolina whether he is or is not, but in fairness I 

don't believe he was defending Talmadge. 

DANIEL: Do you think that the main culprit in that was really 

Talmadge's seeming, as he admitted, incompetence as an adminis- 

trator or was it the fact that Minchew saw that vacuum, the lack 

of administrative policing on Talmadge's part and just went in 

and filled it with his own designs-to further his career? Could 

you distinguish between where one stopped and the other began? 

SANDERS: I just hope for the sake of history that it is made clear 

that there was no finding by the committee that Senator Talmadge 

did any of those things wilfully. I think the press has completely 

missed the point in that respect. Now, there was some conflicting  
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evidence. There were some bits and pieces of evidence from which 

some people who were interested in establishing willfullness might 

argue. The way they see that evidence, it tends to support will- 

fullness. But the committee agreed to use a standard of judgment, 

called clear and convincing, and if we are going to be fair about 

this; there was no clear and convincing evidence that he did anything 

willfully. 

So the committee is left with simply having found he did those 

things, that those things occurred as a result of his negligence. 

Really, what they're saying is that the degree of negligence was 

such as to require Senate discipline. In effect, they're saying 

gross negligence. As Senator Talmadge himself has said, an office 

holder has an obligation to the public to a higher degree of care 

than would be required of the ordinary person. So he has to be 

castigated for failure to meet those higher standards. 

DANIEL: I talked to the Senator--he wanted to talk about it--on 

tape, and he was very candid about, in this case, that he had an 

administrator that he trusted to do these things and if that 

administrator turned out to be hoodwinking him and then he would be 

victimized. So I guess there has to be, in a busy Senator's life, 

a lot of trust placed in his staff, and Talmadge wasn't served 

well, plus his admitted lack of policing. Do you think the Senator 

anguished a lot over that? When I talked to him, he seemed to be 

distrought by the amount of time it was taking and the wording 

and those kinds of things?  



SANDERS: Yeah, I think he did have a lot of anguish over the whole 

matter. I think a lot of that is due to the feeling, on his part, 

that he knew where it ought to come out, because you've got 

very strong-minded men in the Senate, and that's what we want. 

There were six different views on the committee, I am sure, of 

how it should come out, trying to reach a compromise so that 

you could say the Senate was unanimous or rather unanimous on 

this. It's of no value if the committee reports back to the 

Senate with six different views. That's of no service to the 

Senate. So they try to reach some, some, kind of concensus, 

but in doing that, you have to surrender a little bit of your 

position. Everybody's got to surrender a little bit, and then 

the question is, well, is that fair to the defendant. I was 

not privy to those debates, private debates, the Senators had 

about what words to use, but I can only shake my head when I 

think what must have been going on in there. Gene Boyce 

helped the Senator quite a bit on that matter, drafted point 

papers for him and so forth. 

DANIEL: There's one line of questioning I'd like to pursue 

if you're willing and that bears directly on your reaction to 

some of the things you've been involved in with Senator Morgan. 

For example, your whole background has been--you've been a 

lawyer, you' ve been in the Marines, you've worked with the 

FBI, and worked on the Hill, you'be had tremendous experience 

with officials, and then most recently what you've been really  



doing is seeing how some of the things that you, I'm sure, 

believed in, like the FBI and a high code of conduct for public 

officials, these things, have been brought into question and in 

a lot of cases shown to have failed in pretty severe ways. 

What were your reactions? Were you completely shocked or did 

you have some kind of inkling that such things had gone on? 

Historians would be interested, I think, in knowing, with a 

background such as yours that had encompassed so much of the 

very things you later ended up investigating, what was your 

personal reaction when you confronted these things and found 

yourself investigating your former employer and such things as 

that? 

SANDERS: I suppose I've got a kind of a longer range philosophical 

view of that topic you're talking about. I feel like each 

generation has to learn it all over again. I think that is really 

true, you know. Kids growing up, they can read about what 

happened, but it doesn't become their own until they've 

experienced it. So, I think human nature being what it y 

these things recur cyclicly every twenty or thirty years. 

Scandals in the government, a diminishment in the office 

holder's fidelity, exposés occur, investigations, and then there's 

a rededication to higher standards. I don't think we're ever 

able to change this in civilization. 

I think it's going to continue to occur from one generation 

to the next. So, no, it does not shock, did not shock me.  



I think it will continue to happen. I just hope it doesn't 

ever get absolutely rampant. I think what is important, as was 

stressed by many responsible people during Watergate days, is 

that our democratic system remain strong enough to tolerate 

the investigation of office holders. Certainly there is no 

stronger proof of the viability of our constitutional system 

than for us to be able to investigate the President and for him 

to be forced out of office as a result of that. 

We've got problems in the Senate with respect to the 

recurring debate and discussion with the Senators about whether 

they can reliably investigate themselves. There's a weakness 

in that respect, but it's hard to think of a way out of it. 

I don't know that there is a way out of it. The ultimate judge 

is the people when they try to run for re-election. The 

difficulty could be if some violation of trust occurs in the first 

year of a Senator's six year term, and the people have to wait 

five years to get another crack at him. 

The Constitution places the responsibility for monitoring 

itself upon the Senate, upon the Congress. I don't think, 

I'm convinced, I'm absolutely certain, they cannot delegate that 

responsibility; nobody else can undertake to do that constitu-— 

tionally. During the debate on Talmadge, there were a few 

Senators who remarked on, including Senator Morgan, an interest 

in perhaps using hearing examiners in the future to save the  
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senator's time in sitting there day after day listening to 

evidence, and I think that would be a very valuable tool. They 

weren't ready to do that six months ago. Philosophically, 

politically, they were not ready to do that; they saw that 

as a relinquishment of their own power, and they did not want to 

relinquish their power. But having then been required to sit 

through twenty-eight days of hearings, not only the six members 

that were in there, but all of their colleagues began to see 

what a tremendous drain on their time was occurring and those 

colleagues don't want to be caught in that bind in the future. 

So, I think there's some thinking about at least how they could 

alleviate the hearing problem. 

The Ethics Committee already has the power to appoint the 

hearing examiner. It doesn't take any big change in the system 

to use that. So that's there. They just have to exert the will 

to relinquish that much of their prerogative. Interesting to 

see if it should happen. 

DANIEL: There don't seem to be any more big investigations 

in the offing though. You're sort of over the hump now as far 

as the major cases? 

SANDERS: We have none pending. Those have occurred, you're 

probably aware, roughly once each ten years. Twelve years ago 

we had the Dodd investigation; twelve years before that the McCarthy. 

DANIEL: That's amazing. I hadn't thought of it in decade cycles. 

Were you in any way involved in any of those?  
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SANDERS: No. I came to the Hill in 'S$9; the Dodd thing 

was in '67-'68, I guess. 

DANIEL: It's amazing how all those dates blur. I was living 

in College Park and read all of the Dodd thing, and I couldn't 

come within five years of the date. 

Do you have any other insights that might interest historians 

on any of this? I know it's a broad question but, just sort of 

maybe a summarizing statement. I'll give you time to think 

about it. 

SANDERS: I might just offer a few comments about Senator 

Morgan's method of operation with respect to me. 

virtually nothing about how he works with regard to other staff. 

I guess my relationship with him is peculiar and unusual because 

I'm not really on his payroll, but I do have periodic need to 

see him and discuss committee problems with him. I have been 

intrigued by his method of operation. 

I have to explain, first, where I come from and that is 

a very bureaucratic, highly structured existence in the FBI. For 

example, for ten years I did things by the numbers; you write 

a memo and it's approved by your immediate Supervisor, and he 

sends it up to his supervisor, and he sends it up to his 

Supervisor, and he sends it up to his Supervisor, and things 

are done on paper; very few decisions are made orally. When I 

first started working for Senator Morgan, I was not aware that 

he didn't work that way. I would write these papers, organize 

them beginning with the purpose of the paper and the background  
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and the current problem and end up with some kind of analysis 

and recommenddation and so forth and then suddenly realized 

that these things would lay around on his desk and that he 

wouldn't get to them. I thought he was just terribly busy and 

had other priorities. 

But, I gradually learned that he much prefers to have 

a quick oral briefing on the matter. He might be interested 

in a succinct page or two statement on the problem if he's going 

to use it someplace in a meeting. I think he expects that if 

he has staff working on a specific problem for him, they'd 

better know about all there is to know about that problem and 

perhaps, far more than he's expected to know about it, and under- 

stand it so well that they ought to be able to explain it to him 

in a few minutes. 

And what staff has to really keep in mind is that this 

man has tons of problems, far more with such a huge spectrum 

of problems, that any one of us staffers who have a very narrow 

segment of his Senatorial function. And we forget about 

what all the other staffers are dumping or trying to dump on him. 

He's just beseiged with staff people with problems, constituents 

coming in, people calling from the home state, and that's very 

important for us, for the staff to be considerate of his time 

by well organizing our material and not giving him ten or 

twenty page papers to have to digest. If we all did that, 

there's no way that he could keep up with it. So, we've got  
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to know our problem well enough to be able to say it to him in 

two or three minutes or in a walk down the corridor to where 

he gets on the elevator. 

It was a complete change in my experience and I have been 

able, fortunately, to adapt to it and he's very intuitive. 

He grasps a problem. He is able to grasp a problem if you give 

him the essential facts. He can quickly chart out where he 

wants to go. 

DANIEL: That's been a recurring observation of everybody I've 

talked to, how intuitive he is. He has the ability to quickly, 

not only digest it, but ask for alternatives that perhaps you 

haven't thought of. He really is good at that. 

SANDERS: I feel like sometimes I know where I want to go in 

a problem. I think a staffer has to be cautious about his trying 

to just accomplish what the staffer wants to accomplish. You 

must keep in mind what is the Senator's interest, and I guess 

you kind of work out a compromise between those two in a 

practical manner. But you really have to be sure that the 

Senator's interest predominates and that you're not trying to 

force your own views if they differ from his. There's a fine 

line between those two, because you might tend to think, well, 

maybe he doesn't understand quite all the facts, and if he did, 

if he really understood it, he'd agree with the way I'm thinking 

about it. And maybe sometimes you don't have the time or can't  
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get him away from other problems to explain in the depth 

you think, explain the problem in the depth you think he 

ought to have it. That's where a lot of intuitiveness comes 

iO, Be sc got: tnet: 

DANIEL: So you found that you could adapt to that after you 

found out the way that he operated? 

SANDERS: Yes, I started getting a little bit of that with 

Dick Ichord, Congressman-Ichord. We still did a lot of paper 

onithe Internal Security Committee, but at the same time 

because Ichord was also a chairman and a busy man, I had to 

start learning how to just give him the top few aspects of 

the problems and if he wanted more, be prepared to give him 

that. 
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This is Don Sanders. I'm Sitting here this morning, October 25, with 

Pete Daniels. We've had a preliminary discussion about the purposes and 

parameters of this meeting. He has explained to me that he's collecting 

material concerning Senator Morgan's public life for historical purposes. 

I have asked that there be three conditions placed on the use of my remarks 

bere relationship with him. that, of course, this material should 

be available to Senator Morgan. Secondly, that it not be publicly 

released until such time as he retires from the Senate and, that there be 

no other public use of it. And, thirdly, that Senator Morgan, himself, 

would have the right to abridge the second requirement and determine that 

he wished to make some public use of it. If he decides to do so, that, 

of course, is his privilege. 

Dan 1é j ; : : 
Rete. So, could you fill us in on your background and how you came to 

work for Senator Morgan. 

SanaAer $* forty - ning 

Don I'm 49: years old, I was born in St. Louis, Missouri, I attended 

public schools in St. Louis, I did undergraduate work at the University 

of Missouri and at Washington University in St. Louis. I, for a time, 

attended the School of Agriculture and then switched to Liberal Arts. I 

have attended Law School at the University of Missouri We Missouri, 

and graduated with a L.L.B. in 1954. Soon thereafter, I was commissioned 

in the Marine Corps, served two years, nearly all of which was on legal 

duty. Upon release from the Marine Corps, I returned to Columbia, Missouri, 

where I practiced law for three years, part of the time Simultaneously 

serving as city attorney for Columbia and also, subsequently, for a short 

period, as assistant county prosecuting attorney. 

I became a special agent of the FBI in 1959 and served with the 

FBI for ten years. I served in three locatiow, Birmingham, Miami and 

finally in Washington, D.C. as a supervisor. I left the FBI in 1969  



Le herd 
because of an offer from Congressman Richard Btrekerd¢?2)« of Missouri to 

become his staff director of the House Internal Security Committee. He 

had at that time just become Ghairman of it and hired me to run the staff. 

I served in that capacity for four years and immediately thereafter became 
a 

the Deputy Minority Counpla on the Senate Watergate Committee, serving 

principally under the supervision of Senator Howard Baker. I worked on 
The 

the Senate Watergate Committee for ,entire time of its existence from the 

binned teen 

beginning until the very end, a period of about ,F> months. 

cemred + ; , 
pee Have you ever, just off the record, set down your experiences 

with that? You know most people there wrote a book. 
Sanlors ¢ 
Dore I, of course, towards the tail end of the gommittee and after the > SOA en 

oo above | Committee disbanded, I've had periodic calls from the newsmen , particular 

incidents that they were interested in,and I tried to give them a little 

insight into that, but I've never really discussed the whole array of events 

in the Committee, no. 

Nanief. 
Pete O.K., I was just curious. 

aa Of course, several people have commented upon the staff,and the 
eon PT 

Minority Couneit+—actually has written a book about his experiences, on—ther 

———— ane that was Fred Thompson and I worked immediately for him 

on the Committee. 

Upon leaving the Watergate Committee, I worked for several months 

 



positions,and I began looking other employment. During my time at the 

Pentagon, I had, because of my particular relationship with the Senate, i'd 

come to know a number of Senators because of contact with them on our 

interest in legislative matters, because of briefings we gave them on 

thd military and national security matters, and trips in which I 

escorted them) and Senator Morgan was one of the Senators with whom 

I became acquainted. In looking for other employment, I was especially 

interested in getting back to the Congress and at that time, which was 

the first part, ef very early - In 1977, Senator Morgan, then serving 

on the Senate Intelligence Committee, was asked by the Chairman of the 
mm ibe 

rnteul actos Senator Inevye 5 SO -CRalY .2 Subcommittee on Anvestigations. 

That subcommittee was created in the first part of ‘77, and Senator Morgan 

decided that he would like me to serve as his counsel, chief investigator, 

for that subcommittee, and I was put on the Intelligence Committee payroll. 

I worked for the Intelligence Committee for Senator Morgan in that 

roll ton f years, However, for about the last year perhaps several months 

in excess of a:year, I, in addition. to serving the Intelligence Committee, 

also performed some tasks for the Ethics Committee. Senator Morgan was 

also a member of the Senate Ethics Committee. In about October Of? 19T7, a oe 

the PiPer sit See to investigate some leaks of classified information 

and Senator Stevenson, chairman of the Ethics Committee, asked Senator 

Morgan to chair an ad hoc ethics subcommittee to investigate those leaks. 

Whereupon, Senator Morgan asked me to begin to do the work for that 

Subcommittee. So, although, I remained on the payroll of the Intelligence 

Committee and continued with some existing projects there, I also under- 

‘ 
took to Bwestigate the Ethics. Committee to fulfill the Ethics Committee 

responsibilities.  



Qowiel’ 
Petes» I know he has talked to me about the Intelligence Committee 

investigations and how he was at first skeptical’ that investigating the 
le pel et & 

FBI or the CIA would release anything, that! probably shouldn't be investi- 
a 

gated, because, he Said he had spent his life working with law enforcement 

offices,and’ then he was appalled at what was discovered, and I guess you 

Of course, I personally felt that because of my background 

in the FBI/ that I understood how the FBI conducted its investigations. 

Although I had no experience with the CIA, ‘felt like I understood the 

type of systems that were in use,and it was my interest as I think it 

was the Senator's interest to stop any abuses that were occurring, to 

ferret out the problems and to correct them. It was not that we didn't 

want an effective FBI or CIA, but I think, in this democratic society, 

all agencies of the government have to operate within the law and with 

regard to the civil rights of all peoples,ead I was especially attracted 

to Senator Morgan because of his philosophical attitude towards these 

problems that were existing in our society. I think that he was subjected 

think that he has an anti-FBI attitude. I think they just didn't 

sufficiently understand his position. 80, I think that perhaps because 

of my experience in oe branch that it was possible to investi- 

gate what was being done . possibl¥ under the mandate of the Intelligence 
= 

Committee, to investigate what was being done there and to not just have 

the wool pulled over our eyes.  



amit - 
Motat You were invaluable, I guess, with your background. 

NAGS: Well, I think we accomplished something there. The investigations 

we did were classified,and I can't identify what they were. The Intelli- 

gence Committee has decided that nothing that we did there could be made 

public. But, I think that there were some accomplishments. Now, during 

the Church Committee days, there were a lot of public investigations and 

a lot of public criticisms of the FBI and the CIA and it was by those 

means that some improvements were achieved. Also, of course, the agencies 

suffered a lot in public credibility through those pcebigias tT was is 

not to Say that improvements can't be worked quitély between the Congress 

de hehe ies so that national security is not jegpardized. I think 
with hs 
jas trong Support, I was able to 

take a very firm position with the agencies in demanding access to records 

Senator Morgan with his, god bless him, 

and demanding the right to interview employees and in putting together a 

picture of the problem. Needless to say, I could not have done that 

without his strong support and without Senator Inouye's strong support. LY de 

The two of them stood shoulder to shoulder when push came to shove a 

couple of times. “W410. Some might say its unfortunate that the 

results of our work has not been made public. I don't think so. I 

think we achieved something even though nothing ever made the public 

press. 
; » of : . 

ES . So sient the real constructive things then were based on what 

you found out that was classified and how you and the Senators worked 

to implement changes based on those relevations. m-W-<« 

Pea Yes. 
ae 
ead © é 

ete: that you don't think would serve any purpose if they were 
ae 

made public.  



Detcs ° D You want to move on to Ethics or Fae a Le there 

anything else you could say about Intelligence? 

Seare | er . 
For completeness of your total program of interviews, I might 

clarify that I had no legislative responsibilities for Senator Morgan 

on the Intelligence Committee, because he had the services of Walter 

Ricks on the Committee, who handled such legislative responsibilities. 

I would occasionally confer with Walter, back him up a little bit, but 

virtually all of my job was that of investigation. 
(darn vob ; ; 

Pete: Pe You want to move on then to Ethics. 
/ 

~ 2 

AGE riyhl. 
Don: Atergit. As I think I said, it was October of '77 when 

Senator Morgan asked me to undertake] to investigate7some leaks of 

classified information which were occurring with respect to the then 

pending Panama Canal Treaty. He and Senator Schmidt co-chaired an ad 

hoc committee of the Ethics Committee for that purpose. I started putting 
Ow 

together staff, eventually accumulated three investigators on contract, 
Ww ge 

one researcher and one secretary. Here again, we were dealing with 

highly classified information, although the Committee elected to announce 

that we were, contrary to even the Intelligence Committee” An this 

case, we announced that we were doing this investigation. We held some 

hearings which were in executive session, closed hearings, and we made 

an internal report "drew Some conclusions but there was never a decision 

by the Committee to make any of the results public. Here again, I can't 

tell you what we ended up with, but at the very beginning of the investi- 

gationg, we put out a press release, it was dated October 17, 1977, and 
- 

I'll give you a copy of this, simply stating what we were doing. The  



following month, we put out another press release which was merely 

more administrative just to show how we had staffed up for that purpose, 

who the people were. As time went on, we accumulated several more leaks 

to investigate -“there were several more leaks to investigate. I think 

I can tell you that, although the Committee never publicly announced 

those additional investigations, that is formally and officially announced 

Ff 7 y " them. There was one press account J several months thereafter. later; it 

was like in the winter of '77-78 about an additional investigation we 

were doing with respect to leaks concerning an Intelligence Committee 

report on Mideast oil. CIA had gotten into that matter. The Intelligence 

Committee had issued a classified report on Mideast Ooil,and some related 
I arn k, re 

classified material became accessible to the press. I mentioned — takine 
x 

the liberty of mentioning that -—“because in the winter there, a news- 

man waS in contact with our staff director Orally and received oral con- 

firmation of that investigation, and that's why I feel free to mention 

is 

Still a few months laterg, we took a third leak investigation. 

There were several, still later, more minor investigations that I did 

for Senator Morgan and Senator Schmidt. We had a number of ongoing 

investigations. The Committee never released the results of any of 

these with the exception of one,and that was with respect to the Senator 

Brooke investigation of the Ethics Committee. There was a complaint 

that the Committee had leaked some confidential information concerning 

Senator Brooke, and I was asked to do an internal investigation of the 

Ethics Committee to determine whether it was the Ethics Committee or 

whether it was some outside persons who had also had access to that 

report, i.e., Senator Brooke's attorneys. The Committee on April 2, 1979,  



issued a press release explaining the results of that investigation. 

(L!11 give you--e-copy)—* 
ey, 3 ry ‘ef 9 
-Rete~. But, it turned out to be who 

Sar at & Set 

ber: 

thats. , 

Well, the Committee, in my opinion, hedged a little bit on its 

press statement, put/ that is perhaps I should say hedged a little bit 

on who really did it but wanted to make it rather clear that the Zommittee 

felt that the Gommittee had not done it. For example, there's a sentence 

ye ' 
in here; that” two copies on the Committee's’ staff 

9 GaSi 
> 

Pp ¢ ie $376 re 

position have been 

accounted for from the time they were made until the time of the news 
nue 1 REA io oe 

\\ 

account.” Here's the sentence. There was opportunity for access 

\ 

to this copy, meaning a copy in the law firm's office, by a Globe 

reporter who visited the law firm offices on other matters the day before 
j- ca r aL 

this story appeared.” But, as I say, the Committee goes on to Say, —<« 

i 

The Committe
e 

has no evidence
 

that any of Senator Brooke's
 

attorney
s 

delibera
tely 

disclose
d 

the contents
 

of the report.”
 

That's an example 

of some of—the“additonal work, investigative work, that I did for the 

Ethics Committee under Senator Morgan's supervision. All of that Ethics 

Committee investigative work came to an end in April of this year,(this 

press release was dated April 2 that was the conclusion of all of that 

work and in March or April of this year, I went on the payroll, full-time 

payroll, of the Ethics Committee -“left the Intelligence Committee,and— 

since then‘ have been a counsel on the Ethics Committee doing—eny.” handling 

any and all legal problems that come in with respect to the Senate *Code 

of Conduct. I assisted, as did a number of other attorneys there, in 

small ways on the Talmadge investigation. 

Crsuie.t ' 
Rete: Do you have any particular reminisces about not only your role, 

but what you think Senator Morgan's thoughts were that developed about  



? +e 
Senator Talmadge. I ask you because I have spoken wrth him about the 

hearings ,and I think that he was exasperated about the whole thing, it / 

weighed on him heavily. 

SO. ders: 
Soa Well, I think I could say that I've had with Senator Morgan 

many small J short conversations abouts as the Senator Talmadge matter 

evolved and been present when he had conversations with others, including 
fb 

(e* Adams, who was especially hired from North Caro- 
Gene Boyce and 

lina to assist him. I never had any terribly long conversations with 

him about it, but I suppose if you put all these bits and pieces together 

Sf 
I do have sort of a perception-as“te his feelings about it. And having 

worked with the man for, I've known him now for three or four years, 
tue omd aban, 

and worked directly, closely for ye years, I think I have a good feel 

for the way he looks at things. I don't ever want to get over confident 

about that, because one shouldn't with the? Senators, ¥ their views are 
on Z gs 

continually evolving , and we have to grow aden s with them. I think _ 

I could offer some thoughts on the Talmadge meter : i tate RET 

Fetmedee Doedkpaomye” 
he ena c €\ he od iatp 

: ——— from the beginning the press Was a» 
o- 

being ao defevder of lalw ads @ comm I think that this is extremely unfair, 
pen * = he pres oS £4 ; 

There was a big blowup in th 6-20 §' some newsman discovered that Senator 

ve 
Talmadge had made one little speech for Senator Morgan and Senator 

Fi vé 1 EQAVS OLD, Aud. lem 

rd-them made a big to do out of 

Tok 
that, on the presumption, I guess, ,Senator Morgan is beholden to Senator 

Morgan's Senatorial campaign 

Talmadge for that campaign assistance. Well that's a lot of baloney. 
nat Pe 

I think that he was maligned ~ that was was blown out of proportion. 

My perception is that Senator Morgan and Senator Talmadge are not close 

friends. They have no ongoing close relationship. I have never been 
user a we 

around ‘ben, seen the two of them together, I've never heard him call or  



10. 

talk to him. Senator Talmadge is not a social person. I'm sure they 
A 

Car? bhart 

have brief/ occasion
al contacts

, pate < Sit (fg 
ars 

the cloak room and so forth, as do all the Senators. But I think those 

are very sporadic,and I don't really sense any intimate relationship 

between the two. I think Senator Morgan's interest in this matter 

was in insuring that Senator Talmadge got a genuinely fair shake. I 

think Senator Talmadge was instantly put off to a disadvantage in this 

matter because of the Georgia press and the readership. The readers of 

the press very quickly came to take what was said in the press to be 

charges as the evidence. The public assumed, very quickly, thought the 

charges were the evidence, ard’ I think Senator Morgan's interest was in 

insuring ese eben which same before the Committee was genuinely 

admissible, was genuinely relevant evidence and charges. To do this, 

he had to speak out a few times during the hearings ,and this revived 

the press charges that he was defending Talmadge. I don't suppose it 

makes a hill of beans in North Carolina whether he is or is not, but in 

fairness I don't believe he was defending Talmadge. 
Daniel. 

hPet-e: Do you think that the main culprit in that was really Talmadges' 
Phe ompeten CL. § 

seeming, as he admitted, that-he_wasn'+ an administrator or was it the 

: 2 th ts: fact that Minchvw kind—ef saw that ¥8°°4“"" a2 lack of administrative 

policing on Talmadge's part and just went in and filled it with his own 

designs to further his career. Could you distinguish between where one 
Ie 0 GON © } 

Stopped and the other __~end—o£—s4-de-ores-A—+_  



te 

S. CAA d Crs | 

per I just hope for the sake of history J that it is made clear 

that there was no findingg by the Committee that Senator Talmadge did 

any of those things willfully. I think the press has completely 

missed the point in that respect. Now, there ais some conflicting 

evidence, there were some bits and pieces of evidence from which some 

people who were interested in establishing willfullness might argue. 

The way that see that evidence, it tends to support willfullness. But 

the ¢ommittee agreed to use a standard judgment, called clear and con- 

vincing, and if we are going to fair about this, there was no clear and 

convincing evidence that he did anything willfully. ‘So the Committee 

is left with simply having found he did those things, that those things 
of his 

occurred as a result, negligence, aad really what they're saying is that 

the degree of negligence was such as to require Senate discipline. In 

effect, they're saying gross negligence, aad as Senator Talmadge himself 

has said, an office holder has an obligation to the public to a higher 

degree of care than would be required of the ordinary person. So he has 

to be castigated for failure to meet those higher standards. 

esti eed , I talked to the Senator - he wanted to talk about it - 

on tape ,and he was very candid about, in his case, that he had an 

administrator that he trusted to do these things and if that administrator 

turned out to be hoodwinking him and then he would be victimized,and”’ so 

I guess there has to be, in a busy Senator's life, a lot of trust placed 

in his staff and Talmadge wasn't served well, and~plus his admitted lack 

of policingg “But, do you think the Senator anguished a lot over 
= to 

,Pe distraught by the amount of time that 7” when I talked to him he seemed 

it was taking and the wording and those kinds of things.  



Ke 

4 l rs. Sched 

Ben-* Yeah, I think he did have a lot of anguish over the whole 

3 Ted matter. I think a lot of that is due to the feeling, on his part, he nah s oer 

cg Ov iye YHED tw Fae We ach € i 0) wt ue 

Knew where it ought to come out, because he got very strong-minded then, + 

asSumMe., there were six different views on the Committee, 9 @™ stu | 

g 

how it should come out, and-was’ trying reach a compromise 
th 

So that you could say the Senate were unanimous or rather unanimous on 

this. It's of no value if the Committee reports backg to the Senate 

with six different views. That's of no service to the Senate. So they 
oe 

sors } 

try to reach some, Kind of concensus, but in doing that, you have to } 

Surrender a little bit of your position. Everybody's got to surrender 

a little bit, and then the question is,well, is that fair to the defendant. 

I was not privy to those debates, private debates, the Senators had about 
bey -] 7 

what words to use, but I can shake my head when I think what must have been 

going on in there. Gene Boyce helped the Senator quite a bit on that 
. ’ E ‘ 

Loan, Vides oF wel $@ ful rm, 

je 

There's one line of questioning I’ liked to pursue if you're 

willing and that bears directly on your reaction to some of the things 

you've been involved in with Senator Morgan. For example, your whole 

background has been -~you've been a lawyer, you've been in the Marines, 

you've worked with the FBI, and worked on the Hill, you've had tremendous 

experience with officials, and then most recently what you've been really 

doing is seeing how some of the things that you, I'm Sure, believed in, 

like the FBI and she high code of conduct for public officials, these 

things, have been brought into question and in a lot of cases shown to 

) have failed in pretty severe ways. What were your reactions’ asethese 

<= p-things—_ were you completely shocked or did you have some kind of inkling 
w 

> 

that such things had gone on Historians would be interested, I think,  



in knowing, with a background such as yours that had encompassed so much 

of the very things you later ended up investigating, what was your personal 

reaction when you confronted these things and found yourself investigating 

? 
your former employer and such things as that. 

Don: I supposed I got kind of a longer range philosophical view of 

that topic eee Fou ra talking about. I feel like each generation has 
1s 

to learn it all over again. I think that #+s-really true, you know. 

Kids growing up, “they can read about what happened, but it doesn't 

become their own until they've experienced it. So, I think human nature 

a thar stds ad 6 &e ade 

being what it is, these things recur cyclicly/ every 20 or 30 years. 

Scandals in the government, a diminishment in the office holder's 

fidelity, exposes occur, investigations, and then there's a rededication 
Penh 

to higher standards. I don't we're ever change this in civilization. 
; 2 

I think it's going to continue to occur from one generation to the next. 

ortant is an so, no, it does not shock, did not RO NETO Pk HDA HOR I a 

Shock Men, ARG DOLSsbock me,%—I think it will continue to happen. Porn Eye HE 

I just hope it doesn't ever get absolutely rampant. I think what is 
@s AdLA ae 

important ,+e~the stress “by many responsible people during the Watergate 

days and—that“ is that our democratic system remain Strong enough to 

tolerate the investigation of office holders,and certainly there is 
Via bility 

no stronger proof of the -eirthty of our constitutional system than 

for us to be able to investigate the President and for him to be forced 

out of office as a result of thal we've got problems in the Senate with 

respect to pe recurring debateg and discussiong with the Senators about 

whether they can reliably investigate themselves. There's a weakness 

in that respect, but it's hard to think of a way out of it. I don't know  



rae Ti; 
éé 

—DorTr: We have none pending. J hore have occurred, “64 

that there is a way out of it. The ultimate judge is the people ef “42. 

jer trytne~to run for re-election. The difficulty could be 

if some violation of trust occurs in the first year of a Senator's six 

year term, and the people have to wait five years to get another crack 

at it* Phe Constitution places the responsibility for monitoring itself 

upon the Senate, upon the Congress. I don't think, I'm convinced, amd—« 
we 

I absolutely certain, they cannot delegate that responsibility; — 

thy » 
nobody else can undertake to do that constitutionadity. During the 

debate on Talmadge, there were a few Senators who remarked on, including 
ao" 

Senator Morgan, interest in perhaps using hearing examiners in the future 
A 

| 
to save the Senator*’s time in sitting there day after day listening to 

evidence, and I think that would be a very valuable tool. They weren't 

ready to do that six months ago. Philosophically, politically, they 

were not ready to do that; they saw that as a relinquishment of their 

own power, and they did not want to relinquish Anat power. But having 

then been required to sit cntough oe baetees hearings, not only the six 

members that were in there, but all of their colleagues began to see 

what a tremendous drain on their time was occurring and those colleagues 

don't want to be caught in that bind in the future. So, I think there's 

Some thinking about at least how they could alleviate the hearing problem. 

The Ethics Committee already has the power to appoint the hearing 

examiner, it doesn't take any big change in the system to use that. 

So that's there. They just have to exert the will to relinquish that 

much of their prerogative. Interesting to see if it should happen. 

Dewael 
Rete There don't seem to be any more big investigations in the 

[neces A . offing ~ you're sort of over the hump now as far as the major Se. 
i 

‘ne potable, 
oo —___ 

——_—  
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eprebabhy aware, roughly once each ten years. Ten years ago we had the 

Dodd investigation, ten years before that the McCarthy. 

Pp tg | Prat 's 
Pevet it*s- amazing. I hadn't thought of it in decade cycles. Were 

you in any way involved in any of those? 

Serna dhe ip - 

Por : No. I came to the Hill in '693; the Dodd thing was in '67-68 

I guess. 

f. EBawAd of : at? 

wl. Qh rcor It's amazing how, those dates blur. - I was living in 

College Park and read all of the Dodd thing, and I couldn't come within 

five years of the date. 

Do you have any other insights that might interest historians 

on any of this’ JI know its a broad question but, just sort of maybe a 

Summarizing statement. I'll give you time to think about it. 

S oa waht * 
Don : I might just offer a few comments about Senator Morgan's method 

of operation with respect to me. I know virtually nothing about how he 

works with regard to other staff. I guess my relationship with him is 

peculiar and unusual because I'm not really on his payroll but I do 

have periodic need to see him and discuss Committee problems with him. 

a 
I have been intrigued by his method of operation. I have to explain, 

first, where I come from and that is a very bureaucratic, 

2 chee 
structured existence in the FBI. For example, for ten years where—one- 

>-dees- things by the numbers; you write a memo and its approved by your 

immediate Supervisor, and he sends it up to his Supervisor, and he sends 

it: up to his Supervisor, and he sends it up to his Supervisor and things 

are done on paper, very few decisions are made orally. When I first 

started working for Senator Morgan, : oa D1 was not aware that 

he didn't work that way, and I would write these papers, organize them  
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beginning with the purpose of the paper and the background and the 

current problem and end up with some kind of an analysis and recommen- 

dation and so forth and then suddenly realized that these things would 

lay around on his desk and that he wouldn't get to them, and” I thought 
~ 

he was just terribly busy and had other Srickities web: I gradually 

learned that he much prefers to have a quick oral briefing on the matter. 

He might be interested in a succinct page or two statement on the 

problem if he's going to use it someplace in a meeting. I think tiret~ 

he expects that if he has staff working on a specific problem for him, 

they'd better know about all there is to know about that problem and 

perhaps, far more than he's expected to know about it, and understand it 

i Bas well that they ought to be able to explain to him in a few minutes. 

Wine what staff has to really keep in mind is that this man has tons of 

problems, far more with such huge spectrum of problems, that any one 

of us stafferghave a very narrow segment of his senatorial function: 

And we forget about what all the other staffers are dumping or trying to 

dump on himy? he's just beseiged with staff people with problems, con- 

stituents coming in, people calling from the home State, and that's very 

important for us,“ for the staff to be considerate of his time by well 

organizing our material and not giving him ten or twenty page papers 

to have to digest. If we all did that, there's no way that he could 

keep up with it. So, we've got to know our problem well enough to be 

able say it to him in two or a ge or in a walk down corridor 

to where he gets on the elevator. It was a complete Change in my 

experience and I have able, fortunately, to adapt to it and he's very 

intuitive. He grasps a problem, he is able to grasp a problem if you 
¥ 

would give him the essential facts. He can quickly chart out where he  



wants to go. 

Da afl ; 

Peto. That's been a recurring observation of everybody I've talked 

to wit” how intuitive he isg“ he has the ability to quickly, not only 

digest it but +& ask for alternatives that perhaps you haven't thought 

ofy—“he really is good at that, mn. 
S$ caw dew é » ‘ . of 
Den: (He—agrees-with Petey I feel like sometimes I know where 

l.want to go.in a problem ard one thing JI think a staffer has to he 

cautious about his trying to just accomplish what the staffer wants 
baa wate 

to accomplish, 7 keep in mind what is the Senator's interest and I 

guess you kind of work out a compromise between those two in a prac- 

tical manner. But you really have to be sure that the Senator's 

interest predominates and that you're not trying to force your own 

views if they differ from his. There's a fine line between those two, 

i er eae might tend to think, 7 well, maybe he doesn't .quite’ under- 
grad . z 

stand%all the facts, and if he did, if he really understood it, he'd 
YD ee”) 

agree with weet I'm thinking about it. And maybe sometimes you don't 

have the time or can't get him away from other problems to explain in 

the depth you think, explain the problem in the depth you think, he ought 

to have it, and that's where a lot of intuitiveness comes in, he's got 
a - 

- 

that. 

{2 2m. OF ; 

Pete: So you found that you could adapt to that after you found out 

the way that he operated? 

Sp dee Te herd. 
Den: Yes, I started getting a little bit of that with Dick Erekerd-222.)., 

Teherd. 
Congressman Hickerd,. We still did a lot paper on the Internal Security 

Tohera 
Committee, but at the same time because BEt+ekera& was also a chairman and a  



       

    
        

   

UNITED STATES SENATE 
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20510 

PUBLIC DOCUMENT U.S.S. 

OFFICIAL BUSINESS 

NORTH CAROLINA.


