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HACKMAN: I just wondered—I don’t have detailed background about any of the ones  
  [federal judgeships] in Texas—if you got involved in any of them, with Dolan  
  [Joseph F. Dolan] or with talking to Robert Kennedy [Robert F. Kennedy] 
about them or.... 
 
CLARK: Yeah, I was involved in some, deeply involved in several, and probably  
  primarily involved in the Texas ones. It was kind of funny in some ways. I  
  don’t think Senator Yarborough [Ralph W. Yarborough] and Lyndon Johnson 
[Lyndon B. Johnson] have ever done many things jointly, but they finally petitioned on some 
of those Texas judicial positions jointly on the same letter, and they even came to the 
Department of Justice one time together. 
 
HACKMAN: Really? During the Kennedy Administration [John F. Kennedy]? 
 
CLARK: Oh, it was in ‘61. I was up there and they did. The thing that kind of brought  
  them together was Judge Sarah Hughes [Sarah T. Hughes]. Judge Hughes was  
  a liberal, and Senator Yarborough loved her and President Johnson loved 
her—he was vice president at the time. Some people had thought he wanted Henry Wade. 
This is really ironic how these names blend through this whole history.  



 I have a clear recollection of when Bob made the decision on the recommendation to 
the  
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President. Byron [Byron R. White] was a purist as deputy. You know, that’s awfully good. 
He’s a hard-headed, aggressive purist, and he opposed Sarah Hughes only because of her 
age. 
 
HACKMAN: Right. 
 
CLARK: Because she was a good judge, everybody conceded that. Byron had some  
  practical problems. There was an older person from Arkansas that was being  
  recommended and several others. If he broke that age line, he’d have said, 
“Now what am I going to say to these guys? You know, I’ve already told half a dozen, ‘No,’ 
because he’s reached his 64th birthday or 65th birthday,” whichever it was. Sixty-five, I 
guess. Actually there were two different birthdays. If it was a promotion within the judiciary, 
there was a little more tolerance there on the theory that they’ve got some background and 
experience and also that they’ve got an accumulated retirement thing so that you don’t get a 
retirement for three years work or something like that. 
 One morning—I’m not quite sure about this but I think it was the morning before 
Johnson and Yarborough came up together—I went up to be there before they got there. 
Anyway, I went up to be there before somebody got there; I think it was the time they were 
coming. Byron was there, and I said that I felt pretty strongly about Judge Hughes. I’d like to 
have just two minutes to state the case for her. I don’t even think I took two minutes, but I 
had three points. The first was that the rule was arbitrary, and arbitrary rules always cause 
great losses. If we had had a rule like that as in Justice Holmes [Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr.], 
it would have been just wrong. 
 Second, if you want to have a firm rule, you ought to have a firm rule that’s based on 
facts. There is a difference between men and women, if you hadn’t noticed. Women live 
longer and all this stuff. And third, a gentleman never asks a lady her age. Bob was standing 
over there, and he just whirled around and said something like, “Let’s do it.” That wasn’t the 
phrase. I know poor Byron was thinking, “How am I going to live with this?” But right then, 
I think, or at least.... Bob was a joyous person in so many ways. Even problems, he’d say, 
“Uh, that’s great. Let’s do it.” 
 They came in—that’s when it was—and he looked kind of long-faced and said, 
“Well, we’ll study it and talk to the President.” They left together. He wanted to go for it. He 
liked Sarah Hughes. She was a strong person. She just reached the disqualifying age in 
August and this was September that she was nominated, I think. That’s roughly it. She was 
vigorous; she walked three miles to the state courthouse every day; she swam every day and 
was a strong, effective lady. 
 
HACKMAN: When you say, “He liked her,” did he know her personally before that time? 
 
CLARK: I think he’d met her, and he certainly met her during that time. Well, when  



  you think about it, if you know the two, she’s his kind of folks, as they say.  
  She’s an affirmative, candid, active person. She’s an awfully strong lady. 
There are others that I worked in. I can’t remember them all. I remember we were 
shorthanded in so many ways. There were no Democratic senators from New York, 
apparently, in ‘61. So, you felt like, “Here’s a great opportunity. You can just get the very 
best you can find. All you have got to do is find them. You don’t have to worry about all 
these senators and everybody. 
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 Well, we were having trouble deciding who was really good. So, one day Byron 
asked me to go up with him. I don’t know if Bob was.... I don’t ever remember meeting with 
Bob on this. Byron and Bill Geoghegan [William A. Geoghegan] and I went up. I remember 
we got soaking wet. It rained all day. We spent the day talking to leaders of the bar about a 
list of about twenty-five names that we had. I remember that day I saw Sam Rosenman 
[Samuel I. Rosenman] and Frank Hogan [Frank S. Hogan]. Each of us saw about six guys. 
That night Geoghegan, White, and Bob Morganthau [Robert M. Morganthau] and I had 
dinner, and we discussed all these names. 
 I had gotten some affirmative readings on a judge that probably proved to be an 
unwise appointment, and as a result of those readings, I pushed him. He’s still up there. He 
had three names. 
 
HACKMAN: Irving Ben Cooper? 
 
CLARK: Irving Ben Cooper, yeah. One of the real ironies that shows how that system  
  works is Samuel Rosenman made a very strong statement for him. We don’t  
  know each other in this huge country. In a state like New York, the bar 
doesn’t know each other. You’d go down the names and they wouldn’t recognize anybody, 
hardly. When I got to Irving Ben Cooper, Sam Rosenman, who’d been around for a long 
time, said, “Yeah, he was great. I remember him. He used to work in juvenile delinquency, 
and he went to England and he became a leader in that field. I think he’s down on the court 
here now,” which he was, “and he’s just awfully good.” 
 Later he was nominated, and Samuel Rosenman, who was president of the Bar in the 
city of New York, came up to testify against him. [Interruption] 
 
HACKMAN: You were talking about Rosenman. 
 
CLARK: Well, when he went up to testify, I think it was Joe Dolan came running down  
  and said, “My god, we’ve got your notes and they say Rosenman said Cooper  
  was fine. He’s testifying as president of the Bar of the city of New York, in 
opposition.” I said, “Well, let me call him.” So I called him, and he said, “Is that that 
fellow?” 
 
HACKMAN: Oh, God. 
 



CLARK: He said, “I didn’t realize that was the same person. Well, what do you know?  
  I’ve learned more about him that I knew at the time and.... 
 
HACKMAN: He’s the guy who’s handling that Curt Flood case now, that baseball player. 
 
CLARK: That’s right. 
 
HACKMAN: Any of the Texas judges that created problems? Any that Yarborough and  
  President Johnson couldn’t get together on, or that Robert Kennedy had a  
  tough time deciding on? 
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CLARK: One other one that I remember now that’s pretty significant. The oldest  
  vacancy in Texas was in the Southern district, the Corpus Christi division. It  
  had been vacant since about 1958 as a result of the death of Judge James 
Allred [James V. Allred]. Allred was one of the great, young, liberal leaders Texas has 
produced, perhaps the greatest of this century. As a judge, he’d been a highly beloved man. 
The Mexican Americans and all—he worked in the valley primarily—thought he was great. 
He was a very fair guy, and he was a good judge, he was a strong man. He’d been a good 
governor. Well, when he died they couldn’t get together on a replacement. [Interruption] He 
would have liked to have had a Mexican American for that position. There’d never been a 
Mexican American on the federal judiciary. A fellow named... 
 
HACKMAN: Reynaldo Garza [Reynaldo G. Garza]? 
 
CLARK: ...that was the guy who finally got it, yes. But a fellow named Carlos....  
  [Interruption] Bob said he wanted a Mexican American if we could find one,  
  that there had never been one, and it was way past due. And he didn’t limit it 
to the Southern district, just anywhere. So, this fellow was from Arizona, but he was quite 
close to Bob for a long time, named Carlos [Carlos McCormick]... 
 
HACKMAN: I don’t know. 
 
CLARK: ...young fellow. His last name was an Anglo name rather than a Mexican  
  American name. Anyway, he worked with us on it. We looked all over  
  Southern California and we looked all over New Mexico and all over the 
Southern district of Texas. Senator Yarborough had been urged to recommend a state district 
judge who’s very popular from Laredo, and that thing fell through. We came up with 
Reynaldo Garza, finally. Senator Yarborough was a little unhappy about it because Garza 
had been aligned with fairly conservative Democratic politics in the valley. I know the 
Senator felt that Garza had made some speeches against him, not while he was a judge, of 
course, but when he was just a lawyer. 
 Anyway, he finally went along with it, and, as a result, Reynaldo Garza was 
nominated. The real reason he was nominated—I think I saw it because I was involved all 



through the thing—was because Bob felt we ought to have a Mexican American. In a sense, 
you could say, “That’s reverse discrimination” but, in view of the history it’s not; it’s the 
only way you can really get things moving the way they have to. 
 Once that desire was indicated, why, everybody started looking for qualified Mexican 
Americans. And that’s when Reynaldo Garza’s name came up. It probably never would have 
come up otherwise, you see. 
 
HACKMAN: Did Vice President Johnson have any reaction to that? [Interruption] 
 
CLARK: Because Bob got us moving that way, looking for Mexican Americans, people  
  started presenting names. One of the incredible things we found, you know,  
  you never think about these things till you start looking. We couldn’t find a 
Spanish surname in Martindale-Hubbell [law directory] to the Southern district of California,
the old  
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Southern district, Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Texas-Western with an “A” rating, the 
top rating. It’s just unbelievable, but that’s the way it was. This was kind of a hurdle that you 
had with Senator Eastland [James O. Eastland] in some respects. It was one he’d use, 
anyway, when there was somebody who didn’t want it. You know, you have trouble with 
some guys like that. 
 So, Reynaldo Garza’s name came up and it was finally worked out. I think he’s been 
awfully good, from everything I hear, he’s been good. You hear some very interesting stories 
about him. Bob was interested in it and pleased and followed his career. 
 One of his stories that he got a kick out of was.... His biggest docket, really, was 
going to be.... He lives in Brownsville, which is right at the southern tip of Texas. When he 
went down for the first court session in Corpus Christi, why, as is customary when a new 
judge comes in, most of the bar was there, at least most of the federal bar was there, and the 
courtroom was full. He was flying down from Houston, I recall, and the weather had socked 
him in at the airport and he was about thirty minutes late, Judge Garza, a brand new judge. A 
lot of lawyers in Corpus didn’t even know him because he’d been living in Brownsville and 
practicing down there. It was 140 miles away. 
 When he gets there, he comes in. Of course, he knows the courtroom because he’d 
practiced in it before Judge Allred, and even before Judge Allred. Rather than going back and 
coming out of the chambers onto the bench, he comes walking into the back of the 
courtroom. He walked down the thing and ascends the bench without even a robe. He said—
you can imagine there’s a lot of apprehension among these angry little lawyers—“And now 
isn’t that just like a Mexican American, late to work the first day. Gentlemen, let me tell you, 
this is the last time this judge is going to be late to work, and I’m sure that none of you will 
be late for our sittings in the future.” He just got a big roar of laughter and kind of broke the 
ice, you know. Bob liked that story. 
 There was another one. One of the great docket problems they had down there was 
wetbacks, you know. You’d get a lot of kids and young men. They’d come across to work 
and go on back. They were always being arrested; they’d be brought in in droves. They 



 
 

couldn’t speak English. Reynaldo Garza would admonish them sternly in Spanish, you know, 
“You must never do this.” Then he’d preach the Christian ethic to them, as he’s quite a 
devout Catholic, I guess. He’d admonish them never to break the law again and never to 
come back without a work permit. 
 Apparently, it really made an impression, because these guys.... It’s just a cycle. It 
even got to where immigration was probably unlawfully flying them way down into Mexico 
and releasing them with the consent of the Mexican government, of course, because it would 
take them weeks to get back to the border and get back into the United States. A terrible 
thing to do. 
 But Garza was quite good with them. I heard some guy down here express the view 
that after that lecture, there were very few Mexican Americans ever to come back into that 
courtroom that have ever been able to look him in the eye. 
 
HACKMAN: Do you remember Vice President Johnson having any reaction to that  
  nomination or getting involved in it? 
 
CLARK: Well, he was involved, he was very deeply involved. He was, under the  
  circumstances, quite pleased. I remember either just before or just after the  
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  nomination went up, Judge Garza was in town. We went up to see Bob. We 
were down in my office, and the Vice President called and said he was driving back from the 
White House to his office in the Capitol. He kept an office in the Capitol. He wanted to pick 
us up to chat. I think what he wanted us to do was go by and pay respect and he’d just found 
out where we were. 
 He picked us up. It was probably about 7:30 that night. I remember it was just 
pouring down raining. We got in the car and went up there. I don’t think we got away until 
about midnight. We got to telling stories with Judge Garza, not a judge yet. One of the things 
he said seems so peculiar out of context, “Reynaldo, I want you to be such a great judge that 
when you walk down the streets of Brownsville, all the little Mexican American boys will 
think you’re the second coming of the Lord.” By the time he left here, Garza had tears in his 
eyes, literally. He just thought, “My God, this responsibility.” 
 
HACKMAN: How did your relationship with Vice President Johnson develop through the  
  John Kennedy Administration? Did it become much closer than it had been  
  before? 
 
CLARK: Well, it was considerably closer than it had been before, because of proximity.  
  You know, I don’t think I’d met him six times in my life, certainly not ten  
  before that. The main reason was I was either a kid off someplace or a lawyer 
in Dallas. You just rarely see him. I don’t think I can remember seeing him but two times in 
Dallas in ten years. Now, I saw him a time or two up here. I’d come up and visit my family 



 
 

or something. But as a government official here I saw considerably more of him. And then on 
things like working out these judgeships, U.S. attorneys nominations and all, we had a lot of 
things we were working on together. 
 Later he got concerned about the Fred Korth affair and some things like that. I’m 
trying to think whether he ever discussed the Bobby Baker [Robert G. Baker] matter with 
me. I don’t think he did. My recollection is it was just breaking when President Kennedy was 
assassinated. I’m not sure of that, it may have been earlier than that. 
 
HACKMAN: Can you remember on any of these other judges, James Noel [James L. Noel,  
  Jr.], Adrian Spears [Adrian A. Spears], or Leo Brewster, any problems  
  working those out? Are Yarborough and Vice President Johnson together on 
all of those? Are they joint nominees? 
 
CLARK: They were after what you’d have to call protracted negotiation, three-party  
  negotiation, Vice President Johnson, Senator Yarborough, and me  
  representing the Department of Justice and Bob Kennedy and the President, I 
guess. We just had a lot of meetings, a lot of discussions. Sometimes they wouldn’t get 
together and I’d have to go and talk to one and then go and talk to the other. 
 We went through just all kinds of other people. A fellow named Cooper Ragan 
[Cooper K. Ragan] in Houston, Senator Yarborough wanted. President Johnson wanted, from 
the beginning, John V. Singleton, Jr. of Houston. He was kind of turned down that first year. 
It’s funny, Bryan Bradbury from Abilene, Senator Yarborough wanted very much. Henry 
Wade always figured quite prominently and got hurt personally in the Dallas situation 
because he got out in the papers and he said some 
 

[-26-] 
 

things. He just got kind of bitter about it. 
 There are some other names. My recollection is that of the four that went up in the 
first batch.... Judge Garza had already gone, then these four came from the Omnibus 
Judgeship bill of 1961, which didn’t become a law until about April, I’d say. It takes a long 
time to work those things out. Of these four.... They were both for Sarah Hughes. Senator 
Yarborough talked from time to time about a blind state judge named Jim Sewell [James C. 
Sewell] from Corsicana, someplace just southeast of Dallas. The Vice President then would 
talk some about Henry Wade. Senator Yarborough was very sensitive about Henry Wade. He 
had a brother who lived in south Texas—Henry Wade did—who had been one of the 
staunchest supporters of Senator Yarborough forever. And Mart Wade [Mart M. Wade] of 
Dallas, another brother of Henry’s, had been a staunch supporter of the Senator. So, neither 
was against him, but I think that Senator Yarborough was perhaps a little more for Sarah 
Hughes than the Vice President, but they were both strong for her. 
 Leo Brewster that was a kind of a hard one for Senator Yarborough. Leo Brewster 
was a fairly conservative lawyer. They’d been classmates, and they respected each other. The 
senator recognized Brewster as an exceptionally able trial lawyer, which he was. Soapy Noel 



 
 

was probably primarily a Yarborough person. [Interruption] 
 
HACKMAN: You were going to talk about the other two judges, Soapy Noel and Spears. 
 
CLARK: James Noel and Adrian Spears. Spears was primarily a Johnson man. This was  
  quite a poker game, as life among politicians from the same area nearly  
  always is. You’re never quite sure what kind of cards they really hold and 
what they really want. In retrospect, if I had to guess, I would guess that Ralph Yarborough’s 
number one choice was a man named D. W. Suttle from Uvalde, over the whole state. 
President Johnson’s number one choice was Homer Thornberry [William Homer Thornberry] 
from Austin, over the whole state. Neither quite worked out that nomination with the other, 
in the first go around. They just kind of got stymied out of it. I think both were probably very 
happy with what finally came out, the fact that we got four pretty good people. 
 In the process, it was agreed—Bob knew this, none of us liked it very much, but it 
was just part of the way it worked out—that Thornberry would get the recommendation of 
these two people for the next vacancy in the Western district and that Suttle would get the 
following one. And they both obviously got them. [Interruption] 
 My recollection is that one of the ironies was that in the U.S. attorneys, two of my 
best friends were. 
 
HACKMAN: Barefoot Sanders [Harold Barefoot Sanders, Jr.] 
 
CLARK: Yeah. A fellow named Ray Peeler [Ray Peeler, Jr.] in Eastern district from  
  Bonham was a good friend of mine. [Interruption] Of the U.S. attorneys, it  
  tended to be that Barefoot Sanders and Ernest Morgan of the Northern and 
Western districts were primarily desired by Vice President Johnson. Wayne Justice [William 
Wayne Justice] and Woodrow Seals [Woodrow B. Seals] were primarily desired by Senator 
Yarborough. Obviously, none were obnoxious to any of the others. In fact, they were all 
pretty friendly. One of the ironies is, if you  
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took a list of the thousand major supporters of Senator Yarborough and Mr. Johnson, if that’s 
realistic to think of such a list, I think 75 to 90 percent of the names would be the same on 
each list. There’s kind of a personality thing, unhappily. 
 
HACKMAN: You said earlier that White was something of a purist, at least on the Sarah  
  Hughes problem. What about on these other ones? How did you find him, and  
  then Katzenbach [Nicholas deB. Katzenbach], on these nominees, and Dolan, 
I guess? 
 
CLARK: Well, I think Byron was a tough-minded, strong-minded, extremely high  
  standard guy. He was, in a sense, all business and all merit, perhaps a little bit  



 
 

  abrasive in the handling of the amenities, but a guy who carried such respect 
for a variety of reasons—football among them—that he could do it. He delegated 
substantially to Joe Dolan, and Nick delegated, even more substantially, to Joe Dolan the 
very great responsibility and burden, really, of processing. As far as I can tell, each relied 
completely on Joe, and Joe was just great, he was thorough, tireless, and patient. He just 
worked through some awfully good judgeships. 
 We learned, you know. We didn’t realize in ‘61—I don’t think any of us did—that 
you had to be more than cautious about nominations in the South. You had to know that there 
was no prejudice. I can remember later some of us sitting around, Burke Marshall and some 
of us, and saying that it would appear that the probabilities of a guy having some racial 
problems when he assumed on the bench, an inability to fulfill the spirit of the law as a 
district judge, would be very high in the South. And most people in their lives never talk out 
on things like that. I mean, lawyers, in the main, aren’t speaking on political issues and 
addressing themselves to the White Citizens Council or anything like that. There’s not one 
percent of them that do. Therefore, you had to find affirmative evidence in the record of the 
individual that there wouldn’t be these biases that would make him incapable of really 
fulfilling the spirit of the law. 
 We didn’t realize that in ‘61. We rushed into the Cox [William Harold Cox] 
nomination and things like that. I think we all felt bad about it later on. We learned. We 
didn’t do that any more, at least not very much. We were awfully careful later on, and we 
stopped a lot of guys who would have been nominated. Perhaps some got through, but not 
many. 
 
HACKMAN: Were there things other than judgeship and United States attorney  
  nominations that Senator Yarborough, but particularly Vice President  
  Johnson, came to you with, other matters before the Justice Department or just 
other things that they’d want your council on or give you advice on?    
 
CLARK: In the area of the Lands Division, I don’t recall either of them ever calling me  
  about any matter there. I think both may have, at one time, recommended a  
  fellow to be hired as a lawyer. I turned him down. I looked through his record, 
and we didn’t take him. I just didn’t, you know. Every man had to count there because we 
didn’t have enough hands. This fellow had been a state senator, as I recall—I don’t even 
recall his name. I think both of them urged me to hire him and essentially they were looking 
for a job for a guy. We didn’t take him. I remember interviewing him personally and then 
sending him through the system. Nobody took him in Justice, Lands Division didn’t, and 
nobody else did. 
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 On general matters, I don’t recall. I think Senator Yarborough and the Vice President 
always felt a certain friendliness. I think part of it was because of my family. I think Senator 
Yarborough thought Dad [Tom Campbell Clark] was a great guy, back in the olden days 



 
 

really, and President Johnson and Dad had been pretty close, particularly when Dad was 
Assistant Attorney General and Attorney General. 
 I can’t recall any seeking of my advice. At one time in ‘61, President Johnson asked 
me whether I would like to be a judge. I told him I wouldn’t. I can remember—whatever 
Navy Day is, it’s sometime in October, probably ‘63—there was something going on in the 
Fred Korth situation. I don’t think there’s anything in Justice. It had to do with some letters. 
He’d written a whole bunch of letters.... 
 
HACKMAN: On stationery. 
 
CLARK: On Navy stationery. I can’t remember what they were about, really. 
 
HACKMAN: Didn’t they concern business that involved his bank in Texas and he wrote to  
  some people? I can’t remember. It’s been a long time since I.... 
 
CLARK They were unwise letters. The main reason I remember that is that I went to a  
  Navy Ball or something—I don’t know what it’s called—and all the Navy  
  brass were out there. I went that night as a guest of Admiral Powers [Robert 
O. Powers, Jr.], who was Deputy Judge Advocate General of the Navy. I think you call him 
Judge Advocate General in the Navy, too, but he’s an Admiral, a Rear Admiral. I remember 
because I’d just come out of.... I’d gone over to the Vice President’s office in the Executive 
Office Building. He was just concerned about why Korth would have done that and what it 
all meant and what I felt about it. So, he was kind of asking my advice about that. The only 
thing I remember saying is that it just seemed incredibly poor judgment, you know, that a 
guy would. You just can’t do that. [Interruption] 
 
HACKMAN: What was the Vice President’s reaction, do you remember, on your thoughts  
  on Korth’s mistakes? 
 
CLARK: Well, I think he was in agreement that it was unbelievable that a man of his  
  experience would have done it. It may have been that he was wondering  
  whether there was more to it than met the eye, although he would never ask 
me, “Is anything going on in the Department of Justice about this?” He didn’t even do that in 
the criminal area when he was pressed. He just didn’t. 
 
HACKMAN: When you say there may have been more to it, what do you.... 
 
CLARK: Well, the only thing that I would wonder—and this is pure speculation—is  
  whether he thought there might have been something more serious than just  
  improvident letters, that there was some use of position that would involve a 
Department of Justice action. Of course, I didn’t know anything about anything. As far as I
know, there wasn’t  
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any. I don’t remember any. 
 
HACKMAN: It never came out, at least, if there was, I know, at the time you left. From  
  your conversations with both Robert Kennedy and Vice President Johnson  
  through that period, what could you see about the relationship and what they 
thought of each other? 
 
CLARK: Well, it was awkward and difficult, no doubt about that. I always worried, and  
  still do, I guess, and perhaps it doesn’t make any sense, that I didn’t do more  
  or wasn’t able to do more to get them together, because I was in a fairly 
unique position. I was working for one and with him on a regular basis and close to the other 
one geographically and many other ways, family-wise, personally. I remember suggesting to 
Bob once or twice, probably twice, that we have the Vice President over for a staff luncheon, 
for instance. We’d have staff luncheons every Tuesday and Thursday, I think. 
 
HACKMAN: Right, yeah. 
 
CLARK: And we rarely had anybody over. We never had the President over. I think a  
  lot of guys kind of felt bad about that. I think Bob always felt, “Well, we’ll get  
  to it.” We had very few people over, as a matter of fact. For one thing, we 
always had a lot to do, ourselves, to talk about. It was never done. I think he said, “That’s a 
good idea.” That was about as long as the conversation lasted, probably. I don’t think that has 
much meaning. I think that sort of thing always had a lot more meaning to the Vice President 
than it did to Bob. I think Bob was kind of impatient with formalities, and gestures, too. We 
never had the President over. Every once in a while somebody would say, “President 
Eisenhower [Dwight D. Eisenhower] would come over for lunch.” They knew Bob would be 
sitting at the end of the table, but it never phased him. I don’t really read much into it. I think 
there was awkwardness. Unfortunately, I think that some people tried to divide them a little 
bit, probably not meaning anything by it. There was such a difference in personality and 
style, so to speak. 
 
HACKMAN: These are basically people in Justice or elsewhere in the Administration? 
 
CLARK: I don’t think anybody in Justice. Justice was an unusual place in these years.  
  You know, the single mindedness of the people was just incredible. There  
  wasn’t any infighting, or there was so little infighting that it’s almost 
unhuman. You know, you just expect a higher level of that. It was Bob’s personality, in the
main, and also his relationship to the President. I’ve said this to Mr. Johnson a number of 
times, and I never knew what he thought of it. But, I never heard Bob Kennedy, or anyone in 
my presence and Bob’s presence, say anything unkind or political about the Vice President 
the whole time I was there. And I was there, you know. I mean I was there for lunch every 



 
 

time; I was there out at the house; I was around as much as most of the assistants. The guy in 
Criminal and the guy in Civil Rights would be around more, but I was around a lot. I never 
heard anything. It couldn’t have been much, could it have? They’re not devious people. They 
don’t talk one way when you’re present  
 

[-30-] 
 

and another way when you’re not. 
 
HACKMAN: What would have been the occasion for that kind of conversation with  
  President Johnson? Was that after he’s president or while he’s.... 
 
CLARK: Yeah, oh, yeah. 
 
HACKMAN: Did you ever get the feeling at all that anyone was suspicious of you during  
  the Kennedy Administration because they thought you were a Johnson man in  
  the Justice Department? Did you find any people who were hard to work with 
there because of that? 
 
CLARK: Well, I think there may have been. So many of the people had know each  
  other before. I was probably among.... I guess Lee Loevinger and I would  
  have been the most outside, and Nick. No, not Nick, either. I missed one of 
my points. It was Lee and I. The rest had known each other at Yale. They’d gone to school 
together. They’d known each other for years. They’d worked in the campaign in ‘60. I hadn’t 
done any of those things. I hadn’t heard of any of them. I’d heard of Byron White. I’d heard 
of Lee Loevinger because I practiced antitrust law. I’m not sure. I’d heard of Nick, of course, 
because Nick had been at the University of Chicago, and we’d met there. But the other guys I 
just didn’t know. I’d never been a part, so I came in as one who had not prior identification 
with any of them or with the campaign. 
 The campaign was a great part of their lives, the excitement of it, the importance of it. 
It almost made the government seem dull by comparison, to many of them. They were still 
living the campaign. So, from that standpoint, people wondered. I was kind of a stranger. 
That didn’t last very long. I don’t think there was any lack of openness or any lack of trust. It 
was just, “There’s a different guy who didn’t go to Yale or Princeton or these other places 
that so many of us went together,” because they all had that in common except Lee 
Loevinger and myself, as far as I can remember at this time. 
 A fellow like Geoghegan, of course, hadn’t gone there, he’d been at Harvard, but he’d 
been in the campaign. Joe Dolan had known Byron well, and he’d been in the campaign. 
He’d worked on the Hill and in the Department of Justice and known them there. Archie Cox 
[Archibald Cox] had been.... The President just thought he was a great lawyer and a great 
person, and he’d worked with him in many close things, in Labor and other areas. 
 But that would have been about all. Certainly by even ‘61, ‘62, Bob was giving me 
sensitive, important assignments. There’s no doubt that he was a man who had confidence in 



 
 

people, he really had confidence in people, faith in them. All he wanted was performance. If 
you performed, you never had to worry abut Bob Kennedy. He’d back you up all the way. 
 
HACKMAN: Did the subject of his relationship with then-Vice President Johnson ever  
  come up in your conversations at all? Did he ever say why it was awkward,  
  comment on it? 
 
CLARK: Well, Bob doesn’t talk about people very much. I can’t remember ever sitting  
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  down psychoanalyzing somebody else with Bob Kennedy. He didn’t look at  
  people that way. I think I may have mentioned from time to time that I’d like 
to do anything that would be reasonable, helpful to get them together. Bob would always say, 
“Yeah,” but he basically was not a person who would go out of his way for the proprieties or 
the amenities, you know. He just had things to do and he was busy, and he didn’t really 
respect the quality in people that requires you to carry a favor or be nice, you know, and just 
try and get some guy to think you’re good. 
 
HACKMAN: Well, did Vice President Johnson ever comment, in that period, about what he  
  thought Robert Kennedy thought of him? 
 
CLARK: Yeah. Well, no. I think he was concerned about his relationship. I think he  
  would on rare occasions, say that.... I’m not sure about this, but I think he may  
  have asked Bob a time or two to come out to wherever he was living then. 
They had a name for it. Do you remember that big house out there? First he was at the 
Sheraton Park [Sheraton Park Hotel]. He had a room there, but that wasn’t very long. Then 
he got that big house out there. I remember I went out there one night with Larry O’Brien 
[Lawrence F. O’Brien]. We’d been to some reception. I think, if that happened, Bob wasn’t 
able to come or wasn’t quite as attentive to the details and said, “Well, I’m....” to explain it or 
something. 
 So, I think it gnawed on him a little bit. Those things affected him more than Bob, 
ever. You know, Bob was so forthright and quick and concerned about doing things that 
sometimes he would be a little insensitive to people’s feelings, not realizing that these things 
were important to them. To the Vice President those were big things. You know, he worked 
hard for many years to cultivate friendships and come to know people well. I think this 
bothered him a little bit. I think that’s why I did things like suggest to Bobby to have him 
over for staff luncheon. 
 
HACKMAN: What did you mean when you said that some people may be unknowingly  
  contributing to the distance? 
 
CLARK: I’m not sure as I know anybody. I have had so many people tell me that  



 
 

  people would tell the Vice President that Bob Kennedy hated him and wanted  
  to get rid of him. I’ve also had people tell me, and I really don’t believe either 
very much, but I’ve heard so much that I think there was something there. There must have 
been. Just within the last couple of months someone was telling me that, “Well, you just 
don’t know. If you had been at the White House in ‘63, half the jokes were about Johnson 
and what a clumsy buffoon he was and stuff like that.” I don’t believe that, but I’ve heard it 
so many times and in various ways. 
 This was done with Bob, too. They’d say, “Well, you know, he didn’t support your 
brother. You weren’t for him for vice president,” and all that kind of stuff. I think there was 
some.... They’re both strong men, and they both developed antagonisms and enemies. There 
are a lot of people that didn’t like the President, Vice President Johnson, and who were close 
to Bob and who may have done some of that. Certainly, the opposite was true, there were 
men around Vice President Johnson who didn’t like Bob Kennedy. I would think, from time 
to time, they may have said things that hurt a little bit. It’s petty stuff, really, you can’t go on 
like that. 
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HACKMAN: Let me sort of skip to something else. We talked a little bit about Indian  
  claims matters last time. I just want to finish up a couple of things. Can you  
  remember how that proposal came about for an increase in the trial capacity of 
the Indian Claims Commission and the suggestion that it sit in panels? Those were 
suggestions that were made in a letter that Robert Kennedy wrote to President Kennedy on 
March 13th, ’63, reporting on what the Lands Division had been doing and hoped to do in 
this area. First, do you remember what prompted that letter? Any particular reason for the 
timing of that letter? 
 
CLARK: The timing, I wouldn’t be too sure unless it had something to do with the  
  legislative program and getting things included. Although, it would seem a  
  little late for that. The problem was clear enough: the Indians Claims 
Commission droned on like jaundice and jaundice, just nothing ever happened. The mountain 
would groan and give birth to a mouse, and it was just barely able to move. They would have 
to have the entire commission devoting itself to one hearing. We wanted some action. We 
felt it was important to get those cases moving. Bob was anxious to do something in this 
area. He wanted to provide leadership in connection with the Indian affairs generally and in 
connection with the disposition of these cases. So, how do you do it? 
 Well, one way is you increase the manpower of the Commission, then you 
sophisticate its procedures and techniques so it can do the job. I’m sure we drafted the letter 
and that Bob was concerned enough about it to send it and may have said something about it 
a time or two. 
 
HACKMAN: Can you remember what reaction you expected from B.O.B. [Bureau of the  
  Budget], Interior [Department of the Interior] and probably the Hill on that? I  



 
 

  think, in that letter to the President, it’s suggested that you’d like to have 
authority or request to explore the possibility of this legislation with B.O.B. and Interior.  
 
CLARK: Well, I’m sure we would have expected general disinterest. It’s one of those  
  things that, you know, nobody really cared about. Most hadn’t heard of it, and  
  many that had heard of it wished it would go away because it was more of a 
problem opportunity. 
 
HACKMAN: But, it would have been disinterest rather than outright opposition say, from  
  the Bureau of Indian Affairs or Interior, whoever? 
 
CLARK: I think basically, yeah. I never felt that Interior was terribly concerned about  
  expediting those cases or moving them along, although it created problems for  
  them. Stu Udall [Stewart L. Udall] and I had several joint conferences and 
were subjected on more than one occasion to separate conferences with trial leaders who 
would come in, literally complaining about delays. You had to be absolutely sympathetic 
with them as they droned on. I remember one time three generations from the Blue Lake, I 
guess they call it the Blue Lake Pueblo of the Taos, New Mexico Indians, came in. The 
youngest one said he hoped he didn’t have to come back with his grandchildren someday to 
see whether they’d ever get that claim settled. 
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 It was just this year some legislation passed that would give them.... This wasn’t an 
Indian claims matter. There was a Blue Lake up there, it was a religious thing for them. 
People were throwing beer cans around, campers would come in and shoot deer and not even 
cut the meat off, you know, and just leave a dead deer there. It really, really deeply offended 
them. They wanted that lake. They wanted the land around it to keep it as it is. It was a 
spiritual matter. 
 
HACKMAN: Well, if the case is that clear to you, in that case and others, then what is the  
  problem with Interior? Why their slowness or opposition to some of these  
  things? 
 
CLARK: Well, it’s, you know.... There are many complicated reasons but one, they had  
  developed a fairly hardened paternalistic attitude over the years. [Interruption] 
 
HACKMAN: Can you remember.... 
 
CLARK: You know, the President, too, had great hopes for Philleo Nash, and I did. I  
  wasn’t close enough to know what happened, but the only thing I knew was,  
  when it was all over, nothing had really happened. You have to face these 
things. We just hadn’t made our mark. We hadn’t done much. 



 
 

 
HACKMAN: But your impression? Nash isn’t coming to you, or in conversations that you  
  might have had with him, and saying that he can’t get support within the  
  department? Or is it that he couldn’t bring his Bureau [of Indian Affairs] 
along? 
 
CLARK: Well, my impression is that if you didn’t speak to him, you’d never hear from  
  him. They were up on a reservation someplace. I don’t know what they were  
  doing. It was a bootstrap operation. You just had to pick it up and try to carry 
it. They’re captives of their constituencies in those areas. They were so much closer to the 
Indian lawyers than we were. We were fighting the Indian lawyers. 
 An illustration: I thought some of the attorney’s fees were outrageous. On this 
Oklahoma case we mentioned last time, the law provides for up to a ten percent fee. Well, 
that would have been a million or two hundred thousand dollars or something like that. 
That’s just more money than all the lawyers in Eastern Oklahoma earned in the last decade, 
and ought to be. I opposed it. I really thought that was wrong to take that money from the 
Natives, from the Indians. So we went into the Indian Claims Commission and objected. Of 
course, the lawyers were dumbfounded. Nobody had ever objected to a fee before for 
lawyers, least of all some other lawyers, even if he’s with the government. The Bureau of 
Indian Affairs was upset, “What are you doing? These lawyers worked hard. You’re going to 
demoralize the other lawyers in the other cases.” It was part of the strategy to keep them from 
really prosecuting the case and all that. 
 On something like that, you just knew that if you were working for Bob Kennedy 
you’d have a guy who would stand up. You’d never have to worry about it. If you didn’t 
have a guy like that, you might not ever take a stand, you know. Nobody likes to be slapped 
down. But you never.... He’d make you justify what you did, by golly, but if you could 
justify it, he might say, “You sure got up into a mess,” but, by God, he never did say that to 
anybody else. He stood with  
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you, and stood with us on that one. And finally we saved a couple of hundred thousand 
bucks. I can’t remember, I think it was eight percent instead of ten, maybe. 
 
HACKMAN: Well, on the expansion of the Commission and the legislation you supported, I  
  think in ‘62 and ‘63, on giving loans to tribes that couldn’t support their cases,  
  what kind of reaction did you get or could you expect from the Hill, the 
relevant committees, on that kind of thing? Would they have been a problem that you would 
have had to spend much time on or not? 
 
CLARK: Yeah, we didn’t do too much direct legislative work, it was too hard, you  
  know. I guess there were three or four things that I did quite a bit with the  
  Interior financial affairs committees. It was very hard. A fellow like Clinton 



 
 

Anderson [Clinton P. Anderson] would be so genuinely angry about the attorney’s fee 
situation anyway. Others would be so concerned about the delays and the waste of the Indian 
Claims Commission process as a whole. They felt this had gotten rid of that problem, and it 
had made it worse. And then this was a detail, a real detail. No constituent interests were 
really concerned or knowledgeable. I think we had trouble with the Department of Interior on 
that. I may be unfair in that, but I think we had trouble, which always kind of surprised me 
because it was them giving the money out. Most bureaucrats are prepared to do that. 
 
HACKMAN: I think your memo said that neither Interior or, I believe B.O.B., I don’t know  
  whether you just said B.O.B. You hoped they would support it more strongly  
  the next time around than they had in the last year or so. 
 
CLARK: B.O.B. would be opposed for a number of institutional reasons. It cost money,  
  it supports opposing litigation, things like that. It was imperative, you know.  
  We had cases that hadn’t even been prepared yet, and here it was fifteen, 
sixteen years after that act was passed. Well, that’s just intolerable. And we had cases that 
could not be fairly prepared. It was in direct line with our subsequent position on the 
Criminal Justice Act of ‘64, and things like that. You’ve got to give people an opportunity to 
present their case. You give a man a case and don’t let him present it, you haven’t done him 
any favor at all. 
 
HACKMAN: What about in terms of just the relationship with Arthur Watkins [Arthur V.  
  Watkins] and the other Commissioners or the Commission staff? Did you  
  have much personal contact with those people? 
 
CLARK: Yeah, quite a bit. Watkins was always a great gentleman. He was always very  
  constructive. He felt Bob Kennedy was a fine, fine human being. He just had  
  great respect for Bob Kennedy, at least he always evidenced that to me. The 
only problem was he really couldn’t get things done. He wasn’t a doer. He’s more concerned
about the office space over there in the new building and getting carpets and showing his new 
suits and everything than in moving those cases along. His motives were just the finest. I 
think he came over, and I think I took him up to see Bob, at least once. And he supported 
this, as I recall. I’m 
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sure he did. He supported expansion of the commission; the other commission members 
really didn’t. He supported use of hearing examiners. We really opposed that because we 
were afraid that would make for delay rather than expedition because what it means is that 
you have a trial court, and then you’ve got a court of appeals, which is the Commission itself, 
and you can’t get them to do anything yet, so we wanted to keep them involved. That’s what 
the panel system was, a desire to get them involved as both the trial and the appellate court in 
one process. 



 
 

 Schott [T. Harold Scott] would come by once in a while. Holt [William M. Holt] was 
always fair, but he wasn’t a very activist person. Watkins, did he have a reappointment 
situation? 
 
HACKMAN: I don’t know, not that I know of, but I didn’t check. 
 
CLARK: There was something like that. I can’t quite remember what it was. See, his  
  history with Bob went back to his Senate days and the McCarthy [Joseph R.  
  McCarthy] hearings and all that sort of stuff. 
 
HACKMAN: Well, you talked about the Cherokee settlement last time. Can you remember  
  other settlements that Robert Kennedy got involved in in any detail?  
  Particularly ones where there are a lot of congressional problems? 
 
CLARK: The Cherokee one was the real one. It was just.... Any time you had Bob Kerr  
  [Robert S. Kerr] involved, you, know, you had a rough one, and it was rough.  
  We had at least one meeting up in Bob’s office with the entire delegation, 
Monroney [Almer Stillwell “Mike” Monroney] and Kerr and all the House members. 
 
HACKMAN: How was Robert Kennedy in dealing with someone like Kerr? What kind of  
  feel could you get for what he thought of Kerr, the way he operated? 
 
CLARK: Well, on those occasions, it may have been just two, I think you’d have to  
  characterize his conduct as very cautious. 
 
HACKMAN: Robert Kennedy’s, you mean. 
 
CLARK: Yeah, Bob’s. This was a difficult thing for him because he was so close to the  
  President. He was in on so many matters. He knew that Kerr couldn’t tell the  
  difference between the Cherokee settlement and foreign aid, you know. As we 
had.... Wasn’t it foreign aid we had with Judge Bohanon [Luther Bohanon]? 
 
HACKMAN: I don’t remember. 
 
CLARK: We had a terrible run-in with Senator Kerr on Judge Bohanon. Byron would  
  know more about it than anybody. Luther Bohanon wanted to be a federal  
  judge, and Robert Kerr wanted him to be a federal judge, and he should not 
ever have been a federal judge. He is a federal judge. 
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HACKMAN: I think maybe White talks about that in his interview a little bit.  
 
CLARK: I think you’ll find that he was prepared to oppose the foreign aid appropriation  



 
 

  or something on the floor. And Bohanon’s name went up, and he supported  
  him. I’m not sure of that, so somebody would have to check it out. I think Bob 
respected Kerr’s capacity and his understanding of power, but I’d be surprised if he had 
much respect for his overall purposes. I think he knew he was a person you had to deal with 
with extreme caution, although he would turn us loose. It’s really incredible when you think 
about it. I wanted to hire a guy in Oklahoma. History tells me that I was probably wrong, but 
we had this huge case backlog down there. I can’t remember that fellow’s name, but he 
turned out to be probably an unbalanced fellow. 
 
HACKMAN: He’s the guy you put to work down there to handle the extra? 
 
CLARK: Yeah. We may actually have put him to work. I’m not quite sure. 
 
HACKMAN: I think so. Yeah, I think so. 
 
CLARK: One thing I knew was that he was a condemnation expert and he was an  
  expeditor. He moved cases. What I wanted was a doer, because, golly, I think  
  we had seventeen hundred in the Eastern district, tracts of land in the Eastern 
district, and twelve hundred in the Northern district. It was 90 percent of Ed Langley’s 
[Orville Edwin Langley] caseload, he was just turning Eastern. It was 60 percent of Micky 
Imel’s [John M. “Mickey” Imel] caseload. He was Northern district. 
 Bob really loved Micky Imil, great big old good-looking kid, you know, and an 
athlete, a fine young person, the type of guy you want to develop and build. We couldn’t get 
lawyers, and we couldn’t get guys that were good. This guy had real experience. He’d 
worked out several reservoirs. I wanted a doer. He said, “If you want him, go get him.” So, I 
worked it out with him and then I went up to see the Senators because, unhappily—and we 
put up with it some—they approve and disapprove assistant U.S. attorneys. They just 
wouldn’t approve him, just would not approve him. 
 Mike Monroney took the lead on it, but I never thought it was really him who 
opposed. He said, “I’m not sure he was fair to people. I’m not sure of this, that, and the 
other.” What it really was was some underlying political history. Well, I didn’t want to be 
bothered about the political history. I wanted a guy who could do a job. I think we just took 
him on the Lands Division payroll. See, they couldn’t handle that. They could handle the 
assistant U.S. attorney situation, but they couldn’t handle that. I think maybe we took him on, 
and he helped us. I’m not positive of that. 
 
HACKMAN: I know someone was taken on, but I don’t know. 
 
CLARK: Well, we took several guys on. We took Max, a good fellow. 
 

[END OF INTERVIEW #2] 
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