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Watt: When they were making the movie "Advise and Consent," I've forgotten 
what year it was, it was the year we were going to Las Vegas, and President 
Kennedy was in the White House, that had to be about 1962, the author Allen 
Drury had covered our hearings for years, and of course I knew him. One 
Saturday morning they asked me to come in to advise them how to set up the 
Caucus Room for a hearing. I remember I came in and Henry Fonda was sitting 
in the witness chair; anyway I made some remark to him about, "this is the 
witness chair, and this is where so-and-so sat," and he just gave me a cold stare, 
as if I had a nerve talking to him. That sort of left me cold. But when I got in there 
I had a white blouse on and somebody from the movie company said, "Oh, you 
can't wear that white blouse in the picture." I said, "I'm not going to be in the 
picture. I'm leaving on vacation tomorrow." They said, "Well, we had planned on 
you doing what you do at the hearings." I said, "Nothing doing, I'm not going  
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to give up my vacation for $25.00 a day"--back then that was not bad pay. But I 
wasn't going to give up my vacation, we were going to Las Vegas!  
It was almost a free trip because Congressman James H. Morrison of Louisiana, 
who was then chairman of Post Office and Civil Service on the House side used to 
do things like that for his staff and for people from Louisiana. Macel McGilvery 
who was Senator Russell Long's secretary asked if we'd like to go on the trip. All 
we had to do was pay for our round-trip plane fare, the rest was all free, because 
everything was taken care of. So I wasn't about to give that up, because I had 
never been anywhere west of Chicago. So I called Gladys Montier who had 
worked with us, and she was chief clerk of Senator Philip Hart's Judiciary 
subcommittee. So she took the part, The movie showed her reaching for papers 
and all that stuff at the hearings. But I thought it had been interesting that I'd 
been invited to be in a movie! It was one of those things that happen on Capitol 
Hill that you don't expect.  
We've had a lot of movie people up here. Helen Hayes was at one of our hearings. 
I  
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didn't even recognize her, but my husband came in and said, "Ruth, Helen Hayes 
is sitting in the audience toward the back, and she's very hard of hearing." So I 
went over and asked her if she wanted to sit down in front. But I wouldn't have 
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recognized her because she had dark glasses on. Then Ralph Bellamy came when 
he was playing in "Sunrise at Campobello." He came and sat in on some hearing, 
it may have been the Valachi hearings, but I'm not sure. Then Joan Crawford and 
her husband, when he was head of Pepsi Cola, they came to our hearing one day 
and she sat in the front row. Then James-Whitmore, who played Truman at 
Ford's Theater; then I went up to see Gary Cooper when he was playing in "The 
Courtmarshal of Billy Mitchell," that was up on the fourth floor, 457 in the old 
building. I met Bob Cummings up in Senator Goldwater's office and had my 
picture taken with him. So that was the extent of my dealings with the movie 
crowd. You know, a lot of people get impressed with people around here, but the 
movie stars are exciting to us because we don't see them that much.  
Ritchie: It is interesting that people think of politics as being very glamorous, 
but if a movie star  
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shows up in Washington they get much more attention than the politicians.  
Watt: Oh, yes. And Dick Powell came to the Rackets Committee hearings with 
his wife June Allyson. Senator got them seats because he was from Arkansas.  
Ritchie: I remember reading an account of the filming of "Advise and Consent," 
which said that some of the senators even came and stood in the crowd to watch 
the filming.  
Watt: Yes, that was mostly in the Caucus Room. That is such an interesting 
room, and of course, I could claim legal residence there as many hours as I've 
spent in there!  
Ritchie: How did the committee decide when to hold a hearing in the Caucus 
Room? Was it just that there own hearing would not be big enough?  
Watt: Too small. And many times during the Labor Rackets hearings, which 
were such big things, and we had some presidential contenders, we met in the 
Caucus Room. The publicity was better, and the room could handle the crowds. 
We had standing room only every day. Our hearing room--we had just moved 
into the new building which wasn't even finished--and 357 held about fifty people 
at the most. So I reserved the  
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Caucus Room for the duration of those hearings. If anybody wanted it they had to 
come to me. If we weren't using it we would release it, but otherwise even the 
Senate Ladies had to reschedule their annual luncheon for Mrs. Eisenhower. 
They made arrangements to have it in the Supreme Court room because we 
couldn't give up the Caucus Room. And they had had it reserved way ahead, but 
we took precedence. I was quite surprised because usually the senators' wives get 
precedence, but I think Mrs. Nixon worked it out (he was vice president at the 
time) so that they took another room, but they had used the Caucus Room for 
years.  
Ritchie: We ended last week at the time when Senator Henry Jackson took over 
as chairman of the subcommittee, when Senator McClellan became 
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Appropriations chairman. I get the feeling from your previous statements that 
Senator Jackson had not been a very active member of the committee. Is that 
true?  
Watt: As far as meetings were concerned he always came, but he'd never been all 
that active. He kept a hand in, but the ranking minority member was always 
much more active than he ever was. But he was next in line and he held on to the  
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subcommittee because he had the seniority to take over as chairman. Two or 
three times Senator McClellan said he was going to give it up and then didn't. I 
had heard rumors from uptown that Jackson had said he was going to clean 
house and get rid of the staff when he did take over, which didn't happen--it was 
probably just rumor.  
Howard Feldman came in as chief counsel, smart young man, inexperienced but 
smart. He didn't quite know how to handle people when he was under pressure. I 
liked him very much, but I used to get furious at him because under pressure he 
was difficult to deal with. He had made me promise to stay as long as he did, 
when he first came, because here I was teaching the "ABCs" to the new ones 
coming in. Some people just can't take pressure, and he was only about twenty-
nine or thirty years old and didn't have much experience. But I think a great deal 
of him.  
He went into that law firm--they set up their own law firm--and before the first 
year he'd bought a hundred-thousand dollar house. They have contracts with oil 
and gas companies. When they started out there were three of them,  
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and now I think the law firm has at least fourteen people in it, and that's only 
three years later. So they're doing very well. Bill Van Ness who was chief counsel 
on the Energy Committee--it was Interior then--he went, and another from the 
Commerce Committee, and I think there was a fourth from the House side, they 
started the firm. They've really got beautiful space; they've got all of one floor in a 
new building near Dupont Circle. Then Owen Malone came along after Howard.  
Ritchie: You said that the ranking Republican was more active on the committee 
than Jackson was. Is that true in general, that the ranking Republican is the next 
most active member of the committee other than the chairman?  
Watt: As a rule. Of course, on some of these committees you've got 
subcommittee chairman and if they've got a subject that's real newsworthy they 
get it, since they are chairmen of subcommittees. So the ranking sometimes is 
and sometimes isn't. Now Senator Mundt was very active. Senator McCarthy was 
first minority, and he was pretty active. fie and Senator McClellan got along well. 
Senator Mundt was very conservative, and after Senator McCarthy  
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died Mundt was ranking minority. He was very active, and he and Senator 
McClellan had the same conservative philosophy.  
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As a matter of fact, the day that President Kennedy was assassinated, Senator 
McClellan and Senator Mundt were airborne over St. Paul when they got the 
news. Senator McClellan was on his way out to a testimonial dinner for Senator 
Mundt in South Dakota. Senator McClellan got off at St. Paul and came back. 
Senator Mundt went on, he couldn't very well do anything else because of the 
dinner. But there was that closeness. They sort of thought alike, being of the same 
philosophy, ultra-conservative.  
Then when Senator Mundt gave up the subcommittee--for a while he was 
incapacitated with that bad stroke--Senator Javits became the ranking minority. 
He was pretty voluble in seeing that he got a staff member and no matter what 
report we wrote, he always had a minority report. That was just his policy. The 
others haven't done that. Then they had a choice, they could only be ranking on 
one subcommittee, and Senator Ribicoff's subcommittee on reorganization was 
planning to  
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reorganize the whole government that year, so Senator Javits had to give up 
ranking on the Investigations Subcommittee if he wanted to be ranking on that. 
So he gave us up, thinking they were going to be very active reorganizing the 
whole government. So Senator Charles Percy moved up to ranking minority 
member on our committee, but in the meantime Senator Ribicoff's subcommittee 
didn't do all that much that year, so Senator Javits didn't have that much to do.  
I don't know how much of a disappointment it was to him, you would never know 
because he's so busy on the Labor committee anyway, and Foreign Relations. See, 
he came under the "grandfather clause" for Governmental Operations. When that 
became a major committee it meant that those who were on at that point could 
stay, but they couldn't get another one. They had two major committees and this 
was now a third. During this last reorganization I think they eliminated that; they 
eliminated the "grandfather clause" so Muskie gave up the committee. I think he 
was the only one because Senator Jackson and Senator Javits, and maybe Senator 
Ribicoff, those three got  
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special permission to stay on after the reorganization. Senator Javits had interest 
in government reorganization which another committee does now, he's still on 
our subcommittee. Senator Jackson was going to be chairman of the 
subcommittee and naturally he didn't want to give it up. He has Armed Services 
and he's chairman of the Energy Committee. Those two had been under the 
"grandfather clause," but there was one on each side, so it was evened off and was 
apparently no problem in doing that.  
Ritchie: What about Senator Percy, has he been an effective member of the 
subcommittee?  
Watt: Very, very active. He's more active than any of the others have ever been. 
He had a good staff. Senator Percy is the kind of person who if he wants 
something he goes after it, and if there is an objection to it he still persists. I 
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admire him for it, of course at times it's difficult on the majority people. He gets 
one-third of the salary money that the majority does. But they have a certain 
allotment and if he wants to pay less money to people he can get that much more. 
He had Stuart Statler who has gone to the Consumer Protection Agency, but I just 
had a great deal of admiration for him a smart young man.  
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Senator Percy just was able to find people. I suppose a senator has to take his 
counsel's word for things because he can't do it all, but he was gathering these 
newly graduated students from Harvard, Yale, Princeton, from out in the West, 
all these bright young men coming in on his staff. If they made out really well 
they stayed six months to a year and a half and then would move on and 
somebody else comes. He just has a bunch of brilliant young men over there, but 
they get so that they want to run the place, and I used to run into that. I had them 
come in and tell me how to run the hearings! But they were young, and when 
you're that age you know everything.  
Ritchie: I notice that Senator Percy chaired at least one hearing on the hearing 
aid investigation.  
Watt: That's right, and he's running the hearings they have right now. Now 
Senator Nunn chaired it, but the minority did all the work on it. I think there was 
part of one day that Senator Nunn couldn't be there that Senator Percy chaired. 
It's unheard of almost for a minority member to chair a hearing.  
Ritchie: That's what I was going to ask; I didn't think that the committee had a 
practice like that.  
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Watt: But I think you will find that Senator Nunn was there most of the time. He 
was in and out.  
Ritchie: Is it because Percy was the one who really wanted to hold those 
hearings?  
Watt: They did all the work on it. His minority staff did every bit of the work on 
it. Of course, the chief counsel wrote the opening statement for the chairman and 
the press release, but now every press release that goes out is a point effort of the 
chairman and the ranking minority member, Nunn and Percy, before it was 
Jackson and Percy.  
Ritchie: Senator Percy seems to have a very good sense of public relations. His 
hearings lately had a masked witness and steering wheels of cars which were 
bound to attract newspaper and television coverage.  
Watt: Yes, before I saw it on TV I knew it was coming up, I heard about it when I 
was in a couple of weeks ago. He can go ahead and do things that they can't do in 
the Senate and get paid for--I was in and had to tell them that there was no way 
they could do it. Myra, my replacement, had to tell them, but being new she really 
didn't know. Of course, she goes to the Rules Committee the same as I always did. 
They just  
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say, "We have to do this!" Well, you can't do it, you can't spend government 
money for things that are not legal. But they got around it somehow, I'll have to 
ask Myra how they finally got around paying for his expenses.  
Ritchie: Of this masked witness?  
Watt: Yes, because they put him up in this big, hotel. You can't pay hotel bills for 
witnesses! One time we did have a witness who was in prison down in Florida and 
we paid for the witness and the matron--it was a woman, a murderess--to appear 
before the Rackets Committee. We also paid for the matron, to make sure the 
witness didn't run away. So there are certain things you can do, but everything is 
set out in the law, what you can do and what you can't. If you didn't limit it there 
would be many things that people would take advantage of.  
Ritchie: You said that when Jackson took over as chairman he didn't change the 
staff dramatically the way it had been rumored, but were there any changes at all? 
What was the difference between Jackson as chairman of the committee and 
McClellan as chairman?  
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Watt: Jackson's favorite was the Subcommittee on National Security, which 
merged with us. He was greatly interested in foreign policy, the Russian grain 
sales and all that. So that was his main interest with that part of the 
subcommittee, and they worked closely with him. They had an office right next 
door and they were part of us, but they weren't; they were a separate entity 
actually (except that I paid all the bills). He had Richard Perle and Dorothy 
Fosdick, who are both brainy, brilliant people. The others were sort of incidental.  
Ritchie: Did the subcommittees really merge, or were they really two separate 
entities that just happened to be under the same chairman? Did they work 
together?  
Watt: Not really. We had one fellow, Elliott Abrams, who worked closely with 
them. I think probably he and Richard Perle were friends before when he was a 
practicing lawyer in New York. Then there were two or three that he employed 
from Washington State that worked very closely with that group. But with the 
regulars that had been on there before there was very little contact. If the girls 
couldn't do the work, Dickie (Dr. Fosdick) would bring it over to  

page 262 
 

me to get somebody on our staff to do it. Or we'd go over there, once a year 
Richard Perle would dictate and we'd send one of the girls over, because they only 
had a couple of part-time people over there. But as far as the work was 
concerned, Dickie kept abreast of all of it, but she didn't really participate. If we 
had an organization meeting or something, she was there. Or if we went to the 
Rules Committee to get money and all that sort of thing. But as far as the actual 
things we were working on, no, they had a separate operation.  
Ritchie: When Jackson left the committee, did that subcommittee leave as well?  
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Watt: He's still vice chairman. I think there are a few--Richard Perle and three 
part-time people on our subcommittee payroll. Dorothy Fosdick works out of that 
office, but she's on Senator Jackson's payroll, just transferred. They get pretty 
good salaries and I think Senator Nunn would like to have that himself, to pay 
one of his people, because as I said that operation is not one that he takes part in 
that much. They only have hearings every one or two years, but they write  
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reports and they do an awful lot of work with the State Department and so on. 
You don't necessarily have to have hearings to be active.  
Ritchie: Senator Jackson had a bright staff around him and he had a lot of 
interest in international affairs and energy and military policy, but was he a very 
effective chairman of the Permanent Subcommittee?  
Watt: He had hearings that he chaired on energy--and we had joint hearings 
with the Interior Committee, before it became the Energy Committee--we had 
several Cabinet level people up to testify, at one time we had witnesses who 
represented all the big oil companies in the country--we had that in the Caucus 
Room, I remember them all lined up the width of the room--that was the year he 
was running for President, so he was pretty busy anyway. Then we had hearings 
on grain for Russia, those were the things he was interested in, the international 
picture and energy. The other hearings we had he farmed out to Senator 
Huddleston who chaired them. Then Senator McClellan asked Huddleston, who 
was at the end of his first year, Senator McClellan was just very much impressed 
with  
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him and asked him to go on the Appropriations Committee, so Senator 
Huddleston had to give up Government Operations. Then Senator Nunn took 
over chairing. The only one that Senator Jackson chaired was the one hearing a 
year that was the National Security hearing. Of course, I handled them all, but 
that was just at the clerical level.  
Ritchie: So he was something of an absentee chairman?  
Watt: He was around and took an interest. He always had all the information 
that everyone else had. But he had two other big committees that were very 
active; Energy Committee had hearings every day; Armed Services Committee is 
a very active committee. So actually it was a time thing.  
Ritchie: What about his presidential race? Did that eat into his time on the 
subcommittee?  
Watt: Not really, I think it would have been the same. For instance, they had a 
special train that went to New York when he was in that primary, that's the only 
one that I remember. When he was running he got the Washingtcn legislature to 
vote that if he didn't get the presidential thing he could still be elected to the 
Senate--they'll do that,  
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you know, Lyndon Johnson did it. I don't think it ate into his time that much. We 
knew he was running, because they had a special committee for the presidency 
and I know there were people on it, one girl from National Security who was on 
our payroll left and went on that payroll, and there was one man from his office 
that had been there for a long time, who had been chief coulsel of Post Office and 
Civil Service when Olin Johnston of South Carolina was chairman, and then 
Jackson had him in his office-he's now mayor of Harper's Ferry, his son-inlaw 
was on our staff until recently, Keith Atkinson.  
When you talk about staff staying, Bob Dunne had already made a commitment 
to teach in a school in England but they did ask him to stay on. Paul Kamerick 
had been there a long time and he was not that active during the period of the last 
year's of Senator McClellan's chairmanship. We had that counsel who sort of 
queered everything, so Paul Kamerick retired. We had two people reimbursable 
from GAO, they retired and we were paying them the difference, one of those 
retired annuitant type of  
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things. He got rid of them because he didn't think they were needed, they really 
didn't do that much anyway. He got rid of the ones who at that point weren't very 
active. Of course, Howard Feldman was the one who made the decision, because 
the Senator had no way of knowing who was who or what kind of work they did. 
John Brick got sick and died, that was that first year when Jackson was chairman. 
Now the girls were the same, the staff editor was the same.  
Al Calabrese had been on the subcommittee since 1955, and he was an 
investigator. He was a little quick tempered and some little incident happened. lie 
was down in the cafeteria having coffee and they wanted him. Howard got a little 
upset that he was down there so long, and Howard called him on it, so he quit, 
got mad and retired.  
Then we had the GAO people and had to let them go. For years we had them free, 
with GAO paying. So any of them that were still on had to go back, we had about 
three of them that had been on for quite a few years. We didn't take them on, but 
they didn't want to transfer to our payroll because of the fact that the insecurity 
was so great at that point.  
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We didn't know how long Senator Jackson would be there, we didn't know if he 
wanted to keep people--see he had some of his own people he wanted to hire. So 
that's about it. Right now there are only three people on the staff who were there 
when McClellan was, one since 1953, the other since 1956. I was the oldest in 
terms of service for many, many years. Now Lavern Duffy and Rosemary 
Kennedy are the two longest serving. There is also Roland Crandall, but he was 
with the Government Printing Office and worked with us while he was on their 
payroll, when Senator McClellan was there, so that makes three.  
Ritchie: Right after Senator Jackson took over in 1973 the Watergate scandal 
began to appear. It seemed surprising to me that a committee like yours which 
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was so interested in corruption in the government really didn't get involved in the 
Watergate investigation very much. Was there any particular reason for that?  
Watt: I'm not sure that we had the authority.  
Ritchie: Wouldn't it have come under your general authority to investigate 
executive malfeasance?  
Watt: But this thing started with political parties, it was a break-in at the 
Democratic headquarters.  
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That was what it was all about. The fact that the President and the people around 
him were involved harked back to the political thing. I don't think we had the 
authority. We didn't want it anyway, because the full committee could have taken 
it. But you see, Senator Ervin was chairman of the full committee at that time, 
and he became chairman of the Watergate investigation. And as a result they did 
nothing on the full committee for all that time, just sat around doing needlepoint. 
So I don't believe there was anybody on that subcommittee that would have 
wanted it. It almost had to be a select committee.  
Ritchie: Why don't you think anybody would have wanted it?  
Watt: Well, to begin with, you have almost as many Republicans on the 
subcommittee as you have Democrats. There would have been just a battle, a 
fistfight. That's the way I feel about it. For instance, on that committee we had 
Javits, Percy, and Brock (who is now chairman of the Republican National 
Committee). But I don't think it would have been the right forum for it.  
Ritchie: The subcommittee did investigate Robert Vesco, who was peripherally 
involved with Watergate.  
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Watt: Well, that was because we were having hearings on the SEC, and it came 
about through his SEC involvement. There was a lot of corruption there with the 
SEC, and then his name came into it. Then of course they tried to make a little 
political hay out of it.  
Ritchie: Who did?  
Watt: The Democrats, which was natural. I don't know how much there was on 
the Senate level, but on the staff level it was certainly a political thing.  
Ritchie: On the staff they saw that as a good political move?  
Watt: Well, it could have been from the top down, but I don't know that. I just 
know what. was going on at my level.  
Ritchie: What in particular was going on?  
Watt: Oh, they were following up all these leads. And you remember we had 
Elliott Roosevelt come back from Portugal, and there was this whole big tie-in.  
Ritchie: You never got Vesco to testify, did you?  
Watt: No, he never came back to the country, because he would have been 
slapped in jail. Right now he can't come back, although they would like  
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to get him back. They even tried to involve him in the White House now, in the 
Carter administration. Somebody tried to bring him into that, and how much 
there is I don't know. I've seen pictures of him, and he keeps popping up in 
different spots, not only on the Republican side, but on the Democrats side, too. 
And somehow there was a tie-in to narcotics traffic. It's all very much in the 
shadows, in the gray area.  
Ritchie: So would you say that the Vesco hearings were mostly to raise some 
publicity at the time? They couldn't get him back or prosecute him, but they could 
get some publicity.  
Watt: I'm not sure how important that was. It kept popping up, but with a name 
like that you can't help but get publicity. The same thing happened with the 
Murray Chotner case, they tried to make political hay with that. We had executive 
sessions, and they went to California in 1956. They had his brother and him both. 
Later Murray came here and was killed in an automobile accident; he had the 
most beautiful wife--boy was she pretty. But it was those gray areas where you 
are not sure whether it was political or not.  
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Ritchie: During that whole period there were certain high points in terms of 
getting attention, like the Vesco case, or the Russian grain deal, and the fuel 
shortages. But my general impression is that the subcommittee didn't get the 
same kind of press attention then that it had gotten in earlier years.  
Watt: No. Well, there were so many other subcommittees that had sprung up, 
even the subcommittees of Governmental Affairs were investigating some of the 
things that we had the authority for. Senator Chiles has one that we could very 
well go into. They all have different names now, and I don't recognize them, but 
thank goodness we're still Investigations. There are many things that other 
committees have gotten that we could have done, but you have got to have 
someone who is chairman that's not too busy and will go after these things, and 
say to the counsel, "You get your staff and go after this and get ready for 
hearings." You've got to have an interest at the top. There might be an interest, 
but other things will take priority. Of course, national security and energy are 
topmost in people's minds now, especially in Senator Jackson's.  
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Ritchie: I would have thought that Jackson, with his presidential ambitions and 
good staff, Would have been able to generate more publicity through that 
committee.  
Watt: He was not that interested in investigating wrong-doing and so on. He 
was interested in energy and the armed services. Now, of the things he could do 
on that committee, he did have energy hearings and the Russian grain deal, but 
that was the only thing. The other things we went into really weren't of a political 
advantage to him, except that one senator said at one time that he would get his 
name in the paper, good or bad, he didn't care as long as his name was in the 
paper so people didn't for get. Anyway, I remember back when Truman was on 
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the committee, his name was on the front page of the papers every single day, so 
his name was a household word when he became vice president under Roosevelt. 
And that was all good, he had a good publicity man, press man.  
Ritchie: Didn't Jackson have his own public relations man?  
Watt: Yes, Brian Corcoran.  
Ritchie: Did he handle public relations for the subcommittee as well?  
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Watt: Not really. He would go over the press releases that we gave him, and once 
in a while he would add something. He would come over to the hearings and see 
what was going on. Seeing that I was handling all the press distribution, there 
was really nothing for him-to do, Unless the press wanted some special 
information that the committee didn't have. But he was there to see that the press 
got things, and I had done that for years so he didn't have to worry about it. The 
circulation was there.  
Ritchie: Did Howard Feldman have good relations with the press, too?  
Watt: Yes and no. He would have a little conference with the press before a 
hearing, but if a call came in and he wasn't there, he was not good about calling 
the press back. Let's put it this way: he was not with publicity. I think he thought 
Corcoran should do it. Now Jerry Adlerman, Frip Flanagan, Bill Rogers, Bob 
Kennedy really went all the way out to be nice to the press. After that we didn't 
have the same relationship because the chief counsels were more intent on 
getting the investigations going and they were not that  
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interested in the press. Up till then every one of our chief counsels was really 
good about the public and the press.  
Ritchie: Was the same true about Owen Malone?  
Watt: Owen Malone didn't want to talk to anybody in the press, as far as I know. 
I don't think he was interested. I don't know if he didn't want to handle them, or 
didn't have the experience to handle them, or if he just didn't want any part of it, 
but he saw very few of the press. Most of the time we used to have reporters in 
and out all the time, and after a while we didn't have anybody from the press 
come in. Individuals make a lot of difference with the success of a committee. I 
think this new man is going to be great.  
Ritchie: Who is that?  
Watt: Marty Steinberg. He came after I left, but he's a real smart young man, has 
a nice personality. How he operates, I don't know. They've been having hearings 
all week, but of course the minority did all the work on it--they've been working 
on it for months.  
Ritchie: One other point, I understand that before the Army-McCarthy hearings 
one senator coul& hold a hearing by himself.  
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Watt: There's a resolution setting forth what a quorum for a hearing is. In most 
cases the committee sets what the quorum shall be. Well, up until that point you 
could have a hearing with just the chairman present. When the three Democratic 
senators left the committee in July of 1953, and then came back in late January of 
1954, one of the stipulations was that there would be at least two members 
present at any hearing where there were witnesses being sworn, open or 
executive. That went on for two or three years, maybe more. In about 1957 or 
1958 we had a great deal of trouble holding hearings because we couldn't always 
get two members. So then they put a stipulation in that two members would have 
to be present unless an authorization was signed by the chairman and the ranking 
minority member that a one-man qporum could conduct a hearing, open or 
closed. That was repeated each year in our rules for about five years. And then 
they just dropped that and made it a rule in the Rules of Procedure which were 
approved by the subcommittee, which made it legal.  
Ritchie: That's something that always surprises me whenever I go to a 
committee hearing that there often is just one senator there.  
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Watt: There are so many committee hearings, and the senators are on so many 
subcommittees. There are very few Democrats now who aren't chairmen of 
subcommittees. Even this new reorganization has enlarged the subcommittees. 
They were trying to cut down, but they cut down on the full committees, and of 
course, the subcommittees are more expensive than full committees, because 
they are allowed a certain number of people on the full committee. If you 
appropriate money in a budget . . . for instance, we were appropriating money for 
a staff with the minority, because they get a third of the staff and a third of the 
salary money. Last year when I made the budget up we made it for thirty-eight or 
forty people. On the full committees the maximum that you can have is twelve, 
including the minority. So that's quite a difference, and actually they are not 
saving any money. They are going to have these committees one way or another.  
Ritchie: Does it affect the work of the committee in any way that only one or two 
senators show up for committee hearings?  
Watt: The staff does all the work anyway. The staff briefs the committee 
members. We used to have  
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a briefing for the senators before a hearing, and then it was up to them if they 
came or not. Frequently, they would send a representative from their staff; some 
of their staff was assigned to the committees. Of course, now they have that 
special resolution that they passed two or three years; ago, where one person is 
hired to work with the senator and all of his committees to keep him up to date. 
They work out of his office, and it's a separate fund and it's not paid by the 
committee.  
Ritchie: Do the staff members prepare the questions for the senators to ask?  
Watt: Yes.  
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Ritchie: For senators other than the chairman?  
Watt: What we do is to make up a folder for each senator on the committee. The 
ranking minority chief counsel gets all the material that's being prepared in 
advance and then he takes it to the ranking party members. It's mostly the 
ranking minority member and the chairman who are the most religious about 
coming. In that folder we put all of the statements of the witnesses for the next 
day, all the questions that have been prepared by the staff based on  
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interviews plus the statements (a witness is supposed to present his statement to 
us forty-eight hours ahead, or the day before anyway). Sometimes the staff works 
way into the night on these things because they kept revising them. Then there's 
the witness list and the opening statement of both the chairman and the ranking 
minority member, and any other pertinent information like exhibits that they 
might be interested in and would be put in the record later. Each senator gets a 
folder like that. I think that the subcommittee has probably always been better 
prepared than most subcommittees and committees.  
Ritchie: Did they handle the Bert Lance hearings?  
Watt: No, that was the full committee, but there were two or three of our staff 
working on it.  
Ritchie: There was some criticism at that time that the senators themselves 
didn't ask very good questions, and that the answers evaded their questions.  
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Ritchie: There's been some comment that senators working out of prepared 
questions aren't very good at thinking up follow-up questions when the answers 
aren't to the point.  
Watt: Well, the chief counsel is sitting right there and he's worked on the 
hearing for months. Our staff has not had that problem, I don't believe. One time, 
during the time when Senator Jackson was running for president, he had Senator 
Huddleston and sometimes Senator Nunn chair the hearings. Senator 
Huddleston worked for two years I guess, he chaired all of our hearings because 
of Senator Jackson's involvement elsewhere and he did a good job.  
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Ritchie: What was it about Huddleston that made him stand out?  
Watt: I don't know. Just his interest and his personality. But he was well-
prepared and did his homework. And he had Carolyn Fuller who worked on 
committees for him; she worked for a Virginia senator at one time. She worked 
right along with him and kept him briefed. She came down to the committee and 
got all the information for him, as if she was on the committee staff. And she 
worked with the chief counsel and minority and the people who were working on 
a particular hearing. He was, as well prepared as any chairman that we ever had. 
Because he had someone to look out for him; and apparently she did the same 
thing for him with the Agriculture Committee--of course, they were in committee 
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all the time! But I was very much impressed with Senator Huddleston and liked 
him very much.  
One day we were going to hold a hearing and couldn't get either Senator 
Huddleston or Nunn, so Senator James Allen chaired it. Of course, he was so 
busy on the floor of the Senate and in the Agriculture Committee that he had not 
been to the hearings at all. One  
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of our staff who had worked on this particular investigation went up and in a half 
an hour briefed Senator Allen. He came and chaired that hearing, and you would 
have thought that he had been there and knew everything about it. It was just 
astounding. What a brilliant mind he had. And to see him you wouldn't get that 
impression. But that was a brilliant hearing and he had only a half an hour's 
briefing.  
Ritchie: He had a very retentive mind for detail.  
Watt: Yes. He could just glance at something and take it in. But it was 
beautifully done.  
Ritchie: There have also been considerable changes in the size and functions of 
the staff to help the senators.  
Watt: About three years ago they hired extra people, not on the committee 
payroll, but they were on a special payroll working in the senators' offices. They 
held up on our resolutions until that went through. A staff member would maybe 
personally handle maybe four committees or subcommittees for the senator, 
because they figured they weren't getting enough out of the staff of the 
committees  
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themselves. And I guess they did need people like that, because there's so many 
hearings going on--there's just too much. I don't know how they do justice to 
them. And they complain that the senators don't do anything. They ought to 
come down here and follow any one of them around for a week. The more you do, 
the more they expect of you.  
For instance, Senator Walter "Dee" Huddleston, was acting chairman of the 
subcommittee. I never saw anybody work so hard. Of course he was on 
Agriculture Committee and on Government Operations, but Agriculture was 
meeting all the time at that point. He was just on the go all the time. And he was a 
freshman senator. Now Senator Nunn is on Armed Services and that's a full-time 
job in itself, and he's chairman of a subcommittee. He's on the full committee, 
and they have many hearings.  
I was talking to the staff editor of the full committee the other day, and he said 
that in July--now there are about six subcommittees of Governmental Affairs--
they had one hundred hearings in the month of July, that includes the full 
committee and all those subcommittees,  
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that he has to do the editing for. Stop and think of that, that's just one committee! 
That's just an example of the volume of work that goes on in committee. Senator 
Ribicoff has been more active, so far as hearings are concerned, than any other 
senator since I've been here, in Governmental Affairs, except that he's farmed the 
hearings out to the chairman of the different subcommittees. Then when it comes 
back to the full committee, why sometimes he has them chairing them, too. I 
think he's on Finance too, if I remember rightly. So it's been a more active 
committee than it has ever been, during the time that he has been chairman, 
because he has concentrated on that committee. For instance, Senator Ervin had 
Watergate, so nothing went on while he uas chairman of the committee. Someone 
else might have committee hearings, but we didn't have all that many. Watergate 
was the Main thing then.  
Ritchie: There is one story that I have been looking forward to asking you about 
since we began these interviews. Could you recount your celebrated encounter 
with the Architect of the Capitol?  
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Watt: Oh dear, that's a whole story in itself. Let's see, in January 1976 one icy 
morning, I used to drop my husband off around by the elevator entrance and 
most of my driving was from there around to our parking place where the gate by 
the senators' driveway is, where they have outside parking in the old Russell 
Senate Office building. I park right between the two entrances, because they had 
asked us years ago to take that place because Senator Milton Young wanted the 
parking place we had--it was a favor to take it, but of course it was the best place 
in the Senate. The nurse parked next to us, Mrs. Hall. Jonsey the police man used 
to cover the area and was very protective of us, saw that nobody took our parking 
place.  
Well, this one morning, Jonsey was directing traffic out in the street and I came 
around the corner and into the parking space and there was ice and the car slid 
into the iron gate. A piece of the gate, one little piece like this, fell out. Jonsey 
dashed up and turned the ignition off. I'd gotten out of the car with the ignition 
on because I was so shocked. Then I called my husband and then they  
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sent the accident squad. There was some man who was new, he had been on night 
duty. He came along and said, "Come on, sit in the car and I'm going to get all of 
this information." I looked at him, you know it was a cold morning, and I said, 
"Well, you come down to my office and we'll sit in my office. I'm not going out in 
your car." I felt like a criminal the way he addressed me. So he took this 
information down--of course, all the staff were agog, but they're all very good, 
they never interfere in anybody else's affairs, which I think is unusual in a staff 
not to be prying into other people's private lives. Then I called the Architect's 
office and made an appointment to go over and report. There was one fellow over 
there that Watt knew, and then there were the lawyers. So I told them the story of 
what had happened; then Attorney Tyler came over and got a statement from me 
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and went back and apparently recommended to the Architect that they drop it; 
there was no point, there had been ice there and it was not my fault. They hadn't 
sanded or anything. But the Architect decided no, he was going to follow  
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this thing through and I was going to pay. Then Watt got the insurance company 
to come out. Their man looked it over and he gave a statement that there was no 
way that they could pay because of the ice.  
Ritchie: There wasn't any damage to your car, was there?  
Watt: Just $1.75 for a little rubber tip on the bumper. Then I got an affidavit 
from the mechanic, how much he had paid for the rubber to put on it. Then the 
Architect got estimates from the iron works to replace the gate for something like 
$9,000 and they sent me the bill!  
Ritchie: What did you think when you received that letter?  
Watt: I couldn't believe it. It was on my birthday and I was sick in bed with the 
flu! I said, "I can't believe it!" of course I never had anything like this before. I 
was all at sea, and Watt was furious, but he stayed out of it pretty much and let 
me handle it. Then one day I was over in Senator McClellan's office and I said, "I 
need some advice." I've never asked a senator for any help, just advice. I told him 
about what had gone on, and he was quite perturbed about it. The next day, as I 
remember he told me about it, there was a  
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meeting of the full Appropriations Committee, and while they were waiting for 
them all to get together, he was discussing the case and telling the Appropriations 
Committee all about it, and how ridiculous it was for the Architect to act that way. 
Then Mr. George White the Architect of the Capitol sent the case down to the 
Justice Department to sue me.  
Ritchie: You hadn't paid and said you weren't going to pay?  
Watt: No, I ignored the letter; I had no intention of it. Well, what the heck, there 
was ice there, it wasn't my fault. Maybe if I'd been a better driver I wouldn't have 
gotten on the ice, but I didn't see the ice. Then Senator McClellan told Jim 
Calloway Chief Counsel of the Appropriations Committee to have me write a 
memo and discuss the whole thing. In the meantime, the people who had come to 
repair the gate said the only thing holding the gate together was "rust and dust." 
Of course, that was in the memo, the whole thing was put in the memo. I had one 
of the lawyers on the committee write it for me, because I wanted to be sure it 
was the way it should be.  
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Then Senator Ernest Hollings of South Carolina, who was chairman of the 
Appropriations subcommittee that handled the funds of the Architect of the 
Capitol, got the memo. I don't know who talked to Mr. White, but Mr. White 
called Jim Calloway and asked, "Is Senator McClellan serious about pursuing this 
thing?" Senator McClellan had threatened to go to the floor of the Senate if Mr. 
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White didn't drop it, because he thought it was a crime for one poor little person 
like me to be sued for $9,700! All the while I was upset, this was going on into 
May. Jim called the senator, he was in a meeting somewhere, and. said the 
Architect was on the phone and wanted to know if he was serious about following 
up on this thing. Senator McCellan used a couple of swear words and said, 
"You're darn right I am! I've never been more serious in my life."  
At that point, the Justice Department came up and interviewed me, and Jonsey, 
and other people. Senator McClellan had a friend at Justice and he told him, I 
don't want this thing put in a back drawer. I want you to have somebody come up 
here and investigate it. I  
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don't want any favors, I just want this investigated thoroughly." So that's what 
they got. A lady lawyer--lovely lady--came up and interviewed me. In the 
meantime, after that telephone conversation, apparently Mr. White must have 
called the Justice Department and asked to withdraw the complaint. But if there 
had been anything on it, once it goes down there they have to pursue it no matter 
who wants to withdraw the complaint.  
Then I got a copy of a three-paragraph letter back that they had decided to take 
no further action regarding the case. It said they based their decision "upon the 
high probability of the United States being found contributorily negligent for 
failure to place salt on the area; the vast difference in the amount requested by 
our claim ($9,900.00) and the amount of damage to the Watt vehicle 
(approximately $2.00), and the request by your office for no further action." So 
that was over, but every day from January through May something was going on 
with this thing. It was really an unpleasantness, especially saying they were going 
to sue me for $9,900.00 and the Justice Department was going after me. It  
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was a really traumatic thing, not having any dealings with the law before!  
Ritchie: But it was nice to have the chairman of the appropriations Committee 
on your side.  
Watt: Yes. One of the things the Justice Department lawyer asked me was how 
many people knew about this. I said, "Everybody I know, and I know everybody 
in the United States Senate." Every day people would stop me and say, "What's 
the latest." I had to give a running report on what was going on with this thing. 
Even when Senator McClellan was in Walter Reed hospital he would have 
Jeannine Ragland, his private secretary, report to him every day on the progress 
of the case. Not everybody has an experience like that! Someone in the Architect's 
office later told us, "Boy, they tangled with the wrong person when they tangled 
with Ruth Watt!" But I didn't do anything, I just told everybody what was going 
on.  
I had told Stuart Statler, who was a young smart lawyer with the minority on the 
Permanent Subcommittee, about it and he wanted to go to Senator Percy so he 
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could go after the case. I said, "No, don't do anything." Because I had already 
asked Senator McClellan for his  
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advice, and if one other person had gotten into it, he would have dropped it. You 
know, these senators don't want somebody else working on something they're 
working on. But if Senator McClellan hadn't acted, why I'm sure Senator Percy 
would have, because Stuart was so incensed at the whole thing.  

WATT: Senator Percy is so nice. I've heard about how thoughtful he is. Anyone 
of his staff if they were going away or were sick, he's always concerned. Of course, 
having lost that daughter I suppose made him that much more sensitive, but I 
think he is just naturally a kind person. He would have all of his staff out to his 
house at Christmas and at different times, and was always doing nice things. I 
was so surprised when I retired, I didn't have any of the senators on the list to be 
asked to my retirement party and Stuart was quite upset because I hadn't made 
sure that Senator Percy was asked. Well, I didn't think that they knew me that 
well. All that they had ever seen me was at hearings. I wasn't even sure that they 
knew my name. Of course their staffs did, because I had so much contact with 
them. But Senator Percy called me over to his office  
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and told me what a great job I'd done all those years, and had my picture taken 
with him. He's the one that put that statement and resolution about me in the 
Record. He was so kind. I was very much impressed with that because as you 
know I never made a point of walking into senators offices, I never felt I needed 
to as long as my job wasn't in jeopardy. I did my job and could fight my own 
battles pretty well, at least until this came along!  
Now Senator Jackson was so busy with other things, you just couldn't get that 
close to him. I could go anywhere and get him to sign a subpoena, he was always 
available, if I could find him, for an emergency. He was, of course, always in a 
hurry because he had so many things going, he was so backed up with everything. 
But anytime I wanted to get to him I could, and I did when it was necessary, 
especially getting a letter or a subpoena signed, or putting people on the payroll. 
Now Senator Nunn was not chairman long enough for me to judge. He became 
chairman in January and I left the end of May, and in the meantime I was just a 
retired annuitant. To me he is very much like Senator McClellan in his approach 
to investigations.  
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I will say one thing for Civil Service, I told the committee I would stay on for a 
thousand dollars a month plus my retirement, I retired the end of February and 
went off the payroll the end of May. So I was getting retirement money for March 
and I got my check the 16th of April--and I've known people that waited six 



months before they got their first check. How I got through that fast I don't know. 
I couldn't believe it. But it's a pretty darned good retirement. Except for 
hospitalization it's all gravy now, but wait till April of next year then I'm going to 
have a bite out of it for taxes! Watt and I were paying forty-seven percent taxes 
when I retired.  
Ritchie: Well, all together you worked for the Senate for thirty-two years.  
Watt: In the same office, 101 Russell S.O.B.  
Ritchie: The Senate must have changed a lot over the years you were there. 
Looking back, what were the most noticeable changes?  
Watt: It got so much bigger. Every year it would get bigger. They would make 
changes to economize  
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but it would get bigger. When they started out with the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, Public Law 601, they set up just certain committees, I 
think there were fifteen of them. I came in February of 1947, right after that 
reorganization. That was to economize and get it streamlined. Well, then they 
started setting up subcommittees of the standing committees. There was one 
committee, a small surplus subcommittee of Expenditures in Executive 
Departments, which was the name of the Committee which is now Governmental 
Affairs, that merged with us. We had their authority plus the malfeasance, etc., 
from the War Investigating Committee, and that was all the authority we had 
back then. There was a Surplus Property Subcommittee that was set up in 1947, 
Senator Ferguson was chairman, and in January and February of 1948 they set 
up the Investigating Subcommittee and merged the Surplus Property and the 
funds, which was about $5,000, and the staff, a small staff. Salaries then were so 
small. And we had that one authority.  
The Senate as a whole was all housed in one building. No offices off somewhere, 
just  
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the present Russell Building. Everything was in there. There were some little 
offices over in the Capitol, but they were small and not that many. We had one 
carry-out kitchen and a dining room on the second floor where the Commerce 
Committee is, just below the Republican Policy Committee. That was the cafeteria 
then and we used to gather there in the morning. Everybody knew everyone in 
the building. We would go up there and have a coffee klatch in the morning. It 
was like a social club, at ten o'clock in the morning for a half an hour or so. We 
still got all our work done.  
There weren't as many people, so less people did the same work they are doing 
now. The highest ceiling on salaries for staff was $10,000--and they're now 
making $50,000. The chief counsel was making $10,000. When Bob Kennedy 
came aboard it was just a little over $10,000, he was making that himself. I 
remember that on the full committee there was only one person who could get 

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project  
www.senate.gov 

 
 



that salary. Our staff director on the full committee, Walter Reynolds, was very 
upset because Bob got it and he didn't. But only one person could  
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have it. They weren't doing much on the full committee because Senator 
McClellan was chairman of both and his concentration was on the subcommittee.  
I started off at $3,600 and I felt like a millionaire. When I left, with the extra 
annuitant money, my salary was listed as $36,0OO. I was making $32,000 or 
$33,000 when I retired but the difference as a retired annuitant raised the gross I 
was supposed to get. So that shows you the inflation. I had very few raises over 
those years, it was mostly the legislative increases. I had some raises but not that 
much. But that shows you how much the cost of living went up.  
When Senator McClellan first took over, or maybe when Senator McCarthy was 
chairman, our gross appropriations for the full year was $86,000. Now the 
monthly payroll is that. And that originally covered everything, including salaries, 
travel, witnesses, stationary, everything. And we always turned money back. The 
increase from 1947 to now has been unbelievable. I can remember when cab fares 
were 20 cents no matter how many people were in the car. Gas must have been 5 
cents a gallon!  
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Ritchie: You mention the growth of the size of the Senate, do you think that the 
growth has made the Senate more productive, or has it gotten in the way of 
productivity?  
Watt: I think it's gotten too top heavy. Some of these committees I think could 
be consolidated, or at least the subcommittees. Now the thing is to let every 
majority senator have a subcommittee chairmanship, because he gets publicity 
and prestige that way. There are a lot of them that could be consolidated. Of 
course, you have to realize that the population explosion has contributed to this a 
lot. You've got so many more people that have turned of age. The whole 
government has gotten top heavy, it's not just up here. I don't think we've really 
been able to keep up with the times, they've gone so fast. But I'm just 
philosophizing from my own observations.  
Ritchie: What about the senators, how have they changed? How would you 
compare the senators today to the senators when you first came here?  
Watt: To me they were older then, because I'm older now and they seem like 
babies today! Thirty two years ago my chairman was sixty years old, Senator 
Brewster, and I was thirty-seven. He  
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was old as far as I was concerned. Now looking back I'm almost seventy and I'm 
looking at these senators who are thirtysix, I'm in a different position! My gosh, 
Senator Brewster would be way up in his nineties if he were still living.  
But I'm not so sure that they've changed all that much. The moral fiber of the 
senators and the people around them I can't tell you, because I don't know-what 
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goes on now. I know what went on then, behind the scenes. But I'm not sure that 
there's that much difference. I think human nature is the same no matter what 
era you are in. Of course, I thought the senators were great, they had a great deal 
of stature. The first few years I worked here a freshman senator was seen and not 
heard. Now they start off the day they come, making the splash.  
The first year I was here we had Kenneth McKellar, who was really up in years. 
He had to have help going around the corridors, he held onto somebody's arm. 
We had Senator Vandenberg who was quite a famous person as chairman of 
Foreign Relations. I had a great deal of admiration for Senator Ferguson. I'm  
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trying to remember who was chairman of the Labor Committee. I rarely went to 
hearing--I think I went to four hearings that weren't my own committee's during 
the thirty-two years I was there. One of them was John L. Lewis' testimony before 
the Labor Committee in the Caucus Room.  
Ritchie: Was Senator Robert Taft the chairman?  
Watt: I don't remember. I remember that Senator Tobey was there, because he 
was always spouting the Scriptures, and Senator Bricker was there, I remember 
him because he was on our committee. I remember that John L. Lewis made 
those senators look like jackasses. He had all the information right at his 
fingertips. They were going after him and really weren't prepared. My mouth was 
just wide open, I couldn't believe that anyone could do that to a senator. But he 
really was a powerful man.  
I went when Frank Costello testified before Senator Kefauver's Crime Committee, 
that was an evening hearing, the first live televsion coverage they ever had. Then I 
went to Bob Kennedy's hearing before the Judiciary Committee for Attorney 
General. Maybe there was a fourth but I don't know what it was.  
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Those were the only times I ever went to a hearing that wasn't ours. Even the 
Watergate hearings, some people tried to get me to go to those, but I said, "Uh-
uh, that's like taking a busman's holiday to go to another hearing." I wasn't that 
interested in somebody else's hearing, you could see it on television at night.  
Ritchie: Were the senators more formal in the past than they are now?  
Watt: I think they were more formal. I know that Senator Brewster was a very 
dignified man, and Senator Ferguson was. We had people like Senator Carl Hatch 
who later became a judge, who was in his cups some of the time. And Senator 
Tom Connally from Texas who was six foot four, I remember him on the Senate 
floor staggering down the aisle.  
I remember Senators Millard Tydings and Burnet Maybank and some of those 
people had their own little bar up on the fourth floor. We were having an 
executive session one time and they were in the back room--we had borrowed 
Tyding's office when Senator O'Conor was on the committee--and we could hear 
the tinkling of glasses in the room next to us, when Maybank  
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and Tydings and those people were back there. That made quite an impression on 
me!  
Speaking of drinks, one time when Senator George Bender of Ohio was on the 
committee, he was an unusual person, let's put it that way. He came over from 
the House and he was well know, you always heard about the Bender Committee. 
Well, one day when we were having hearings in 357 Senator Bender called his 
secretary and she came in with a tray of glasses with ice and bourbon in every one 
of those glasses to the hearing. He was going to serve the committee! Of course, 
none of them would drink it--Bender might--but they had desks with drawers in 
them, so every senator put his glass in the drawer, and the place smelled like a 
brewery! So after the hearings were over, Watt and I had to go around and clean 
all those glasses of booze out. That was the first time I had ever seen that, but 
Bender didn't care what he did. His secretary works on the House side now, she 
said, "I admire him, he does what he feels like doing. He doesn't follow the rules 
the way all the other senators do."  
Ritchie: How much effect would you say that television has had on the Senate?  
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Watt: I would say in some cases a great deal, especially when they are running 
for office and need that exposure. They're going to come to the hearings because 
they know they're going to get that free exposure. It can't help but effect them.  
Ritchie: When did television really begin to cover those committee hearings?  
Watt: There were some about 1955, because I can remember Bob Kennedy 
calling some of the senators saying, "We're going to have television today." 
Sometimes we had trouble getting a quorum, and that would help. But before 
that even--of course, McCarthy never had any trouble getting publicity, until after 
he was censured.  
Ritchie: You say that it was easier to get a quorum when the hearings were 
televised. Did you notice the senators playing to the cameras and did that change 
the nature of the hearings in any way?  
Watt: I think they asked more questions. Of course, the committee staff always 
has prepared questions for everybody and they can divide them up. They did the 
footwork. Now we have so many minority staff that the minority works up their 
own questions, but they each compare  
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them so there won't be any duplication of questions. If a senator goes in cold to a 
hearing he has the questions all prepared in front of him; sometimes you could 
tell if they were prepared and the questions they asked were their own.  
People like Senator John Kennedy, and Senator Allen, and Senator Muskie, they 
were seasoned senators and knew what they were doing. But the younger ones 
are not always--I remember one hearing we had last year with a couple of new 
ones who asked questions that were not pertinent and pretty innocuous. The 
press is pretty with it too because they will concentrate on a senator if he's 
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brilliant and has some substance, whereas if you get one who is doing this just to 
ask questions they won't even bother to photograph. him. They turn their 
cameras off. Most of the time it's newsreels anyway and they have to cut it way 
down. They take a lot of footage but then they use maybe a minute or two 
deperiding on how interesting he is. Of course, the Mafia people, they got 
coverage because they were colorful and made good news. Sometimes the 
important things don't get in there because they are not that newsworthy. You go 
through a  
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paper and look at the headlines, if it sounds interesting you read it, and the rest 
of it you don't bother with, because you can't read it all. Especially the New York 
Times on Sunday!  
But I think as a whole they haven't changed that much, it's just that to me they're 
younger. But some of them are more knowledgeable than the older ones were. 
And things have expanded so, we didn't have all this electronic world then. They 
had the first subcommittee on aviation when I came on the Hill, because I took 
the minutes of it, they hadn't gotten a staff yet. Senator Brewster was going to be 
chairing it as a subcommitteE of the Commerce Committee. That was the first 
aviation subcommittee in the Senate and that was 1947. So you see how much the 
Senate has enlarged, and that's one reason why it has become so top-heavy, 
because you have all these different areas that you didn't have then.  
We had very little television back in 1947. 1 think I had my first set in 195O, it was 
black and white. I saw the first television when it was just local at Mark 
Lansburg's. He was on the staff at Children's Hospital. We  
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went to his house for a meeting and I took the minutes., and he had a little 
television, which picked up just local stations, it never went beyond Washington 
because the system wasn't expanded that much. Just a little picture screen-I 
couldn't believe you could get pictures over the air. I can also remember the first 
radios they were making in 1920, so in my lifespan there has been the greatest 
progress in everything that you could ever imagine. The splitting of the atom and 
all the atomic stuff, everything has just come along so fast.  
Ritchie: You talk about all the changes in the Senate in general, what about 
specifically the Permanent Investigating Subcommittee; how different is it from 
the committee you first joined in 1948?  
Watt: The subject matter is entirely different, Then we were investigating just 
government agencies, that's all we had the authority for. Then the next thing was 
labor rackets, and that was a separate select committee. I don't know if I told you 
how the subcommittee got that authority. It was very interesting, the way things 
operate up here behind the scenes. Senator McClellan had made up a resolution  
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to continue the Rackets Committee or to have it incorporated in the authority of 
the subcommittee. Well, there were seven senators on the subcommittee and they 
voted it down, 4-3. 1 think Senator Jackson was the deciding vote, he didn't want 
it continued by the subcommittee. Senator Goldwater was running for president 
and there was another whole group in the Labor Committee, and I think they 
decided that the committee had had enough.  
Senator McClellan thought it ought to be pursued because of Jimmy Hoffa and 
other matters that were still up in the air. Senator Hubert Humphrey had a 
subcommittee of Government Operations, and I'm not sure if it was the one that 
Senator Ribicoff later got on government reorganization, but there was some 
controversy about it. Back then each subcommittee resolution was passed on its 
own, not as part of the full committee's resolution the way it is now. They had 
held up on Senator Hunphrey's subcommittee, so Senator McClellan went to 
Senator Carl Hayden who was Chairman of the Rules Committee and they put a 
rider on Senator Humphrey's subcommittee resolution, Section 5, and 
incorporated all the labor authority and  
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indicated it should come back to the subcommittee. In order for Humphrey to get 
his they had to pass that, too. So he got his labor racket authority and I had to 
make up two payrolls every month and had two different funds. Senator 
Humphrey didn't know what had happened to him, it was already put in, but he 
wanted his subcommittee. I suppose a lot of things like that do happen. You can't 
outfox these senators who have been around a long time.  
Ritchie: One final question I'd like to ask is when you look back over your thirty-
two years with the Senate, who would you say was the most out standing person 
that you dealt with, a senator or any other?  
Watt: Senator McClellan was chairman for so many years that I forgot we ever 
had another chairman, he was chairman for eighteen years. He would be my 
choice for the outstanding senator, and he was, really. The most outstanding 
person on the staff that I ever worked with was Bob Kennedy. He stands out in 
my mind because of his personality and the way he worked. They would be the 
two.  
[End of Interview #6]  
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