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INTRODUCTION 
Paul Ziffren, lawyer and past member of the Democratic 

National Committee, was born in Davenport, Iowa on July 18, 
1913, a son of Jacob and Belle Ziffren. He attended public 
schools there and entered Northwestern University in September, 
1931, receiving his B. S. in Speech in 1935 and his J. D. from 
the School of Law in 1938. 

While in law school Mr. Ziffren became active in Democratic 
politics. He also did volunteer work in the U. S. Attorney's 
office in Chicago where from 1941 to 1942, after his graduation, 
he was Assistant U. S. Attorney in charge of the tax division. 
In addition to this position, he entered private practice in the 
firm of Gottlieb and Schwartz. 

In the spring of 19^3, Mr. Ziffren accepted a position 
with the Los Angeles law firm of Loeb and Loeb, and established 
his home in the Los Angeles area. In 1946 he became a senior 
partner in the firm of Schwartz, Ziffren and Steinberg, at the 
same time entering the Chicago firm of Arvey, Ziffren and Mantynband 

for the period of a year, traveling between the two areas. 
Los Angeles, however, continued to remain his home and was 
the center of his expanding political activities in the Democratic 
Party. 

The following manuscript, a transcription of tape-recorded 
interviews made by Mr. Ziffren with the UCLA Oral History 
Program in 1961, describes in some detail his career in politics 
and his associations with various political figures. He was 
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active in the 1950 senatorial campaign of Helen Gahagan 
Douglas and was a delegate to the 1952 Democratic National 
Convention in Chicago. In October of 1953 he was elected 
Democratic National Committeeman for the state of California, 
a position which he held until 1960. 

In this capacity, Mr. Ziffren addressed himself to the 
organization on a state-wide basis of the California Democratic 
Council (CDC) which was, in his words, "the first concerted... 
attempt to build up a political organization in California 
based on volunteers. " He describes, in this text, some of the 
problems encountered in its formative stages and at its first 
endorsing convention for the 1954 general election. 

Both the 1956 and 1960, presidential campaigns are discussed 
by Mr. Ziffren from the point of view of the national as well 
as the California scene, with commentary on organizational 
problems within the Democratic National Committee and on the 
circumstances of his replacement as national committeeman 
by Stanley Mosk. 

Mr. Ziffren is presently engaged in private practice in 
the Los Angeles firm of Ziffren and Ziffren. 

Records relating to this series of interviews are located 
in the office of the UCLA Oral History Program. 
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INTERVIEW HISTORY 

INTERVIEWER: L. Craig Cunningham, Graduate Research Assistant, 
Oral History Program, UCLA. Completing studies toward 
a graduate degree in history. 

TIME AND SETTING OF INTERVIEW: 
Dates: February 1, 1961; February 9, 1961; March 9, 1961; 
April 5, 1961; July 6, 1961; and July 8, 1961. 
Length of sessions: In each session, one hour of tape 
was recorded with the exception of the first session, 
two hours. This manuscript represents a total of seven 
hours of recording time. 
Persons present during interview: Ziffren and Cunningham. 

CONDUCT OF INTERVIEW: The interviewer ceased employment with 
the Oral History Program before the transcription of the 
tape recordings was completed. At that time, no detailed 
records were maintained. 

EDITING: Editor: Adelaide Tusler, M. L. S., Oral History 
Program, UCLA. 
The editing, which Is based on a verbatim transcription 
of the tapes, consists mainly of the addition of punctuation, 
minor changes in syntax, and name verification. There 
has been only slight chronological rearrangement of the 
material. 
Mr. Ziffren reviewed and approved the manuscript, 
occasionally changing words and phrases, and deleting 
very little material. Some of the interviewer's questions 
were deleted. 



CHAPTER I 
EARLY LIFE AND EDUCATION 

My name is Paul Ziffren. I was born in Davenport, 
Iowa, in July, 1913. My father's name was Jacob Ziffren 
and my mother's name was Belle. Both of them were born in 
Europe: my father in Germany, and my mother in Lithuania. 
The name Ziffren, I believe, is a German name. My German 
instructor once told me that it probably came from the 
German word Ziffern meaning "zero, " but I don't know about 
that. My father had a corner grocery store, a small family-
type grocery store. I think it was at Ninth and Warren 
streets in Davenport, Iowa, and we lived above the store. 
I was the oldest of five children. I have three younger 
brothers and two younger sisters, but my father had been 
married before, and he had a daughter by his former 

marriage who was older than I. 
I went to grade school, junior high and high school 

in Davenport, Iowa, graduating in February, 1931. My 
father died in September, 1930, Just about five months 
before my graduation from high school. My mother is also 
dead. She died in November, 1942. Both died at young 
ages. 

I decided to go to Northwestern University, and entered 
there in September, 1931; I had a scholarship and no other 
funds, so that I had to work my way through college and 
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law school. My mother was rather vigorously criticized 
by the relatives of my father, who by this time had already 
died. They felt that I should have gone to work and helped 
to support my mother and the five younger children in my 
family. But like so many Jewish mothers, her great ambition 

was to have her children go to college, and she was 
Insistent on taking care of the family and letting me go 
away as long as I could support myself. As a matter of 
fact, whenever she could send me a couple of dollars, it was 
a great satisfaction for her to do so. 

College was not important to me because I had had the 
ambition to be a lawyer from the time I was a very young 
child. I could only have been six or seven years old when 
I determined to become a lawyer, primarily because my 
father lost the store with the living quarters above it. 
For a short time he also owned a little house next door, 
and I think sometime in the twenties (this must have been 
'28 or '29) he lost everything. It seemed to me from 
the conversations I heard around the house and the store 
that it was primarily because he did not have proper legal 
advice. Even before this, it seemed to me that lawyers 
were always spoken of with great respect by my family and 
the people who went to the store. I remember from the time 
I was old enough to be in the store, I used to listen to 
all the conversations, and it seemed to me that a lawyer 
was a very Important person. I'm sure that's how I developed 
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the ambition to be one. 
I was certainly not very much interested in working 

generally. I, had been working in the store, our own store, 
since I was a child, and in addition I worked at a larger 
store on Saturdays. During the summer I would caddie at 
the local country club We used to get paid $2. 50 for working 

from about seven in the morning until eleven o'clock 
at night. 

When I finally got to college, I must say that I 
was not anxious to find a Job. I wanted to go to college, 
and so I was delighted when my mother was willing to let me 
go; as a matter of fact, I think my mother indulged me, and 
whether she had wanted to let me go or not, I'm sure that 
she would have wanted me to go as long as I wanted to, even 
though it did put quite a burden on her. I certainly was 
not very helpful when it came to the store and I had very 
little interest In it—but then, I had very little Interest 
in working generally. I think I was really sort of lazy. 

I used to enjoy various groups. My greatest activity 
in high school certainly was my three years-on the debate 
team. I also won a number of speaking contests. I had a 
very, very fine debate and speaking coach by the name of 
A. E. Keiber, who was most meticulous and taught us to do 
a fine, thorough research Job on everything. He had a rather 
stilted style of speaking, but he was a very disciplined 
person and certainly taught us the discipline of research. 
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I've always been very grateful for his training. 
In addition to debate and speaking work in high school, 

I think I was president of my home room; I don't really 
recall all these details, though I believe my mother saved 
my high school annual and that probably would show all the 
facts. I think it was called the Black Hawk at Davenport 
High School. 

In any event, besides school activities, my other 
activity primarily had to do with AZA, which is the junior 
B'nai B'rith. We had a rather active AZA chapter in Rock 
Island, Illinois, which was just across the [Mississippi] 
River from Davenport, and I was the president of that 
chapter. I think the president was called the aleph gadol 
which in Hebrew means "the great aleph" [aleph is the initial 

letter of the Hebrew alphabet]. The club was for young 
men under the age of eighteen or twenty-one, I have forgotten 

which. I attended a couple of AZA national- conventions, 
and I think I took part in an AZA oratorical contest. 

I don't really remember how I came out, but my extracurricular 
activities and my own activities in Davenport were 

primarily in the speaking field. 
I remember that when I left Davenport for college, 

my mother had saved a couple of hundred dollars for me in 
the bank, and I think I had also saved some money myself. 
As I recall, I left for Evanston, Illinois, early in the 
month of September. The money in the bank was drawing 
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interest at that time. I think the motto was "four percent 
and no worry, " or something like that. In any event, the 
quarter would end September 30th, so rather than draw the 
money out before the end of that time, we decided, my 
mother and I, that we would leave it there to get the extra 
interest. Obviously, four percent on two hundred dollars, 
whatever it is, would not have been a large sum, but in any 
event we did leave it there, and unfortunately the bank 
went broke before the end of the month, so I don't think 
we ever did get the money out. That's why I had no money 
at all when I got to Evanston. 

I immediately got in touch with the director of 
employment at Northwestern, who was a very fine young man 

named Brunton. By the way, in this connection, I did a 
rather mean thing. I wanted to become active on the Dally 
Northwestern and I decided to write a story about how a 
freshman finds Northwestern University during his orientation 

period. In writing this story I was rather sarcastic 
about the director of employment (I can still remember 

this over the years) and I said something about 
attending a meeting Mr. Brunton had called for students who 
wanted employment, and that by the end of the meeting I 
felt so sorry for him I thought maybe he should be given 
a job. 

It was a very sarcastic article, I'm afraid, but Mr. 
Brunton was a kind person and in spite of the article, he took, 
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I thought, quite a personal interest in me. In any event, 
he helped me get a job washing dishes at the AEO sorority 
house for my meals, and he helped me get a job 
for my room. I think I worked at the ANA house on Foster 
Place first, and then later on Library Place, where I helped 
clean up the house for my room. In addition to that, from 
time to time he would get me other jobs, such as raking 
lawns and passing out circulars and doing all kinds of 
things. I even got a job keeping books in a store, and I 
never really did know very much about bookkeeping; I had 
taken one semester of high school bookkeeping, but I was 
totally incompetent—I had a terrible time trying to 
balance the books. Mr. Brunton was always finding jobs 
for me. As a matter of fact, when I was on the Northwestern 
debate team and needed a tuxedo, Mr. Brunton found a second 
hand one and gave it to me. 

Another person who's a great good friend of mine is 
a man named Joe Miller, who at that time was the director 
of student loans. I had to borrow some money in addition 
to my scholarship, and he was very kind. 

I had all kinds of Jobs In addition to the ones I've 
mentioned. One of the most peculiar jobs I had involved an 
old man who lived in Evanston. This fellow was practically 
paralyzed and could not take a bath alone, and one of my 
Jobs was to give him baths twice a week. I'd go over to 
the house and we'd put him into the bathtub, and I'd give 
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him a bath. There was another job that I promoted for myself, 
I think—perhaps Mr. Brunton helped me, I don't recall now, 
but in each of the fraternity and sorority houses, they 
had a telephone directory near the telephone with numbers 
of the other fraternities and sororities, some university 
numbers, and some advertising, all posted on a board. I got 
the right to sell advertising for the board, and made some 
money that way. Sometimes during the summer I would also 
sell advertising for the Dally Northwestern and for the 
football programs. Those are just some of the jobs I can 
recall having in order to get through school. I remember 
once I wanted to go to the junior prom but had no money! 
I decided to enter an oratorical contest, and I think I 
won a hundred dollars, which helped me out. 

While I was at Northwestern University, I was in the 
College of Liberal Arts the first two years; I was active 
on the newspaper. As a matter of fact, I believe in my 
sophomore year I was night editor on Tuesday nights. I 
selected Tuesday night because that would be the night of 
the presidential election of 1932, and I remember I was 
editor the night that Franklin Roosevelt was elected. 

At the end of my sophomore year I had taken only 
one semester of geology and one semester of German—I 
did not like science or foreign languages at all; the 
result was that by the end of my second year, I had not 
completed the required courses in the College of Liberal 
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Arts. I was a very stubborn and, I suppose, frightened 
person, because I think I was afraid to take science and 
languages on the theory that I did not do well in them, 
and of course I'm terribly sorry now that I learned nothing 
about them. In any event, the Dean of the College of 
Liberal Arts, a friend of mine, Addison Hibbard, called 
me in and told me that I could not continue a scholarship 
unless I started taking the required courses. In my 
stubborn, fearful fashion I went over to see the Dean 
of the Speech School, Ralph Dennis, whom I had gotten to 
know because of my work in debate. I told Mr. Dennis my 
problem, and he indulged me by saying, "Why don't you come 
into the Speech School?" I'd been thinking for a long time 
about a course where you would take eighty hours of 
liberal arts and forty hours of speech for your degree, 
where it wouldn't matter if you wanted to take science, 
language or anything else, where you could take whatever 
you wanted in liberal arts, as well as the forty hours 
of speech. I'd already taken some speech classes and 

debate classes. I intended to take some more speech classes, 
so I changed over. Dean Dennis gave me a scholarship in 
the Speech School. I think I was the first student ever 
graduated from this combined "eighty-forty" course, but I 
did it at the expense of never learning any science or 
foreign languages. 
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Another thing that comes to my mind had to do with 
the work I was doing at the AE0 house as an undergraduate. 
By the time I was a junior I was the head worker there. I 
started out washing dishes the first year; the second year 
I was promoted to waiter, and the third year I became head 
waiter, the head waiter. That was in 1933, and of course 
there were many, many students who literally did not have 
enough work during those years—and were my friends. 
Let me put it this way: I would say most of my friends 
did not have enough to eat, and I used to invite them to 
come over to the AE0 house for food. I was able to do this 
because we had a new house mother who did not realize that 
we sometimes had more men eating in the kitchen than 
there were girls eating in the dining room. When she finally 
asked me about it, I admitted to her that we had a lot of 
extra help, but I said that I thought we ought to do it. I 
realized that we were going to run into trouble, and some 
of my other friends who were working at other sorority 
houses were telling me about the problems they were having. 
Some of the sororities, strangely enough, were taking 

advantage of the students. They'd make them not only wash 
dishes or wait on tables, but they'd also have them washing 
windows. It was a matter of getting students to do anything, 
because so many of them were hungry. 

So I decided that we ought to organize something in 
the nature of a union and, since these were the days of NRA 
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codes, I thought we ought to have a code of fair employment 
for student employees. I talked to my friend Mr. 

Brunton, the director of employment, and he thought there 
was some merit to that idea. Then I spoke to the Dean of 
Women, who was a friend of mine and a very fine woman, and 
she realized there was exploitation going on; she encouraged 

me to go ahead and organize this Sorority-Student 
Employee Association and to adopt a code saying that 
students could work only one hour for each meal. They had 
to be given the same food as the girls in the dining room: 
some of the houses had made the students eat different kinds 
of food. I think another provision was that the students 
serving did not have to stand at their trays in the dining 
room during the meal. They could eat. In that way, when 
they got through serving, they could leave instead of having 
to stand in the dining room during the meal and eating later. 
Time was important to us as students. The other house mothers 

got terribly upset about all this, and for probably 
the first time I was accused of having Communist inclinations; 
the house mothers said that I was practically a Bolshevik 
because I was trying to organize the student employees— 
they said I wanted to make money on it because I was going 
to charge dues. On the campus this got around very quickly 
and, as I recall it, I decided it would be impossible to 
get the students to join in doing anything affirmative, and 
so I decided that we would blanket all the employees 
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automatically—that every student who worked would be 
automatically a member of this association. There were no 

dues, of course, and the association announced the code. 
Since I was active on the newspaper, the Daily Northwestern, 
and my friends also were active, we used the paper as a 
vehicle to announce that any violations of the code by any 
of the sorority houses would be immediately exposed. In 
spite of the opposition of most of the house mothers, and 
because of the cooperation of the director of employment 
and the Dean of Women, we were able to get by with this. 
I have a feeling that perhaps it did help. Certainly no 
flagrant violations were ever reported. 

In any event, it was a very interesting experience, 
and though I became very friendly with the business manager 
at the university, Mr. William A. Dyke, a very, very conservative, 

reactionary gentleman. He was very upset about 
the P. D. R. administration. He felt that there were too 
many radical groups and discussions on campus, and he 
thought there ought to be more conservative discussions. As 
a matter of fact, I think he was a member—or wanted to 
promote—a Liberty League chapter on campus, and that he 

r 

wanted me to help. I told him I was opposed to the Liberty 
League. I was a fervent admirer of President Roosevelt, 
but, I did think that conservative and even reactionary 
speakers should have the right to come to Campus. I told 
him I would be glad to work to establish a chapter that would 
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invite conservatives as well as liberals to talk to the 
student body, and I think I did do some work on that. 

In any event, I remember that I was elected to the 
honorary Junior fraternity which was called the Purple 
Key, and that I was also elected to the honorary senior 
fraternity which was called Deru. This was really a great 
honor for any student, because there were only, I think, 
fifteen men in the junior class elected to Deru, and I was 
probably the only one who was not a member of a fraternity 
or an athlete. Ordinarily in those days what happened 
was that the fraternities got together and agreed to vote 
for certain fraternity people, and they were usually important 

figures on campus in athletics. Certainly there were 
very few Jewish boys at Northwestern who were not in athletics 

and who were not affiliated with any of the Jewish 
fraternities. I never did join any fraternity because in 
my first year, when I wanted to, they did not have a job 
for me, and then afterwards when they invited me I decided 
I did not want to join. 

I enjoyed my time at Northwestern very much. As a 
matter of fact, I think in my junior and senior years the 
National Youth Administration had been organized, and I 
did some work for it which was very helpful. Between all 
these Jobs, I was able not only to earn my room and board, 
but also my books and spending money and so forth. 
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After I graduated with a bachelor of Science degree 
from the speech school at Northwestern in June of 1935, 
I entered law school there. The law school was down at 
what was then called the McKinlock campus and Is now called 
the Chicago campus. At law school I was in charge of the 
NYA program, and I was paid something like forty or forty-
five dollars a month. In addition to that, I taught public 
speaking at Gary Junior College twice a week in the evenings. 

I had other jobs, too. For awhile I worked at the 
Knickerbocker Hotel and got my room free: I was supposed 
to promote Northwestern affairs there. I graduated from 
law school in June, 1938, and was elected to the Order of 
the Coif, which is the top ten percent of the class at law 
school. In addition to that, I was on the editorial board 
of the Illinois Law Review. I did not distinguish myself on 
the editorial board, but I believe I did rank about fourth 
or fifth in my law school class. 

While in law school, one of my good friends on 
the campus was named Gordon Bazelon. Gordon was older than 
the rest of us; he must have been in his late thirties, and 
had decided to go to law school after he had been out of 
school for some time. One day Gordon Bazelon told me 
that his younger brother, David Bazelon, who was the 

assistant United States attorney in Chicago in charge of the 
tax division, wanted to have a chapter organized at Northwestern 

to help the United States senatorial campaign of 



Michael Igoe, the United States attorney in Chicago. Mr. 
Igoe was one of the Democratic nominees for the United 
States Senate in Illinois in 1938. The other Democratic 
contender for the nomination was a nan named Scott Lucas. 
Since David Bazelon worked In the U. S. attorney's office, 
he was very devoted to his boss, Mr. Igoe, and worked very 
hard in the campaign. At Gordon Bazelon's suggestion, I 
went down to see his brother David and told him I'd be 
glad to help organize a chapter at Northwestern for Mr. 
Igoe, for whatever good it would do. While I was talking 
to him he was working on some campaign literature—he 
and I seemed to have a simpatico relationship, and I started 
helping him out. We became very friendly. 

One day during the Igoe campaign he asked me what I 
was going to do when I graduated in June. The primaries in 
Illinois were in April, so this was probably in February 
or March. I told him that I did not know, and he said that 
he needed some help In the tax division of the office, and 
would I like to come down there and work for him? He could 
not pay me, but it would be good experience while I was still 
going to school; and when I got out he said he would try 
to get me a Job there. I thought it was an excellent idea, 
so I used to go down and work without pay, and I learned 
something about taxes the last few months I was In law 
school. When I graduated from law school I continued to 
work there while he tried to get me a job. My great dif-

14 
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flculty has always been that I would rather do what I like 
to do without pay than get paid for doing something I don't 
enjoy. 



CHAPTER II 
WORK AND POLITICS IN CHICAGO 

After I had been in the U. S. attorney's office about 
six months, in January 1939, I finally was hired by the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue, which was part of the Treasury Department. 

I was hired at two thousand dollars a year as a special 
assistant, and assigned to the United States Attorney's office 
in Chicago. I learned a good deal about taxes and found 
it very Interesting, and I developed a relationship with 
David Bazelon to the point where even today after all these 
years he is still one of my closest friends. As a matter 
of fact, it was he and his wife who introduced me to my 
present wife in Washington. After I left the United States 
Attorney's office, I went into practice with him In a firm 
in Chicago called Gottlieb and Schwartz. We organized 
their tax division. 

While I was In the United States Attorney's office 
in the tax field, we were involved with some rather notorious 

prosecutions. We prosecuted M[oses] L[ouis] Annenberg, 
the Philadelphia publisher, who organized the first large 
nation-wide news service for bookies. We had some other rather 
sensational tax cases, I found the work in the United 
States Attorney's office very Interesting, but I also developed 

a tremendous concern about the powers of government. 
I think it was epitomized one day when a man who was a 
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former bootlegger in Chicago came in to see me about the 
case that the government had against him—Terrence J. Druggan 
is the name that comes back to me. It seems to me that he 
came over, sat down, and saw a paper on my desk. He looked 
at the paper and he said, "Is that my case?" and I said, 
"Yes. " He said, "The United States of America v Terrence 
J. Druggan?" I said, "Yes. " He said, "Christ! What odds!" 
and it seemed to me that that epitomized the monumental 
powers of government against an individual. 

I know in the Annenberg case that I was very concerned 
from time to time because, although certainly Mr. Annenberg 
was not an exemplary citizen in some respects, nevertheless 
some of the people in the prosecution developed a vicious 
animosity toward him and everyone connected with him. I 
remember one day that one of these people whom I felt was 
psychotically suspicious wanted to indict the young lawyer 
who had been working for Mr. Annenberg only because he did 
not like him. I'd also heard stories about the United 
States Attorney's office in New York where many young students 
were employed. The story was that they used to have a contest 
to see who could put the most people into an indictment, 
the most defendants, and it ran into a situation where 
finally more than one hundred persons were indicted in 
one indictment as defendants. I developed a great feeling 
that first of all, young students, young graduates, should 
not be employed in the United States Attorney's office 
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and given responsibility in connection with criminal matters, 
particulary criminal tax cases, until they should have 

had a sufficient background of experience to develop judgment 
as to what is or is not a criminal tax matter. It 

seemed to me that the decision-making process to separate 
so-called criminal tax plans from civil tax plans was a 
very sophisticated one, and for years I've wanted to write 
an article pointing out the many cases in which persons were 
indicted for tax evasion on facts that were not too dis-
similar from cases where persons simply paid up the tax. 
It seems to me that in many respects criminal penalities 
are out of place in taxes, because there is not a definite 
enough standard to determine what is a criminal tax evasion 
from a civil tax avoidance; I don't think there ought to be 
criminal laws unless there is a more clearly defined standard. 

The second thing that impressed me was the need for 
protecting the rights of individuals: sometimes in the 
midst of a tax investigation, or any criminal investigation, 
you get a feeling of the French revolution, where you begin 
to lose sight of the fact that a person—let's put it this 
way: to put a man's name in an indictment was to create a 
catastrophe for him, his family, his associates; and I 
felt that the powers of government were much too over-
whelming to be lightly entrusted to persons who would not 
exercise restraint. It was my experience in the United 
States Attorney's office that made me feel such a strong 
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sympathy for civil liberties, and that made me rather 
impatient with those who felt that criminals were coddled. 
I think that the basic policy decision as to whether or 
not we should be willing to inhibit the overwhelming 
powers of government was made by the Founding Fathers, and 
that the Bill of Rights in the Constitution was a policy 
decision made with full knowledge of the fact that 
the fourth, the fifth amendment, all these amendments, would 
make it more difficult for the exercise of police power; 
the policy decision was that we should make it more difficult 
for the police and the prosecutor, because the individual 
needs protection. 

I think, if I can digress, that one of the basic 
problems we have in this country today is the fact that too 
often we feel that there are two sides, government and 
people: there is no such thing as government apart from 
people. Too often government wants to be protected from 
people, but it's people who must be protected, not government. 

I think that this has prejudiced my whole attitude 
toward a number of questions, and it certainly has made me 
feel that the genius of the American system consists in the 
protection of people from government rather than 
vice versa. 

I had a very interesting discussion along this line 
with Justice [Hugo L. ] Black some months ago in Washington 
shortly after the U-2 incident. Alexander Meiklejohn, who 
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is a great favorite of mine, was at David Bazelon's house. 
Bazelon is now a judge of the Court of Appeals in Washington. 
He's the author of the famous Durham decision on criminal 

responsibility, and he and I feel very much alike on this; and in 
this discussion on the U-2 incident I said that to me the 
great question was: What is the place in an essentially free 
society for the CIA [Central Intelligence Agency] or any such 
Institution? I knew that the CIA was building a tremendous 
structure in Washington, and yet it was very reluctant to 
even allow Congress to know what it was doing. I was 

concerned about how an essentially free society such as ours 
could have an institution such as this, and we then got into a 
discussion about whether governments have to protect themselves. 
I think it was Professor Meiklejohn who pointed out that 
there's nothing in the Constitution that says that the first 
purpose of government is to protect itself. As a matter of 
fact, the Constitution starts out with "We the people... " 
The idea that government has to protect itself was something that 
Abraham Lincoln popularized with the theory that government must 
be strong enough to protect itself and yet not so strong as to 
become oppressive; but Lincoln, who certainly is one of my 
great idols, was not a very good constitutional lawyer. He 
abolished the writ of habeas corpus, which was subsequently 
held to be unconstitutional. He even started an income tax 
which was probably unconstitutional. I think that Lincoln, 
who was one of the great Americans and great giants of all 
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time, had a blind spot on some constitutional inhibitions. 
Certainly I don't believe that American dignity and genius can 
survive If we allow the fiend to grow up: the idea that the 
primary purpose of government is self-protection against 
people. I don't want to belabor this point, but it is the 
result of my experience in the United States Attorney's office 
and, strangely enough, Dave Bazelon came out with about the 
same feeling. 

In that connection, I think that one of my first 
political experiences after the Igoe campaign was in 1939. 
Dave Bazelon and Arthur Goldberg, who has just been named 
Secretary of Labor, and I helped Paul Douglas, who was a professor 

at the University of Chicago, in his campaign for alderman 
[on the Chicago City Council]. Bazelon and Goldberg lived 

in Douglas's district; they were friends of mine. 
Paul Douglas was elected alderman, and then he did a 

rather queer thing. In 1942 he decided he wanted to run for 
the United States Senate. I think it was a man named Brooks 
[C. Wayland Brooks] who was United States senator. (I might 
say, by the way, that Mr. Igoe was defeated in the Democratic 
primary In 1938. Scott Lucas was nominated and went on to be 
elected, so that campaign was a loss. ) In the Douglas 
campaign, Professor Douglas was elected to the City Council, 
made an excellent record, and was, of course, a shining beacon 
compared with the other aldermen in Chicago—probably one of 
the few aldermen who had really ever studied the budget. He 



22 

did not become too popular with the Kelly [Mayor Edward Joseph 
Kelly] organization and threatened to run for the Senate in 
1912 unless the organization in Chicago would nominate a man that 

he felt was qualified. They nominated a man named Keogh, I 
believe, who was qualified; he had been the state president of 
the CIO. But then Professor Douglas changed his mind and 
ran anyhow, and I've always felt that he was a little sheepish 
about it, because after he was defeated—he was then in 
his late forties, maybe even fifties—he decided to join 
the Marines as a private, perhaps to expiate, and did not get 
out until 1916. 

At that time, I lived on the north side of Chicago 
in the Edgewater Apartments. While I was in law school I had 
been married to a girl whose name was Phyllis Kolinsky. She 
had been in Evanston with me and had gone to law school with 
me. She was one year behind me because she had stayed out a year 
after graduating before going to law school. We were married in 
December, 1937 and, as I indicated, I didn't graduate 
until June, 1938. Her parents lived at the Edgewater Beach 
Apartments in Chicago, and they were having financial difficulties 

at the time. They did not want to move, and so they gave 
us the rear bedroom in their apartment; I think we were 
paying about fifty dollars a month rent to them and they were 
probably paying about a hundred and fifty or a hundred and sixty 
dollars a month rent. It was a rather luxurious building to 
share quarters in like that, but they had lived there and did 
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not want to move out, and I was delighted to move in and help 
them. Shortly after that we moved into an apartment on Gunnison. 

That's where we were when we had a child—my oldest 
boy, whose name is Kenneth, born June 24, 1940. 

My work in the United States Attorney's Office 
had started with the volunteer work in 1938 and lasted until 
1911 when I left the office. By the time I left, I had become 
head of the tax division. I then went into the practice of law 
with Dave Bazelon in the firm of Gottlieb and Schwartz; we 
started the tax division there and we were very successful 
right from the beginning. Dave Bazelon had the great capacity 
to attract law business, and I worked with him very well. 
We were inseparable, but my wife, who graduated from law 
school in 1939, never did have a chance to practice law, 

because by the time she took her bar exam and was admitted, 
she was pregnant. I always had the feeling that she really 
had a sort of competitive feeling with me. Perhaps I was 
wrong. 

In any event, my mother, as I indicated, died in 
November, 1942. My wife's mother, to whom she was extra 
ordinarily attached, died in December, 1942, and she absolutely 
could not stand living in Chicago and wanted to move. She was 
very closely attached to her family. She was not close to her 
father, but was very close to her mother and her mother's entire 
family, practically all of whom lived in San Francisco, and she 



wanted to move there. I was doing quite well. When I say 
"quite well" I mean I was being paid about $7, 500 a year. 
I was getting a bonus. In addition to that, I was participating 

in some investments of the firm and had established 
quite a reputation there as a very competent young tax lawyer. 
I was a sort of "boy genius" in those days, and I was very 
reluctant to leave Chicago; but at the urging of my former 
wife I finally went out to San Francisco and tried to get a 
job there without much success. 

Then I met Justice Roger [J. ] Traynor who was then, 
and still is, on the Supreme Court of California. Justice 
Traynor was good enough to suggest that perhaps the firm of Loeb 
and Loeb in Los Angeles would hire me. This was about the spring 
of 1943, and I think he was good enough to call Eddie or Joe 
Loeb and recommend me on the basis of what he had found out 
about me. In any event, they agreed to hire me, and so I 
went to work for Loeb and Loeb; towards the end of June, 1943. 
My former wife found a home here [in Los Angeles] which we 
rented at 8l6 South Masselin. At that point we had two children; 

our second child, Abbie, was born on September 19, 1942, 
and my wife, the two children and I moved here in June, 1943. 

In 1946 my first wife and I were divorced and I 
decided to make a change in my professional life. I left the 
firm of Loeb and Loeb and became a senior partner in the firm 
of Schwartz, Ziffren and Steinberg, and at the same time 
also became a partner in a firm in Chicago which was then called 
Arvey, Ziffren and Mantynband. 

24 
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Now Jacob [M. ] Arvey is a sort of relative of mine. His 
wife was a niece of my mother, which would mean his wife and I 
were cousins; but I had never met Arvey in all the time I went 
to Northwestern until after I was in the United States Attorney's 
Office.. I got into the United States Attorney's Office without 
political sponsorship of any kind, and actually when David 
Bazelon found out I was related to Arvey he was dumbfounded— 
he thought it was incredible that being related to him, I had 
never met him. Once or twice I wanted to call him and ask 
him for some help, but I had too much pride to do it; so I 
never did meet him until I got into the United States Attorney's 
office and was involved in the Annenberg case. His office 

represented one of the defendants. I became very friendly with 
most of the attorneys in that case and, as a matter of fact, 
it was Arvey's partner, John McInerney, who finally told him 
that he had met me, and that he (Arvey) was related to me. 

Of course we used to kid about that, but in any event, 
by 1946 I had gotten to know Arvey much better. Arvey and his 
partner Epstein wanted me to become a partner of theirs in 
Chicago, so I had a law firm here [in Los Angeles] and also a 
firm in Chicago, and I used to travel back and forth about every 
two weeks. That lasted for just about a year, and it was obviously 

impossible. That year was the only time I was connected 
with Arvey in the practice of law, and we were not too 

successful because I don't think too many of us were working 
at the practice of law. 
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I got to know Arvey through some of the cases I handled. 
When I left the government I handled a number of very difficult 
tax cases. One of the clients that the office of Gottlieb and 
Schwartz represented was a man by the name of Alex Lewis Green-
berg. I must say that the firm of Gottlieb and Schwartz was 
one of the top Jewish law firms in Chicago. Harry Gottlieb had 
been president of the Chicago Bar Association, was chairman of 
the Board of Trustees of Michael Reese Hospital, and was respected 

as one of the leading Jewish lawyers in Chicago; Schwartz 
was U. S. Schwartz, who had become a judge. The Schwartz in the 
firm at that time I was in there in 1941 or '42 was C. K. 
Schwartz. I mention that because this was a very fine firm and 
Mr. Greenberg was recommended to it. He had a very difficult 
tax case. Bazelon and I worked on it. We got to know him 
very well. I spent a good deal of time with Greenberg, because 
it was the kind of a case where there was a tremendous amount 
of what lawyers call "heat. " Mr. Greenberg had a reputation for 
being the financial brains of the Capone mob. He had known a 
great many hoodlums, and that was the reason for the tax 

investigation. I was just as frightened as Bazelon, but I was 
ashamed to show my concern and so I used to do things, I 
used to spend more time on the case than he did and, because 
I spent a good deal of time on it, I developed a strong attachment 

to Greenberg. He, of course, was a shrewd person and realized 
that the trouble with most lawyers is that they don't 

spend enough time on cases. He used to spend a lot of time with 
me just to make sure I was spending it on the case. We became 
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good friends; he was the kind of person who any time you wanted 
something, he would get it for you. My wife had a piano that 
she wanted bleached, so he had it done. Anything you would 
want he would get for you. In any event, I was very successful 

in handling this case for him, and we became very good 
friends. 

It was in connection with some of these cases that I 
met Arvey, and Arvey was rather impressed with the kind of work 
I was doing. I mention Greenberg because after I moved to Los 
Angeles the case was still not completed, and I used to go back 
to Chicago to work on it and some other cases; and because of 
his fondness for me, he made a couple of investments out here in 
Los Angeles which were to figure in the Knowland campaign of 
1958, when he accused me of being a front for hoodlums. 
The Reader's Digest had an article in their July '60 issue 
about this, and they mention Greenberg who was, as I say, a 
friend of mine. During the years I knew Greenberg he never 
did anything that I felt was improper. He never denied the fact 
that he knew some of the so-called hoodlums. I don't know 
whether he had any investments with hoodlums or not, but I 
do know that all the dealings I had with him were completely 
honorable in every respect. I certainly had no intention of 
becoming politically involved, and I would probably not have 
refused to represent anybody just because he might have had the 
reputation of associating with certain other people. I 

probably have always had a strong attraction for underdogs: I 
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certainly would never have refused to deal with anybody solely 
on the basis of alleged associations, if I found the man in 
my own dealings with him to be honorable and proper. 

In any event, during that year of association with Arvey, 
Mike Greenbaum, who was a good friend of Paul Douglas and who 
was one of his early supporters, came to see me and asked whether 

I would talk to Arvey about Douglas running for governor. 
This was for the 1948 campaign. I did mention it to Arvey, who 
liked Douglas, but he said that he thought it would be difficult 
to get the organization to support Douglas for governor. I 
arranged for Arvey to meet with Mike Greenbaum. Ultimately 
the organization got Adlai Stevenson, who wanted to run for 
the Senate, to run for governor and got Douglas, who wanted 
to run for governor, to run for the Senate. I think the reason 
was that the organization did not trust Douglas with the 

patronage which would go to the governor. But Douglas and Stevenson 
switched, and they both won. 



CHAPTER III 
LOS ANGELES AND THE HELEN DOUGLAS CAMPAIGN 

I gave up my association with Arvey in 1947 (I think it 
lasted from about July of 1946 to July of 1947) and came back 
to Los Angeles to concentrate on the practice of law here. It 
was, as I indicated, in April of 1948 that Dave Bazelon introduced 

me to my present wife who was then living in Washington, 
and we were married about five or six weeks later. We have 
one son, John, who was born in September, 1956 and is now over 
ten years old. 

» 

Two of my brothers are partners with me in practice. 
My brother, Leo, graduated from the University of Iowa Law 
School, and then came out and went to work for me immediately 
afterwards. My youngest brother, Lester, came and lived with 
me while he was going to UCLA, when he got out of the service. 
He was in the first class at the Law School at UCLA, and after 
taking the bar exam he went into the Attorney General's office 
here in California. [Edmund G. ] "Pat" Brown was then the 
Attorney General, and he was good enough to give him a job in 
his office as a legal assistant, where he stayed for about five 
years. I think it was about a year ago that he left the U. S. 
Attorney's office and went into general practice; now he has 
just joined up with us in the firm, so I have both brothers with 
me. My older brother, who is older than either Leo or Lester, 
is in business in Davenport, Iowa. He never did go to 
college. He, along with a sister who works for him, are the 
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only connection I have left with Davenport. My other sister 
lives in Boston or just outside Boston. 

The first thing I did politically out here, after moving 
here in 1943, was to help raise money for Stanley Mosk's 
campaign for reelection to the Superior Court in 1944. I did 
not know it at the time, but apparently he was politically 
vulnerable. He had been the executive assistant to Governor 
[Culbert L. ] Olson and had been given a sort of "death-bed" 
appointment to the Superior Court on the last day of Olson's 
term. He was opposed by two rather formidable persons, both 
of whom were Municipal Court judges, LeRoy Dawson and some woman 
judge, I have forgotten her name. In any event, it was a 
close race, and he was probably the only judge who was not 
elected in the primary—there was a run-off with LeRoy Dawson, 
I believe. I raised money for his campaign and got to know 
something about politics here. In the same year, because of 
some friends in Chicago, I was somewhat active in organizing 
the Thousand Club for the FDR campaign of 1944; and that was 
my only connection with politics until 1946. 

In 1946 Edna Mosk, Stanley's wife, asked me to become 
finance chairman for Emmet Lavery, the well-known screen writer 
who was running for Congress from the 16th district. (The 
16th district covered Beverly Hills, Westwood and so forth). 
I became financial chairman for Lavery and we did raise a good deal 
of money, considering it was just for a primary election 
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campaign; but he lost in the primary. That was the year that 
Donald [L. ] Jackson was elected to Congress, and it was also 
the year when Richard Nixon was elected to Congress and Joe 
McCarthy to the Senate. It was a rather difficult year to get 
started in the Democratic party. 

In any event, In 1948 I became more active, and did some 
work for Harry Truman. I had become very friendly with David 
K. Niles, who was the administrative assistant to Mr. Truman. 
I had met Mr. Niles through Rabbi Joshua Liebman, a rabbi in 
Chicago. Incidentally, while I was going to law school, I had 
taught Sunday School, first at Temple Shalom on the northside 
of Chicago, and then, because of Bazelon, at the KAM Temple on the 
south side of Chicago. Rabbi Liebman was the rabbi there; he 
wrote Peace of Mind a few years later. He went to Boston and was 
very prominent there, where he met David Niles, one of the most 
interesting political figures I ever met, Niles was very close 
to Mr. Truman; and through him and some of his other friends I 
met some of the people in the national picture politically. 

Occasionally, I would have to make trips to Washington. 
After I left Chicago, Dave Bazelon got somewhat tired of the 
private practice and he also left the firm. He went to Washington 

and became Assistant Attorney General, first in charge 
of the lands division and later in charge of alien property. Then 
in 1949, I believe it was, he became judge on the Court of 

Appeals of the District of Columbia. But I got into the national 
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political picture primarily through Niles and Bazelon, who at 
that time was living in Washington. 

In 1950, I had met Helen [Gahagan] Douglas and had become 
rather active in her campaign. I started out not intending 
to be too active, primarily just raising some money for her; 
but as the campaign progressed, more and more of her supporters 
dropped away, because a peculiar thing happened in 1950. When 
Helen decided in the fall of '49 to run, it was before McCarthy 
had gotten into the political scene, and she was going to run 
against the Incumbent Senator Sheridan Downey who had a rather 
good record in everything except perhaps three things which she 
objected to. First of all, he seemed to be rather close to the 
oil interests. He voted for giving the tidelands to the state, 
and it was rather a tragedy, because Downey, as you know, 
started out as a strong liberal. He was part of the Sinclair 
movement; he was part of the Olson movement: he was elected 
to the Senate in '38 when Olson was elected governor. In 
he had gotten a little further away from Olson and the liberals, 
and Helen and some of her friends felt he was much closer to the 
oil interests than he was to his old friends. In addition to 
that, he also was opposed to the 160-acre limitation for 

conservation water, which Helen felt was an important issue. 
Finally, she felt that he was a sick man who was not aggressive 

enough in protecting California. For these and perhaps other 
reasons she decided to run against him, even though he was in many 



respects a good senator—he at least had a good voting record, 
and certainly was close to the A. F. of L. 

But in February of 1950, McCarthy started out. Downey 
did not like the thought of having to face a strong primary 
fight; he wasn't feeling well, and he bowed out of the campaign 
before the primary, inducing a man named Manchester Boddy, 
then the publisher of the Los Angeles Dally News, to run 
against Helen Douglas. Well, Boddy became the candidate for 
the conservative group in the Democratic party, the people 
who had been supporting Downey and persons like Ed Pauley and 
J. B. Elliott and the Dockweilers—the conservative group of 
Democrats who were fighting Helen, who was the liberals. As 
a matter of fact, it was Boddy who started the phrase "red-hots. " 
Cunningham: Was that ever used in his paper, do you recall? 
Ziffren: Yes, I think it was. I think that Boddy made a slash-
ing attack on Helen, and Downey made a vicious attack on her 
even after he dropped out. The "red-baiting" of Helen was 
started in the primaries of 1950, and the climate began to change 
because of McCarthy. I'm afraid this had something to do with 
the fact that some of her supporters began to back off. Then, 
in June, she did win in the primaries, very substantially: I 
think it was practically a two-to-one victory over Boddy. 
Nixon was unopposed on the Republican ticket. 

A few weeks later, toward the end of June, the Korean 
War broke out, and that changed the complexion even more. Our 
polls indicated that Helen was still doing quite well until 
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October of 1950, when the Chinese Communists moved into the 
Korean War, and then Helen just dropped precipitously in the 
polls. I was so naive I didn't even realize she had no chance 
by the time November came around. I still was hoping she could 
win, but obviously she had lost a great deal of ground because 
of the change of climate, because of the Nixon campaign, and 
because of the damage that had been done to her in the primary. 

In any event, by the end of the campaign I was closely 
identified with the campaign and was known as one of her closest 
advisers. As a matter of fact, following the primary, Helen 
wanted me to run for state chairman in California. The practice 

at that time was that the state-wide candidate more or 
less decided who the state chairman would be. Helen being the 
Democratic nominee for the United States Senate met with 
Jimmy Roosevelt, who was a Democratic nominee for governor. 
Pat Brown was the Democratic nominee for Attorney General, but 
he was not working too closely with either Helen or Jimmy; 
Helen and Jimmy had a meeting with a number of leading Democrats, 

not including Pat Brown, but with George Miller and some 
others at her home (she lived then at 7141 Senalada in the outpost 

section). At this meeting, Helen told Jimmy that she would 
like to have him support me for state chairman. Jimmy seemed 
to agree to it, but I don't think he ever really intended to 
do it. In any event, before the state convention, it was 
clear to me that I had no chance to be elected and that I did 
not deserve to be. I had just been active with Helen's campaign, 
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and I never even ran. Glenn Anderson, who had been the county 
chairman, was elected as state chairman in 1950. I did go up 
to the state convention as an appointee of Helen Douglas. 
This was my first participation as a member of the state 

committee, in 1950. 
Cunningham: Evaluating the election now, what factors do you 
think led to Nixon's victory? Do you think it was more of 
a negative thing due to the world situation, or do you think 
his actual tactics contributed to it? 
Ziffren: I must say in retrospect I was very naive throughout 

the campaign. I was amused because the legend grew up that 
I had been thoroughly trained by the Kelly-Nash-Arvey machine 
in Chicago and had come out here as their representative. The 
fact of the matter is that I was unbelievably naive and knew 
very little about campaigns. I became intensely interested and 
spent a good deal of time and, I'm afraid, a good deal of money 
in that campaign for Helen. I'm convinced that probably nothing 
could have saved her after the Korean War and after the Communist 
Issue became such an intense factor: the combination of McCarthy, 

the Korean War, the Chinese intervention. There's no 
question but that Nixon's campaign was calculated to emphasize 

this issue. The pink sheet that was put out, the Marcantanio-
Douglas axis, all these things which have since been 

pretty well publicized in Bill Costello's book [The Facts About. 
Nixon] and even Earl Maze's book [Richard Nixon: A Political 
and Personal Portrait] as well as in many articles, were all 
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important factors. 
There's no question at all that Nixon's campaign was much 

more effective. Nixon was a much more effective campaigner 
and he had a quality about him. As a matter of fact, Helen 
Douglas was very uncomfortable with him. I think that in their 
one or two appearances together before the League of Women 
Voters or some such organization, she was not at her best. He 
had the capacity to put things in a way that was not quite dishonest 

but was not quite honest, but it was very effective, and 
he had good organization. He had practically universal newspaper 

support. I believe that toward the end of the campaign 
I was able to convince the Dally News to support Helen, but I'm 
ashamed to say that in order to do so I had to raise some money 
to pay off what Bob Smith (who was the business manager of the 
Dally News for Boddy) claimed were Boddy Campaign deficits. I 
never did tell Helen Douglas about it and I'm ashamed to admit 
it. " 

After the primary I began to work with Mike Fanning who 
was then the Postmaster and who, of course, had been opposed 
to Helen- Mike promised that he would try to get some of these 
conservative Democrats to support Helen. I think one of the 
things I did was to set up a dinner for Helen by this Boddy 
group. Will Rogers, Jr. was the chairman, I think, of the 
dinner, and Mike Fanning was very helpful, and some of the other 
Boddy supporters did come over to Helen. This was part of the 
work that I did do. 
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Another thing about that campaign I remember taught me an 
indelible lesson. Toward the end, [W. ] Averell Harriman, who 
was then the Secretary of Commerce or ECA [Econ. Cooperative 
Act] Ambassador or something, agreed to come out for Helen, and 
I put on the affair for her. We rented the Biltmore Theater 
adjoining the Biltmore Hotel, and I got together quite a program 

with Averell Harriman as the principal speaker. Helen, of 
course, was there. I had George Jessel and Will Rogers, Jr. 
as co-chairmen, program chairmen. George Jessel got a singer 
from Twentieth Century-Fox who has since become very well-
known. It was a very distinguished program, and In order to 
get a crowd, I printed and gave away tickets. I must have given 
away fifteen thousand tickets to various groups to try to get 
them there, and they promised me that they would get all the 
people out. To make a long story short, based on their promises, 

I expected at least fifty percent of them to show up. 
We had the Biltmore Theater, which seats about eighteen hundred 
people, but I also wired practically every public, room on the 
main floor of the Biltmore. We had the music room, the grand 
ballroom and the rendezvous room, the Renaissance Room. They 
were all wired, and I certainly expected a minimum of four thousand 

people because, as I say, we'd given out fifteen thousand 
tickets, and we'd been promised they'd show up. 

In any event, I'll always remember the night of this affair. 
People started coming in the Biltmore Theater, but by 

the time the program was to start, even the theater was not 
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completely filled, and all those other rooms on the ground 
floor had been wired, I remember walking down the corridor 
of the Biltmore and seeing those rooms with chairs set up and 
the sound coming in and nobody there. It helped me later on 
in connection with working out ways to get people to come to 
political events, because that traumatic experience I was 
determined would not happen again. I started to work on the 
question of "How do you get people to come out for political 
events?" which was to. be very helpful afterwards. 
Cunningham: Well, one thing you were apparently successful 
with was raising money. How did you go about that? 
Ziffren: Well, I was partly successful because I had clients. 
Obviously my clients in the tax practice would be people with 
some money, and they had a strong personal attachment to me in 
many cases. I got them to contributed I used them to raise 
money from other persons. In that campaign of 1950, we did have 
the benefit of the Administration's help. Different members 
of the cabinet would come out, and I took charge of some of those 
affairs. I would Invite my clients and other of their friends, 
and we used those cabinet members to raise money. We did not 
have nearly the money that Nixon had, of course, but I was one 
of the few people working on money-raising for Helen. 

I've always had a great respect for Helen Gahagan Douglas, 
and I believe that, as much as any single person, she was 

responsible for my getting active in politics in California. I 
know that she was very kind in trying to help me understand 
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some of the ways of politics. I remember one day she said to 
me with great seriousness that one should never repeat what someone 

tells you and use the name of the person who tells you. I 
remember she explained very patiently that it's all right to 
say what you've heard, but to say it as your own opinion, and 
not Involve somebody else with it. I very seldom followed that 
advice, but it did indicate to me that she had a much more 
sophisticated understanding of matters political than some 
people credited her with. 

I remember in the summer of 1950, after she had won the 
Democratic nomination for the United States Senate in the 

primary fight with Manchester Boddy, she was entitled to represent 
California in patronage matters. There was a vacancy on the 
federal bench and there was a good deal of difficulty about who 
would fill It. She had several candidates she thought would 
be qualified, but although President Truman was a great admirer 
of hers and had done everything he could to help her, she 
suddenly found it difficult to see him, to talk to him about 
it. 

Then one day she called me in great dismay anil said that 
she had gotten a call from Matt [Matthew J. ] Connelly, who was 
the appointment secretary to President Truman and who later got 
into some difficulty in connection with federal tax matters, 
and she said that he had told her that President Truman was 
sending over to the Senate the nomination of Mr. William M. 
Byrne as federal Judge for Southern California. She said. 



that she knew nothing at all about Mr. Byrne, that he was not 
the candidate she wanted, and that she wanted a chance to talk 
to the President before he did it, since she was the senatorial 
nominee from California. I asked what Mr. Connelly had said 
and she replied, "Well, Matt said that the President has sent 
the thing over and that he's nominating Mr. Byrne because he 
thinks It will help you in your campaign for the senate. " 
Helen said that she just could not see how he was supposed to 
help her, and Connelly said, "Well, Helen, the President thinks 
that you ought to call Cardinal Mclntyre and explain to him 
that you've recommended Mr. Byrne because he is a Catholic and 
a friend of the Cardinal's, and that this might help you with 
the Catholic Church. " She said that she certainly was not going 
to lie and pretend that she was for Mr. Byrne. As a matter 
of fact, she thought Mr. Byrne was really the candidate of Ed 
Pauley and not her candidate at all, and she said, "Now what 
do you think I should do, Paul?" I said, "Well, did you say 
that the President had sent over Mr. Byrne's name to the Senate 
already?" She said, "Yes. " I said, "Well, Helen, I would 
suggest you call the Cardinal, " and she always used to tease 
me about that whenever we got into a discussion; she'd always 
say, "Well, you're the one who told me to call the Cardinal!" 

In any event, I did find that, she was a person of 
uncompromising integrity on matters of principle, and a very able 
public servant. Unfortunately, her defeat in 1950 not only 
took her out of politics but also took her out of the Foreign 
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Affairs Committee of the House, because had she remained in 
the Congress, in about six years she would have been chairman of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee through seniority. 

When Mr. Nixon defeated her in November of 1950, it was 
perfectly obvious that Ed Pauley and Sheridan Downey and some 
of the other very conservative Democrats had been helping Mr. 
Nixon and had made a deal with him—a deal of a kind, I might 
say, because Mr. Downey was interested in placing his staff and 
the people who had been working for him, and it developed that 
Mr. Downey's secretary went to work for Ed Pauley and that some 
of Mr. Downey's staff went to work for Mr. Nixon, and that 
Mr. Downey himself was given a very substantial retainer by the 
city of Long Beach, I think, to handle their tideland oil 
matters; so that there was obviously some oil package that was 
put together by Downey, Nixon, Pauley and the others. 
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CHAPTER IV 
THE 1952 ELECTION 

The Democratic Party was in a very sorry state in 
California after the 1950 election. We had only one statewide 

office holder. That was the Attorney General, Pat Brown, 
who was elected in November in spite of the fact that Helen 
Douglas and Jimmy Roosevelt lost. I think I have already 

indicated that the other state-wide offices did not even win 
Democratic nomination. The Democratic nominations for Secretary 

of State, for State Controller, for State Treasurer were 
won by the Republicans who ran. In addition to having only 
one state-wide office, we had no U. S. senator, and we had 
a very small minority of the State Senate and the State 

Assembly. 
The state chairman at that time was Glenn Anderson, who 

had been the county chairman for Los Angeles county. He had 
also been a member of the Assembly and he had also started out 
as the mayor of a. little town, I think it was Hawthorne. Glenn 
asked me if I would become chairman of the Jefferson-Jackson 
Day Dinner to raise some money for the party, particularly for 
the state committee, which had no money at all at that time and 
I finally agreed to do it after Helen Douglas called me and 

insisted that I do it in order to stay active in politics. 
Right from the start this dinner was a matter of great 

contention, because Ed Pauley and some of his friends immediately 
announced that the national committee was going to have a 
dinner in Los Angeles at about the same time that we had selected 



for the state committee dinner. Glenn Anderson was ready to 
postpone the dinner, and I told him that if he wanted to post 
pone it, it would be all right with me, but that I would not 
agree to serve as chairman if it was postponed. I wanted to 
go right ahead with it. I got in touch with Bill Boyle, who 
I think was the national chairman, and told him that we were 
going to go ahead with our dinner, and that we felt that the 
national committee dinner should be postponed. I also got in 
touch with Senator Paul Douglas, who at that time was a rather 
prominent Democratic figure, and he agreed to come out and be 
our speaker. We ended up having a very successful dinner. This 
was really the first thing I did for the Democratic party as 
such, at least for the state committee. 

Glenn Anderson and I became very good friends as a result 
of this, because the dinner was very successful. I think we 
raised more money than they had ever raised before under similar 
circumstances, and we did succeed In getting some enthusiasm 
for the Democratic party in the winter of 1951 when it was badly 
needed: this was the period of McCarthyism, the period 
when the Democratic party was on the defensive. Mr. Truman 
was at one of his low ebbs, and it was very difficult to rally 
any support. It was at this time that we began to get into the 
Democratic party some of the Hollywood personalities who had 
been very reluctant to work with us since the mid-forties, 
when so many of them had been innocently Involved in Communist 
front groups. Most of these Hollywood personalities, like 
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Norman Corwin, Edward G. Robinson, Paulette Goddard, and many 
others, had no idea that some of the high-sounding groups with 
which they were affiliated and who were using their names 
were being controlled by disciplined Communists, and when some 
of this information came out, particularly in connection with 
the "unfriendly ten" hearings and in the aftermath of those, 
hearings, some of these people lost their jobs, were blacklisted 
in some respects, and suffered very seriously—in some cases 
irrevocably—as a result of their good intentions. It was not 
easy to get them Interested in Democratic activities again. 

At the dinner in 1951, we were able to get Johnny Green 
back again. He was the music director for us, and did an 

outstanding job of creating original music and scoring it for a 
tone poem on The Man from Virginia. Allen Rivkin was very helpful; 

Dore Schary was very helpful. Audrey Totter and Robert 
Ryan, I believe, also appeared in it, and this began the movement 

to bring some of these personalities back into the 
Democratic party. 

In the winter of 1952, I got a call from Helen Fuller, 
who was the managing editor of the New Republic and who 
started the Estes Kefauver for president campaign. Helen started 
that campaign on the theory that the liberal Democrats should 
have some candidate around whom they could rally. At that 
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time, the candidates who were being discussed were In the nature 
of Mr. [Alben] Barkley and Mr. [Robert] Kerr and some of- those 



other people, and if Mr. Truman was not going to run for the 
Presidency, she was afraid that we would not have a liberal 
candidate in the race. She, therefore, without being too 
serious about it, prevailed upon Estes Kefauver to run as a 
holding operation, because he had gained a great deal of national 
prominence in his crime committee hearings. Estes Kefauver 
entered the New Hampshire primary, and to everyone's surprise, 
everyone's except probably Senator Kefauver's, he beat President 

Truman in the New Hampshire primary and became a genuine 
contender. Helen Fuller called and asked me to meet with 
either Senator Kefauver or Silliman Evans from Tennessee, who 
was one of Kefauver's close friends, and who by that time—this 
was about February of 1952—had begun to organize the Kefauver 
campaign nationally. I told her I would be glad to meet with 
them, but that I certainly was not of a mind to support Senator 
Kefauver's campaign as long as Mr. Truman was a possible 

candidate for re-election. She asked me to meet with them any 
how, which I did, and I told them that I could not manage the 
Kefauver campaign in California, which they had asked me to do. 
At that time, It looked as though Kefauver would run in California 

against Mr. Truman, and I told them that I could not do 
that. 

Subsequently, I met with a group called together by 
Congressman Harry Sheppard and Congressman Clair Engle. Sheppard 

was then the chairman of the California Democratic Congressional 
Delegation. Engle was the secretary of the Congressional 
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Delegation, and they called a meeting of about 
fifteen of us at the Biltmore Hotel one day—I think it was 
toward the end of February, 1952—to put together a Truman 

delegation. Both Sheppard and Engle assured us that they had 
spoken to Mr. Truman and that he knew we were going to put 
together a delegation in California which was committed to him, 
because under California law you cannot have an uncommitted 
delegation. We got a good delegation together and then, of 
course, as everyone knows, about one week before the delegation 
had to be qualified and filed, Mr. Truman, in a speech in Washington 

at a Jefferson-Jackson Day Dinner, irrevocably took 
himself out of the presidential race. 

We then had the problem of deciding whether to allow 
Senator Kefauver to win California and have the sixty-eight 
California votes without a contest, or whether to try to get 
the delegation pledged to someone else. We finally decided 
(The "we" who decided this was primarily Attorney General, Pat 
Brown, Mrs. Ed Heller, and some of the other people who had 
participated with Sheppard and Engle In the choice of this 
delegation) we would try to get Pat Brown to allow us to 
pledge the delegation to him as the only state-wide officer. 
He finally agreed, and In about five days we managed to get 
this delegation pledged to Attorney General Brown, got the 

necessary signatures and qualified It. I remember that this was 
the broadest-gauged delegation in California history. We had 



everyone on it, from Ed Pauley to J[ohn] B. Elliott on the one 
hand, to Helen Douglas and Esther Murray on the other, and it 
was without doubt a much superior delegation in terms of the 
caliber of the members than the Kefauver delegation, which 

consisted primarily of persons who could not get on the original 
Truman delegation; but despite the fact that I felt and do 
feel that the Brown delegation contained the superior group of 
people, we were defeated practically two-to-one in the primary 
In June, because the voters in California don't really vote for 
the delegates. The list of the delegates is simply a piece of 
paper which most of the voters pay no attention to at all, and 
on the ballot all they see is the statement "delegates pledged 
to Edmund G. Brown for President" and "delegates pledged to 
Estes Kefauver for President" or whoever. The Kefauver delegation 

was selected, and it stuck with Senator Kefauver even 
after the nomination of Adlai Stevenson. 

The chairman of the Kefauver delegation was George Miller, 
Jr. from Richmond, California, and under the California 

practice, the delegation had the right to elect a national 
committeeman and a national committee woman. They selected John 

Anson Ford, who was chairman of the Board of Supervisors of 
Los Angeles County as a Democratic national committeeman, and 
Clara Shirpser from San Francisco or Oakland as the national 
committeewoman. 

At the convention, which was held in Chicago, I was somewhat 
active on behalf of Governor Stevenson—at least, I played 
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a very small part in a rather interesting incident which gives 
some insight into Governor Stevenson, as well as some of the 
other persons involved in this matter. I remember that at the 
very dinner at which President Truman announced that he would 
not be a candidate, both Governor Stevenson and Averell Harriman 
were guests, and after dinner that evening. Governor Stevenson 
went to Harriman's home in Washington and apparently pleaded 
with Harriman to become a serious candidate. Harriman, as he 
told the story to me later, asked Stevenson whether he would not 
be willing to be a candidate, and Stevenson said absolutely 
no, that he was going to run for Governor of Illinois again. 
So Harriman agreed to become a candidate, and when during the 
convention in Chicago it became apparent that Harriman was not 
getting any place and that Stevenson was the glamor boy of the 
occasion, Stevenson told Jacob Arvey and others who were pushing 
his candidacy that before he would agree to accept the nomination, 
he insisted on having Averell Harriman ask him to do it, and 
relieve him of the commitment he had made. Well, young Franklin 
Roosevelt, Jr., who was very active in Harriman's campaign, knew 
about this commitment, and in my own opinion young Franklin was 
trying to keep Stevenson from being nominated. I don't know all 
the reasons for it, but I do know that In meetings I had with 
Harriman on Tuesday of that convention week (Harriman's suite 
was at the Blackstone Hotel in Chicago and I was at the Blackstone 
too) I remember sitting there with him for hours. First he 
thought he had a chance, and then he began to realize he did not I. 



have a chance, and then Franklin told him that there was no 
reason for him to talk to Stevenson, who was frantically trying 
to get him on the telephone. 

Well, I remember at that point Colonel Arvey came over to 
our suite at the Blackstone and started talking about the fact 
that he was very anxious to talk to Harriman, and could I 
ask Harriman to call him, and I said, "Well, Jake, you know 
he's right down here in the hotel, why don't you go down?" and 
he said, "No, I don't want to bother him if he doesn't want to 
talk to me, but why don't you have him call me at such-and-such 
a number?" and I said, "All right, I'll try to do that, " and I 
went down to Harriman's suite and told him that Colonel Arvey 
was anxious to talk to him and could he call him in about half 
an hour. Young Franklin Immediately became suspicious and said, 
"Oh, I have an idea that Stevenson will be there, I don't 
think you ought to call him. " But finally—I think it was on 
a Thursday morning—they got through this iron curtain that had 
been built up, and Stevenson did have breakfast with Harriman 
at Bill Blair's apartment in Chicago on the north side, and 
Harriman, of course, told Stevenson that if Stevenson could 
get the nomination, he would be delighted to support him. 

This is in indication of the meticulousness with which 
Stevenson regarded this commitment, and I think It was the 
beginning of the rift between Harriman and Stevenson which 
unfortunately still exists. I think it certainly helped to 
explain why, In 1956, Harriman fought so vigorously against 
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Stevenson, because he always had the feeling that Stevenson 
had gotten him into the race in '52. 

One of the reasons that Mr. Truman and Mr. Stevenson 
never got along too well dates back to a dinner that they had 
sometime in January of 1952. At that time, Mr. Truman had not 
jet publicly announced that he was not going to be a candidate 
for reelection, and he called Governor Stevenson to Washington 
to have dinner with him. This is when he was living at Blair 
House, I believe. At the dinner, my understanding is that Mr. 
Truman said to Governor Stevenson, "Now, Governor, I've decided 

I'm not going to be a candidate for reelection, and I'm 
perfectly willing to make you President, I'll support you for 
President. " Well, I understand that Governor Stevenson was 
somewhat shocked: first, because he had not known that 
Mr. Truman was going to discuss this with him; second, because 

the idea of Mr. Truman's trying to make him President was 
somewhat. of a surprise; and third, because.. I think, the whole 
idea of being annointed in that fashion was somewhat confusing 
to him. In any event, he apparently told President Truman that 
he was not interested In being the candidate for President, 
that he was going to run for reelection as Governor. It was 
after this that he repeated the statement to Governor Harriman 
and got Mr. Harriman to run for the presidency. The result was 
that, when finally Governor Stevenson was practically drafted 
at the '52 convention, Mr. Truman was somewhat unhappy, mumbling 
something about the fact that he had been willing to give it to 
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him on a silver platter if only Stevenson had been willing to 
accept the offer he had made in January of 1952. 

So Mr. Truman's support during the '52 campaign was somewhat 
less than enthusiastic. Mr. Truman was also somewhat 

disappointed with the fact that Stevenson did not defend fully 
and unequivocally the Truman record. He tried to run an 

independent campaign, and by the time 1956 came along, Mr. Truman 
was convinced that he had to stop Governor Stevenson from 
getting the nomination. I think this as much as anything 
explains the failure of Truman and Stevenson to work very closely 

together. 
There were, of course, policy differences. I think Mr. 

Truman was inclined to go along with the Acheson foreign policy, 
which was a very tough line, whereas Governor Stevenson believed 
much more in negotiation. Now that Governor Stevenson is a UN 
Ambassador, I don't know if he's changed his mind. 



CHAPTER V 
THE GROWTH OF THE CALIFORNIA DEMOCRATIC COUNCIL AND THE 1954 

ELECTION 

After the election of '52, when Stevenson was defeated, 
the Democratic party In California was in even worse shape In 
some respects, because during the primary we had lost our nominee 

for the Senate. The Republicans, in addition to everything 
else, had been able to nominate the incumbent senator, William 
Knowland, on the Democratic ticket as well as on the Republican 
ticket. The Democratic nominee was a congressman from San -
Diego, Clinton McKinnon, who made a very ineffective race and 
lost in the primary, but the Stevenson campaign did succeed In 
creating tremendous enthusiasm and excitement among a group of 
people who had never before been active In politics in California: 
Intelligent, sophisticated housewives, young professional people— 
doctors, lawyers; and such other persons who had never been too 
politically oriented but who were excited by Stevenson's campaign. 

They started to talk about how they could remain active 
politically, with the primary view of getting Governor Stevenson 
to run again in 1956. 

As part of this came a whole reappraisal of the Democratic 
party in California--what should and could be done to give 

it a broader base and more effectiveness. We had a sort of 
study session at Asilomar in northern California, out of which 
came a number of suggestions for developing the Democratic 



party organization here. One of the suggestions became the 
basis for the California Democratic Council, the CDC; and it 
was during these discussions in 1953 that John Anson Ford, I 
think in September, announced that he was going to resign as the 
Democratic national committeeman. Mr. Ford's resignation was 
due primarily to the fact that he had to run for reelection as 
supervisor in Los Angeles County, an office which is theoretically! 
nonpartisan. I imagine he was advised, or decided, It would be 
better not to be a Democratic party official while running for 
reelection for a nonpartisan office. 

When he announced his resignation, a number of my friends 
Immediately decided that I ought to run for this position. 
There were at least two other active candidates. One of them 
was Tom Carrell, who had been the secretary of the Kefauver 
delegation. As a matter of fact, there was some question as 
to whether Tom Carrell or John Anson Ford would be national 
committeeman, and Tom Carrell, I understand, stepped aside 
in favor of Mr. Ford because of Mr. Ford's seniority; but 
Tom Carrell felt that the delegation certainly would have 
elected him if Mr. Ford were not the candidate. When Mr. 
Ford resigned, it was altogether natural for Mr. Carrell to 
decide to run for reelection as the Kefauver candidate. In 
addition to that, Mr. John B. Elliott, who was a very wealthy 
independent oil producer and one of the very interesting figures 
in California politics, also decided to run for national 

committeeman. Mr. Elliott, I believe, at one time had been state 
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vice-chairman. He became very important in California politics 
in 1932, when he helped to run the [John N. ] Gamer 

campaign because of his close relationship with the Hearst 
newspaper; [William G. ] McAdoo was running the Franklin Roosevelt 

campaign; J. F. T. O'Connor was in the Roosevelt campaign 
with McAdoo; and Isidore Dockweiler, who was then the national 
committeeman for the Democratic party, was running the Al Smith 
campaign. The Garner delegation won California, and California 
was pledged to Garner; but when Garner withdrew, the control of 
the Democratic party in California went into a sort of coalition 

between McAdoo, who represented Roosevelt, and Elliott, 
who represented Garner. 

McAdoo then became United States Senator from California 
in 1932, at the same time Roosevelt was elected President. I 
could be mistaken about McAdoo's connections, but In any event, 
in 1933 Elliott was dissatisfied with him because he was not 
consulting Elliott about patronage enough for Elliott's satisfaction; 

and it's my understanding that Elliott started the 
movement for Sheridan Downey. He was one of the original 

supporters of Downey, in order to defeat McAdoo. 
When I became active in the campaign against Downey in 

1950 when he was running for reelection, Elliott, for this 
reason among others, decided it would be a catastrophe for 
California if I were national committeeman and, encouraged by 
a number of other persons, decided that he was also going to 
run. The ideological differences between Elliott and me are 
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varied and many: we not only disagreed on people, we disagreed 
on oil, we disagreed on the 160-acre limitation, and we 

disagreed on more things than we agreed on, although I confess 
that when I was chairman of the Jefferson-Jackson Day Dinner 
in 1951, I did talk to Elliott and he did agree to support the 
dinner for his own purposes, but that was a short-lived honeymoon. 

Certainly in '53 he was not about to see me elected 
national committeeman, and so he decided to come out of semi-
retirement to run himself. In the meantime, in 1950 we 
were satisfied that he was one of the people helping Nixon against 
Helen Douglas. 

One of the first things that I addressed myself to after 
being elected Democratic national committeeman for California in 
October of '53 was the organization of a state-wide basis of 
the California Democratic Council. It seemed to many of us 
that in a state like California, where you could not depend upon 
newspaper support, where you could not depend upon support from 
lobbyists, where you could not depend upon large financial 
contributions, that the only thing you could hope to build 
on would be people. You would have to build an organization, 
and to build an organization requires people, and the easiest 
way to get the people would be through clubs, neighborhood 
clubs. We already had a few clubs in various areas. I 
think the Hollywood Democratic Club was a rather old, established 
club. There were other clubs, like the Beverly Hills-Westwood 
Club, which had gotten into some problems in the years gone by, 
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and there were a few others. But the California Democratic 
Council; was the first concerted, organized attempt to build 

up a political organization in California based upon volunteers. 
We had to rely upon volunteers because there just weren't 
enough persons holding political office to do anything but 
depend upon volunteers, and it seemed to us that if we could 
build a volunteer organization, we could somehow or other 
develop an effective Democratic party in spite of handicaps. 

The California Democratic Council organization meeting 
was held in Fresno. Alan Cranston was elected president, and a 
series of vice-presidencies were set up by regions. Joe 
[Joseph L. ] Wyatt was elected secretary, because we 
wanted to give the Young Democrats some representation. As a 
matter of fact, at about midnight the night before the election 
of officers, some Young Democrats cornered me and said 
they wanted to have a representative among the officers, and I 
asked them to select the man they wanted. They selected Joe 
Wyatt, and so he was elected secretary. We also elected some 
trustees. 

I won't try to go into the organization of the California 
Democratic Council, except to say that a constitution was 

developed at that meeting In Fresno in November of 1953. There 
were some very bitter fights over it, because some of the 
people at the meeting felt very strongly that we had to male 
sure that the organization would not be infiltrated by 
Communists or Communist sympathizers. Apparently back in the 
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thirties, before I got out to California, the Young Democrats, 
who had had a somewhat active organization, found that they were 
being infiltrated by Communists. The problem of how to keep 
Communists out was very thoroughly discussed. There were 

suggestions about putting some anti-Communist language in the 
constitution and so forth, but we were able to work out a realistic 

and constructive approach to these problems, and that was 
really the most serious thing we faced in the organization. 

I mention this because just a few months later, when the 
first endorsing convention of the CDC was held in Fresno, the 
problem of where the control would be came up. To get a little 
background on the first endorsing convention, we must realize 
that at this point Goodwin Knight was the governor of California. 
The Republicans controlled all of the state-wide offices except 
of Attorney General, who was Pat Brown. They had practically 
... oh, I would say, nearly two-thirds of the state legislature, 
a majority of the congressmen, and both of the United States 
senators. The logical candidate for governor on the Democratic 
ticket was, of course, the Attorney General, Pat Brown, but he 
had made it very clear that he was not going to run for governor. 
As a matter of fact, the Republicans throughout the state had 
apparently made it rather clear that if he. did not run for 
governor but ran for re-election as Attorney General, there 
would be very little Republican opposition. I think that Pat 
Brown did get the endorsement even of the Los Angeles Times in 
1954 when he ran for re-election as Attorney General. 
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That left the problem of finding a Democratic candidate 
for governor. There were a number of people discussed who were 
not interested, because it looked like a hopeless race. 
We still had cross-filing at that time, and the chances of even 
winning the Democratic nomination were rather remote, particu-
larly because in 1952 we had lost the Democratic nomination for 
United States Senator to Knowland, and It certainly seemed as 
though Knight, who had great popularity on the Democratic ticket 
as well as the Republican, would be able to win the nomination 
of both parties. This was particularly true because Knight 
immediately began to court organized labor, and with its 

support, together with the popularity he had developed, there was 
a strong likelihood that he could win the Democratic nomination 
for governor. 

At the time the convention opened, the candidates for 
governor narrowed down to two people. One was Mayor Laurence 
[L. ] Cross, who was mayor of Berkeley, I think. The other was 
Richard Graves, who had been a Democrat during F. D. R. 's day, 
and then changed his registration and become a Republican 
when Earl Warren was governor. Graves was the man who had been 
the executive director of the League of California Cities, and 
who had organized the League into a very effective political 
organization in Sacramento. He was a close friend of Earl 
Warren's. He had very little use for Goodwin Knight, and he had 
friends all over the state, but he was a registered Republican 
until, I think it was December 1952, and became a registered 
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Democrat only at about the time he became Interested in running 
for Governor against Knight. I happened to be among those who 
felt that Graves would be a great governor because of his back-

i 

ground in state government. He had worked so closely with Earl 
Warren and with the legislature, representing the League of 
California Cities, that we felt he was highly qualified; but 
he was unknown, and I don't believe he had ever run for political 

office. He was an attractive person and certainly an 
articulate and intelligent man. We had a very bitter struggle 
In the Graves versus Cross contest, but finally Graves 
won rather decisevely. 

One part of that contest I will always remember. Congressman 
Harlan Hagen, who had known Graves for many years, 

nominated him at this endorsement convention, and remembering 
the whole problem of Communist infiltration, made a rather 
unfortunate speech in which he practically said that Graves " 
was safely antI-Communist, inferring that there was some question 

about whether Cross might be. The delegates were so 
enraged that during the speech, dozens of them threw down their 
Graves buttons and placards. Graves did not hear the 
nominating speech, the procedure being that each of the candidates 
would make an acceptance speech after they were nominated; 
and Graves walked in without realizing the furor that had been 
set off by Hagen. I was trying to think of some way for him 
to unload this nominating speech, and as he walked up to the 
podium, I got up and handed him a piece of paper suggesting 
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that he start his speech with these words I had just written, 
"At long last, I have a chance to speak for myself, " and then 
to say that just winning this election was not enough, that he 
had to win it on the basis of certain principles which were more 
important than the victory. ' This, of course, was precisely 
contrary to the Hagen speech, which said that Graves was the only 
electable candidate. These delegates were not willing to simply 
support somebody on the basis of electability. In any event, 
Graves did get the nomination for governor. 

Then we had the problem of endorsing someone for the United 
States Senate seat which was then held by Senator Thomas Kuchel, 
who had been appointed by Warren to succeed Nixon when Nixon 
was elected Vice-President in 1952. There were a number of 
persons who were thinking of running for the Senate. Among 
them was Sam Yorty. Yorty was then a member of Congress. He 
had been elected to replace Helen Douglas when Helen Douglas 
ran for the United States Senate in 1950, and he was re-
elected in 1952. Yorty was the favorite of the labor people, 
but there was great antagonism to him among many of the 

delegates because he had been a leader in the Un-American 
Activities Committee of the California Legislature; as a matter 

of fact, I think he had helped introduce the resolution to set 
up an Un-American Activities Committee. He had at one time 
been rather far to the left, and then had made a complete 
switch and become a leader in the anti-Communist faction. 

In any event, a great many of the delegates were very 
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antagonistic to Yorty, because they considered him an opportunist. 
The delegates did not wish to be dictated to by organized 
labor, and Yorty was not at all friendly to the idea of 

a Democratic Club movement. As a matter of fact, I had had a 
number of talks with him prior to the convention, and he, 
had told me that he was not going to go up to the convention, 
that he was not going to offer himself in an attempt to get 
the endorsement. He said he would simply go up there and the 
Commies would proceed to cut him to pieces; he said he could 
not get an endorsement and he wold be better off without even 
trying. It seemed to me that it would be very unfortunate If 
Yorty did not come to Fresno and ended up running against the 
endorsed candidate, because he had enough support, was well 
enough known, and had enough money promised to him at that time 
so that, with the support of labor, he might have been able to 
get together an entire slate to run against the slate endorsed 
by the CDC. This was particularly true because there were 
several candidates for each of the jobs, and I could visualize 
that these defeated candidates for endorsement would join 
together and run against the slate. It seemed to me the CDC 
at that time was not strong enough to resist this kind of 
a fight, and I thought it was important that we win the 1954 
primary and develop that muscle before we went on to fight 
others within our party. 

I therefore encouraged Yorty to attend the convention. 
I promised to support him if he would, and I did everything I 
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could to help Yorty get the endorsement. I even went so far 
as to dissuade persons who were urged to run against him from 
running. As a matter of fact, I remember that after Mayor Cross 
was defeated for the endorsement for governor, some of his 

supporters urged him to try to get the endorsement for the United 
States Senate, and I prevailed upon some of Mayor Cross's friends 
to talk him out of this. Then, there was a strong attempt to 
get Professor [Peter H. ] Odegard, who was head of the Political 
Science Department at the University of California at Berkeley, 
to run for the Senate, and Odegard was quite interested; but 
I spoke to Mr. and Mrs. Ed Heller, to whom Odegard was quite 
indebted, and on whom Odegard would have had to depend for support, 
and I knew that the Hellers told Odegard not to run against Yorty, 
with the result that Odegard came on the platform and made a 
speech in which he refused to have his name placed in nomination. 
This created a great furor because he's a very articulate person 
and was obviously the choice of a great many people there. 

By keeping everyone else out of the race, Yorty did 
succeed in getting the endorsement, but there was a 
substantial number who even with no other candidate simply 
abstained from voting at all. The final coup for the Yorty 
endorsement was the fact that a number of us were able to 
persuade Richard Richards, who was very popular with the 
delegates, to nominate Yorty. One of the people who did this 
was Thelma Thomas who was in charge of (I think they now call it) 
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the Committee of Political Education for the Los Angeles County-
Central Labor Council. (I don't know what the name of it was 
before the amalgamation of the AF of L and CIO. ) In any event, 
she helped persuade Richards to make the nomination speech for 
Yorty, and when Richards walked out, the substantial number of 
anti-Yorty delegates started to groan, and when Richards said 
he was nominating Yorty because he was a liberal, they started 
to laugh. In any event, there's no question that Richards' 
willingness to nominate Yorty helped him a few months later 
with labor when he decided to run for state senator from Los 
Angeles County. 

Yorty did get the endorsement for the United States 
Senate. We endorsed an Assemblyman named [George D. ] Collins 
for controller against a fellow named Dills, a brother of 

Assemblyman [Clayton A. ] Dills; Dills was the favorite of a number 
of the incumbent Congressmen such as [Chet] Holifield and some 
of the legislators, but the Collins endorsement was not too 
popular because Collins was known as a sort of theoretical 
person: he had a good reputation for integrity, to the point 
that they considered it somewhat unrealistic. 

I remember the thing was in such an embryonic stage that 
nobody had come up there prepared to run for Secretary of State. 
There was a fellow named Dan Raeburn from the 16th District 
who found out that nobody was running, and he went to a printer 
and got some placards prepared, ran for Secretary of State and 
was endorsed. It was on that kind of a flimsy base that the 
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endorsements of '54 were made, and I'm convinced in retrospect 
that had we not endorsed Yorty, and had Yorty joined up with 
Dills and some others to oppose the slate, we could very well 
have lost the endorsement. 

In any event, the campaign developed, and we did run a 
slate. The importance of the slate-was particularly evident in 
connection with finances: we conceived the idea that we would 
have one mailing to as many of the registered Democratic voters 

in the state as possible, in which we would list all of the 
endorsed Democratic candidates for these state-wide offices. In 
that way, by not having a separate mailing for each candidate, 
we would save a great deal of money. By getting the clubs 

interested in raising money for postage, we were able to mail, 
I think, about a million and a half or more. We later found 
that many Democrats took these slate mailing pieces to the 
polls with them, because at that point cross-filing was still 
in, and the only recognition in most counties of party affiliation 

were the words "Rep. " and "Dem. " on the ballot. Well, that 
was somewhat confusing to many people, because they thought 
"Rep. " could stand for "representative" and "Dem. " they weren't 
quite sure what it stood for, so the slate mailing piece in 
1954 was one of the most important things we did to start 

Democratic consciousness on the part of the voters in this state. 
Yorty did get the Democratic nomination and so did Graves. 

In fact, we succeeded in nominating all of our candidates for 
the state-wide offices. I-think we even succeeded in nominating 
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candidates for every one of the contested offices, with Just a 
few minor exceptions. This was the first time in fifty years 
that most of the state legislative contest seats were not decided 

in the primary, and at the time, I made the statement 
that the Democratic party came of age in the primary election 
of 1954 when we were able to nominate a slate of officers for 
practically every position. In the final election in 
November, 1951, all of our state-wide candidates were defeated 
except Pat Brown, who had been elected in the primary on both 
tickets. The others were defeated rather substantially, although 
in every case they picked up several thousand votes between, 
the primary and the general election, indicating that we were 
beginning to have some effect. 

There is one other thing I should mention that happened 
in 1954, which I think might have some interest, in connection 
with the congressional campaign of that year. Jimmy Roosevelt 
decided to run for Congress from the 26th District. It was the 
26th District that Yorty was representing when he ran for the 
Senate. It left a vacancy, and there were a number of persons 
who were interested in running for that congressional seat 
because obviously a Democrat could easily be elected. It 
was another one of these districts that had nearly seventy 
percent registered Democrats. After Mr. Roosevelt indicated 
his interest, his wife, Romelle, sued him for divorce, and in 
connection with that divorce, she released a letter he had written 

to her some five years before in which he confessed that he 
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had had extramarital affairs with a number of women. The letter 
of course, attracted tremendous publicity, and it was a rather 
sensational matter. 

The chairman of the Democratic National Committee at that 
time was Steve Mitchell. Mitchell was not a particularly 
good friend of mine, because he had been told by some of the 
people, some of his friends, that I was simply a henchman of 
Jake Arvey's, and Mitchell and Arvey were rather bitter foes. 
This grew out of the fact that Arvey did not support the choice 
of Mitchell as chairman of the National Committee when Governor 
Stevenson made it in 1952. Steve Mitchell went out of his way 
to try to stop my appointment as the National Committeeman from 
California. He even went so far as to call Elizabeth Snyder, 
who was the state chairman, and other friends he had in the 
state, and tell them he thought it would be a mistake if I 
were elected; but I was elected despite his opposition. In 
any event, our relationship was very cool, and when he heard 
about the fact that Roosevelt was going to run for Congress 
in spite of the fact that this rather Sensational disclosure of 
his extramarital affairs had been made, he reluctantly got in 
touch with me and told me that he thought it would be very bad 
for the Democratic party nationally to have a person as prominent 
as Jimmy Roosevelt as a candidate for Congress under those 
circumstances. He asked me to try to persuade Jimmy not to 
run. 

As a matter of fact, by a coincidence, the day that the 
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disclosure was made I was at an FDR dinner; of all things, in 
Pasadena, at which Jimmy Roosevelt was to appear, and of course 
the room was very highly charged with tension because no one 
knew whether Jimmy would come or not in view of those head 
lines. My wife was put at the head table right next to him, and 
finally after the dinner got started he did walk in, and got a 
great ovation. He sat down next to my wife, and my wife, 
started to joke with him, and finally said to him, "Well, Jimmy, 
are you going to run for Congress under these circumstances?" 
and he said, "No. I wish you would tell Paul that I am not 
going to run for Congress under these circumstances at all. " 

But apparently he had a change of heart; at least he said 
that he was in a situation where unless he did run for Congress 
it would be the end of any political hopes he might have, and so 
he said he was running to vindicate himself. I felt that 
was a rather unfortunate reason to run for Congress. I also 
was very sympathetic with Mitchell's feeling that the Democratic 

party was just beginning to get out of the unfortunate 
position it had been in since 1950. This was part of the 
Communism-corruption climate that had been created in the 1952 
Nixon campaign and certainly was going to be used again in the 

'54 campaign, and I did feel that Mitchell was a symbol of 
integrity. He was a complete departure from the Truman gang. 
He was a stern person, but his very sternness was appealing 
at that time. 

t 
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I discussed it with Mitchell several times, and he 
finally decided that he could take a position on this thing if 
I would write to him and ask him to have the National Committee 

send financial support for Democratic nominees in the 
primary, because in California, primaries were often equivalent 
to general elections, and I could emphasize in the letter that 
unless we did get support in the primary, we might not have a 
Democratic nominee for the general election. I personally was 
very fond of Jimmy and I certainly did not want to take any 
personal position against him at all, but I did feel that if I 
could get some money from the National Committee for some 
of the other, candidates, it would not only help them but. 
would also build up the position of the National Committee 
in California. Up to that time, the National Committee in the 
absence of a president had never really done anything for candidates, 

and it seemed to me that this could be a method by which 
we could develop more respect for the National Committee, and 
later on get some support for it. I wrote to Mitchell and 
asked him for money for the nominees, and listed all the endorsed 

candidates. 
By this time, Roosevelt had gotten the endorsement in the 

26th Congressional District in a very tight race. The 26th 
District Council of the CDC had had an endorsing convention and 
did endorse Roosevelt in a very tight race—I think it was by 
just a few votes, against a number of other persons, including 
Jerry Pacht and Ralph Richardson, among others. I happened to 
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be the chairman at that endorsing convention. 
When I wrote the letter to Mitchell, he answered by agreeing 

to send money for most of the endorsed candidates for 
Congress, including the incumbents. He did as a matter of fact 
send them about fifteen hundred dollars apiece. He sent some 
money to some of the other endorsed candidates, but he specifically 

said he was not going to send any money to Roosevelt, 
and then proceeded to explain that he did not think Roosevelt 
deserved to run for Congress and that he, at least, was not going 
to support him. This created quite a sensation. Most of my 
friends were very sympathetic to Jimmy, and put great pressure 
on me to fight Mitchell. I did not feel I should; my position 
was that Mitchell had a perfect right to decide whether or not 
to send money to any candidates. I thereby developed some an-
tagonism among those people who felt that I should have gone 
more strongly to the defense of Jimmy and joined with George 
Miller (who was then the state chairman) In saying that Mitchell 
should keep his nose out of California. In any event, it was 
a very Interesting primary. Roosevelt was nominated and, of 
course, won in the November general election. 

It was in connection with the 1954 general election that 
we became ambitions enough to attempt a mass rally. I thought 
that It would be a good idea to try to get a large place to 
put on a mass rally in order to create enthusiasm for the 
campaign, and we finally decided to take the Hollywood Bowl. 
President Eisenhower had announced that he was coming out to 
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make a speech towards the end of September, and we got October 
9th as the date for the Hollywood Bowl. This was a rather risky 
thing, because by that time we could run into a rainy night to 
complicate our problems. The Bowl seats approximately 18, 000 
people, and no Democratic rally had attracted anything like 
that in many, many years. As far back as 1948, when President 
Truman spoke at Gilmore Stadium, the stadium was only about a 
third filled, and I think the stadium held about 15, 000. Nobody 
in the last six years had ever been able to get as many as 5, 000 
people, and here we were taking on the job of filling the Bowl 
with 18, 000. In addition to that, I thought we ought to charge 
admission to try to raise some money. We got Governor Stevenson 

to be our principal speaker, and I got Dore Schary to serve 
as program chairman. I remember that I was desperately trying 
to get rain insurance, but found it was going to be so expensive 
that by the time I made up my mind to get it, it was too late 
to write it—you have to have it a week in advance. The idea 
of charging was not only because we needed the money, but 
also because my experience in 1950 at the Helen Douglas rally 
convinced me that we had to figure out a better way of insuring 
that people would come out to such an affair. The Hollywood 
Bowl, as you know, presents a difficult problem of access because 
it's quite a distance from the eastern and the southern parts of 
town, where a great many of the registered Democrats live. 

It seemed to me that we ought to do two things: first, 
have the tickets rather cheap, but nevertheless have an admission 
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price; and second, have a hundred dollar dinner preceding the 
affair to raise money. We made arrangements to have the 
hundred dollar dinner beforehand in the restaurant of the 

Hollywood Bowl itself, with Governor Stevenson there. I got Goldie 
Kennedy, who I think at that time was the chairman of the woman's 
division of the state committee, to be in charge of the attempt 
to get people into the Bowl. She did a magnificent job, and 
gave each of the Democratic clubs a certain number of tickets 
to sell. The tickets were one dollar, two dollars and five 
dollars, I think, depending on their location—I don't think 
there were any over five dollars. She had a mock setup of the 
Bowl which she followed very carefully, and did an excellent 
job of organization. She also conceived the plan of encouraging 

the various clubs and groups to charter busses, and we 
really depended on them to bring people because of the 
traffic problem. 

The program was to start at about eight o'clock. I was 
at the dinner at the restaurant at the Bowl, so I did not 
realize what was going on, but my wife, Mickey, who was 
very concerned, and had worked very hard on it, talked to 
some of the ushers at the Bowl, and at a quarter to eight, based 
upon the crowd that was there already, they told her that 
she would be lucky if the Bowl were half filled. Well, just 
about ten days before, President Eisenhower had gotten about 
17, 000 people in the Bowl. A half-filled Bowl would have been 
rather catastrophic, psychologically speaking; but at just 
about eight o'clock our busses started to roll in—we must 
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have had a couple of hundred busses, because we ended up with 
more than 18, 000 people there. It was the largest Democratic 
turnout we had had in many, many years. It gave the 

campaign a tremendous lift. Governor Stevenson was very 
impressed to see us fill the Bowl, particularly when he heard 
that we had charged admission. We did not make very much 
money, but that was not the purpose. In any event, although 
we did not win any of the state-wide offices except that of 
the Attorney General, we made great progress in the Assembly, 
the State Senate and some of the congressional races, and we 
felt that we were on our way. 

About this time, a group in the Democratic party led by 
Elizabeth Snyder (who was elected state chairman in July 1950 
and which was opposed to the club movement, decided to form 
their own mass organization—they called it "Dime-A-Day for 
Democracy. " Their idea was to get as many people as possible 
to contribute thirty-six dollars a year, or ten cents a day, 
and they were going to use this money not only to endorse 
candidates but also to provide financial support for the 
candidate. This was the beginning of the fight between the 
club people and the so-called more professional people who 
were working with a great many of the incumbents. 

The matter was brought to a head at a meeting of the 
executive committee of the state committee, I think the meeting 

was held at Monterey, If I'm not mistaken, sometime in 
1955, at which time I found a provision in the election code 
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that forbade any group to collect money in the name of either 
of the political parties without the written approval of the 
state chairman, the county chairman, or the national 
committee members. I introduced a resolution at this meeting 
forbidding the state chairman in effect to give authority 
to "Dime-a-Day" to raise money in the name of the Democratic 
party; it specifically urged that "Dime-a-Day" not try to raise 
money in the name of the Democratic party. The resolution 
was carried, but the antagonism with Elizabeth Snyder and Holifield 

and some of the others, particularly Holifield's field 
representative, Harold Lane, who was one of the founders of 
"Dime-a-Day, " was of course very bitter and lasted for a long 
time—perhaps In some cases to this day. But the resolution 
was carried, and this was the end of "Dime-a-Day for Democracy. " 

A great many of the incumbents developed an antagonism 
to the CDC because In many cases, as in Holifield's district 
where the registration is about seventy percent Democratic, 
no organization was needed to be elected, Holifield did not 
approve of getting Democratic workers interested, because once 
Interested they would be asking questions and trying to exert 
influence on him. So those incumbents who had no real difficulty 

in getting reelected were perfectly happy simply 
to have a sort of skeleton organization which they controlled 
and which was all they needed to secure reelection. 



CHAPTER VI 
THE 1956 ELECTION 

By the fall of 1955, I was convinced in my own mind 
that Governor Stevenson should be the Democratic candidate 
again. I had some talks with him and urged him to run, promised 

to support him, and urged that if he did decide to run 
that he should agree to enter the California primary. 

At that time, in the fall of 1955, I was put in a rather 
difficult position, because Governor Harriman of New York was 
entertaining ambitions of running for President, and he was a 
good friend of mine. Carmine DeSapio, who was very close 
to Harriman, called and told me that he had been invited to 
speak at a Columbus Day meeting or rally in San Francisco on 
October 12, 1955, and asked me whether I thought he should 
accept the invitation. I said I certainly thought he should, 
if he would like to come out; and he said that he would like 
very much to have me meet him in San Francisco because he 
wanted to talk to me about some things. I knew, of course, 
that he wanted to talk about Harriman, and I felt that I did 
not want to be boxed in at that point. I was a great admirer 
of Governor Harriman, but I was convinced that Governor Stevenson 

should run again. I told him I did not think I could get 
up to San Francisco, but that I'd be delighted to see him if 
he could come to Los Angeles. He said he could not get down to 
Los Angeles, and we left it that way. 
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Then Governor Harriman called me and told me that Mr. 
DeSapio was very upset because I could not see him in San 
Francisco. He told me that he was sure that if I knew how 
upset Mr. DeSapio was, I would try to get up there, and that 
certainly Mr. DeSapio would be glad to accomodate me if I 
were going to come to New York. In any event, I realized 
that I would probably have to face up to this thing ultimately, 

so I told Governor Harriman that I would get up to San Francisco. 

Then I decided the best thing to do was once and for all 
to take a position, because if I did not, Mr. DeSapio, who 
always had a couple of efficient press people traveling with 
him, would make it look as if I had come up from Los Angeles 
to urge Governor Harriman to run. I did not want to do this 
unilaterally, so I spoke to Mrs. Snyder who was the state 
chairman. I spoke to Attorney General Brown. I spoke to the 
national committeewoman Clara Shirpser who had been elected 
by the Kefauver delegation in 1952. I spoke to Roger Kent, 
who was the northern California chairman, and to other 
prominent Democrats, and told them that I was going to have 
to meet Mr. DeSapio in San Francisco on Columbus Day and that 
I was going to make a statement on supporting Governor Stevenson, 

but that I had no desire to make this statement unilaterally 
and make it look as if I was talking over the Stevenson 

campaign in California, and that I'd like to have them join 
in the statement with me at that time. I called Bill Blair, 
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who was Governor Stevenson's right hand, and told him what had 
happened and what I proposed to do, and asked him if he had any 
objections to my proceeding on this basis, and he said no, 
he had no objections at all. So all of the people I spoke to 
(Attorney General Brown, Mrs. Snyder, Mr. Kent, and others) 

said they wanted to join in the statement with me except Clara 
Shirpser, the national committeewoman, who insisted that she 
did not want to make any such declaration at that time and 
that she did not think it was proper for anyone to make a 
declaration. We decided that we were going to make the 

declaration anyhow. She abstained from it, but told Governor 
Stevenson she had not committed herself to anyone. 

I flew up to San Francisco. I met with Mr. DeSapio, and 
while I was meeting with him, of course the statement was 

released in San Francisco and Los Angeles that those of us who 
signed it were intending to support Governor Stevenson. I 
must say Mr. DeSapio was very cordial, and handled the thing 
with great dignity, great sophistication. He said he did not 
vent to discuss it with me, that he just understood that this 
was something I felt ought to have been done, and since we 
had decided it ought to be done and it was done, he understood 
it. As a matter of fact, he was as friendly as he could possibly 
be under these rather difficult circumstances. I remember he 
was at a breakfast when I walked in, and somebody at the 
breakfast was attacking the Democratic leadership in connection 

with the mayoralty campaign that was then going on 
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in San Francisco, and when they saw me come in, they started 
to attack me too, and said that I was not interested in helping 
Democrats run for non-partisan offices. When they finished, 
Mr. DeSapio got up and defended me. He said he was sure they 
were wrong, that I was interested. He could not have been 
more friendly despite these rather embarrassing circumstances. 
In any event, Governor Stevenson announced a few months there 
after that he would enter the California primary, and we 
organized a delegation to support him. 

In November of 1953, I had told Senator Kefauver that 
though I still had great admiration for Governor Stevenson, 
I certainly had made no commitments to him, and that in my 
own mind I wasn't sure whom I would support in '56; that I did 
not even know whether Stevenson would be a candidate again; 
and that I was sure Senator Kefauver was not yet sure whether 
he would be a candidate. In any event, I made it perfectly 
clear to Senator Kefauver that I had no commitments, that I 
had an open mind, that I could very well end up supporting 
Governor Stevenson if he did decide to run again, but that I 
certainly had made no firm decisions and had not been asked 
to make any firm commitments. Senator Kefauver said that as 
long as I had an open mind, he was satisfied, and that he would 
t r y , his best to discourage his overzealous supporters from 
doing anything to embarrass me or the Democratic party in 
California. This threat to start litigation was abandoned. 
Nothing really did happen, except there were some rather mean 
and vicious press releases sent out. 
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In any event, about December, 1955, Senator Kefauver was 
in Los Angeles again, and I called him. He wanted to see me. 
We had a talk, and he said he was deeply disappointed because 
he had assumed from the conversation we had had in '53 that I 
would support him If he were to run again, and that now it 
looked as If I had been committed all along to Governor Stevenson. 

I told him I was very sorry that he was disappointed, 
that I could assure him I had not been committed to Governor 
Stevenson, that I had decided to support Governor Stevenson", 
only after great consideration of all the factors. In no way 
did I mean to minimize Senator Kefauver's contribution to the 
party or his capacity as a candidate. I mention this because 

sometime later In 1958, when Senator Knowland was 
running for governor, he chose to make some rather vicious 
attacks on me. Senator Kefauver, for whom I had done nothing 
but oppose his candidacy in California, volunteered to come to 
my defense in a most gallant and courageous fashion; but I'll 
come back to that a little bit later. 

Getting back to the campaign of '56 in California: it 
was a bitter campaign. As a matter of fact, Stevenson had had 
quite a dramatic setback in the Minnesota primary, which I 
think was in March of 1956. The Minnesota primary was 

supposed to have been a clear-cut victory for Stevenson because 
he had the support of Senator [Hubert] Humphrey; he had the 
support of Governor [Orville] Freeman; he had the support of 
the whole Democratic organization in Minnesota, which 
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was supposed to be a very formidable organization. Instead, 
Senator Kefauver, with very little official party support, 
won the Minnesota primary nearly two-to-one, and the Stevenson 

people were quite dismayed- I think for a short time there 
was talk by some of them that Stevenson should withdraw, 

because if he could not win in Minnesota against Kefauver, he was 
not likely to get the nomination or be elected. I know I called 
Bill Blair, who was Governor Stevenson's close confidant and 
executive -secretary, and urged him not to let the Minnesota 
results discourage Stevenson, certainly not to let him withdraw. 

Sometime afterwards, toward the end of March, I happened 
to have breakfast with Governor Stevenson in Washington. At 
that time I told him that I thought he could win in California 
without any question, In spite of his defeat in Minnesota, but 
that he had to realize why he was defeated. I pointed out to 
him that although I had not been in Minnesota during the 

campaign, I had heard a great deal about what had happened there, 
and if the stories I had heard were true, the reason he was 
defeated could be seen by comparing his campaign with Kefauver's. 
Kefauver would go to an audience and stand up there and 
say, "My good friends, I'm so happy that you came here tonight. 
I'm honored to have a chance to talk to you. You have been 
abused by the Elsenhower-Nixon administration long enough. I 
am your friend. I want to help you, and I would like very 

much to have a chance to meet all of you. " Then he would 
step, down and start shaking hands, and go on from there to the 
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next point, and repeat substantially the same speech. "Whereas, " 
I said, "In your case, Governor, the stories I hear are 

that you would get up (in the first place, you would probably 
be late getting there) and proceed to give a fifteen-minute 
scholarly summary of the history of the farm problem in the 
United States, and after this scholarly summary you would say 
there are possibly three, or four, or five solutions, at which 
time you would proceed to analyze the various solutions and 
show what was wrong with them, and would conclude by saying 
that probably there is no solution—and you would run out 
the back door because you're late for the next meeting. " 

Now, of course, this was all an exaggeration, but Governor 
Stevenson did not think it was so funny. I remember he got 
up and walked up and down the room. As a matter of fact, 
he walked out of the living room and into the bedroom in his 
Mayflower suite. 

He said, "Well, I'm not going to pander to the people. " 
I said, "I don't think it's pandering to say to the people, 

"I'm your friend and I want to help you!" I don't think 
you have to make a Gettysburg Address every time you make a 
speech. " 

He said that he just could not go around saying, "I'm your 
friend, I want to help you; " he wanted to discuss issues. He 
was serious about the dialogue of democracy being the basis of 
a presidential campaign. I said I thought it was important 
to have a dialogue for democracy and of democracy, but that 
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every speech could not be that, that there were times when you 
Just had to establish contact with your audience, make them 
believe you're interested in them. In any event, I told him 
that the kind of an appearance we had in mind he could make 
dozens of in one day. He was none too happy with this 
meeting, but I must say that he did try his best in the 

California primary to do what we wanted him to do. He even started 
making speeches on street corners and shaking hands with 

people. 
The then Attorney General, Pat Brown, selected a committee 

consisting of the officers of the Democratic party in various 
areas in California. We selected the delegation. We put on 
the campaign. Senator Kefauver then came into the state. He 
selected a delegation through his people and put on a campaign, 
and it was a rather bitter campaign. Some of the Kefauver 
people, without, I'm sure, Senator Kefauver's knowledge, started 
attacking me personally as trying to become a political boss 
in California in the style of the Chicago bosses. 

In any event, during this campaign we had a great deal 
of help. I spoke to Helen Gahagan Douglas and told her that 
she must come out here to help Governor Stevenson. She spent 
a week out here. She lived with us at the house, and during 
that week, she spent most of her time in the minority section 
of town dealing with Negro leaders, dealing with Jewish leaders, 

dealing with the Spanish-American community where she had 
the most influence. Before she left, we got her to write a 
letter to every Negro minister and to every Negro newspaper 
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publisher to try to line up support for Stevenson, because the 
point that was being made here was that Senator Kefauver was 
more liberal, than Governor Stevenson. Certainly the best 
answer to that was to have Helen Douglas testify to Governor 
Stevenson's liberal record and program. We also got Mrs. Eleanor 

Roosevelt out here, and she did a magnificent job for 
Governor Stevenson. 

We had other national leaders out here, too, including 
Senator Kennedy; I remember taking him to San Diego for a 
Speech in the primary (this was, I think, in May 1956). On 
the way down, we talked about the fact that the majority 
leader of the House, John McCormack of Massachusetts, that day 
had come out for Senator Kefauver, even though Kennedy had 
come out for Stevenson; and I'll always remember Kennedy's 
saying some rather uncomplimentary things about Congressman 
McCormack, and also saying that he himself probably had made 
a mistake, getting involved In a presidential race—that he 
thought from now on he should not get involved in any races 
besides his own. In any event, Senator Kennedy helped a good 
deal because he attracted good press, and he made some eloquent 

statements on behalf of Governor Stevenson. 

The result of the campaign was that Governor Stevenson 
carried California overwhelmingly. The week before he had won 
In Florida narrowly. He had won a week before that in Oregon, 
so that by the time the California primary was over, in spite 
of the Minnesota defeat In March, he was certainly the favorite 
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to win the nomination. I remember the day after the nomination 
he called me up. He was somewhat dazed by the overwhelming 
victory he won here, and he said, "I don't know what kind of 
alchemy you people used here, but I can tell you I'm very 
grateful. " 

We were, of course, delighted with the result, which meant 
that the Stevenson delegation would select the national 
committeeman. We had a meeting for that purpose up in 

Monterey later in June. The opposition to me was primarily led 
by Elizabeth Snyder, who was still the state chairman, Rosalind 
Wyman, Carmen Wars chaw, and some of the other people who had 
been on the opposite side of the CDC "Dime-a-day for Democracy" 
fight. These people had been opposed to the CDC and the club 
movement. They were opposed to my reelection. They tried to 
postpone the election until after the convention, but Attorney 
General Brown, who presided as chairman of the delegation, 
insisted on a vote at Monterey. There was nobody who finally 
ran against me, and I was reelected: I think there were a 
hundred and three votes for me, about three against me, and 
about twelve abstentions, or something like that. Elizabeth 
Smith of Marin County was elected national committeewoman at 
that time in place of Clara Shirpser who had decided to be a 
delegate on the Kefauver delegation, and therefore was not 
eligible as a member of the Stevenson delegation, although she 
was put on as an alternate as a matter of courtesy. 

In connection with the 1956 national convention, we had a 
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meeting in Chicago of the national committee to set up the 
ground rules, and it was at that time that I Introduced the 
resolution to allow the splitting of votes of delegates, whether 
district delegates or delegates-at-large. The difference is 
this: each state, under the standard practice, had two 

delegates for each congressional district; these are called 
the district delegates. Then each state also had two delegates 
for each senator, which meant that each state had at least 
four votes at large. In addition to these basic four votes 
at large, they also got certain bonuses. The bonus system 
came in gradually, and the bonuses were primarily supposed to 
recognize Democratic victories In the particular states. For 
example: there was supposed to be a bonus of four votes If 
you carried the state for the Democratic nominee for president 
in the last presidential election. There was a bonus of 
four votes If you carried for the Democratic nominee for governor 

at the last gubernatorial election, or for United States 
senator at the last U. S. senatorial election. These bonuses 
became rather complicated. 

The practice had been, in '52, to have only one delegate 
for each vote among the district delegates; but the votes of 
the delegates-at-large could be split. Although the understanding 

was that they should not be split into more than: 
hates (meaning not more than two delegates for each vote or 
half vote) some of the states split them into thirds or more, 
so that in 1956 at the national committee meeting to set the 
ground rules, we decided that we ought to have a definite 
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limitation on the splitting of these votes. It was sort of 
understood that the votes would be split not more than into 
halves. 

I had felt very strongly that we ought to have as many 
persons as possible on the delegation. If we could only 
split the at-large votes in halves, then In California we would 
end up with seventy-six delegates: that would be because you 
would have, out of the thirty congressional districts, two votes 
for each congressional district, which would give you sixty 
district delegates; and we would have eight votes at large, 
or rather, two for each of the senators, which is four votes 
at large, but you could split them into halves, so you would 
have eight delegates representing four votes at large for the 
two U. S. senators. Then if we said that we would use the 1952 
practice as a basic minimum and go back (since so few states 
carried for Stevenson and John Sparkman in '52) to the '48 
election—California did carry for Truman in '48—that would 
give us a bonus of four, or another eight half-votes at large. 
So with the eight half-votes at large for the U. S. senators, 
and the eight half-votes at large for the bonus for carrying 
in '^8 for Truman, we would have a total of sixteen delegates 
at large with eight votes, and sixty district delegates, each 
with one vote. We would therefore have sixty-eight votes but 
seventy-six delegates. 

It seemed to me that we ought to have more than seventy-
six delegates and seventy-six alternates, and I therefore 
proposed that we permit all the votes to be split in half, 
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including the district votes. That would mean, Instead of 
having seventy-six delegates, that we would end up with a 
hundred and thirty-six delegates because the sixty district 
votes could be split in half, giving us a hundred and twenty 
delegates with sixty votes, and the same sixteen at large 
or a hundred and thirty-six. Jake Arvey, the national 

committeeman from Illinois, pointed out that this was going to 
make a lot of delegates and alternates, which would cut down 
the amount of space available for spectators; so instead of 
having the same number of alternates as delegates, we 
compromised, and although we permitted splits of the district 
and the at-large delegates, we were not permitted splits of 
the district alternates. Therefore, California ended 
up with 136 delegates each with a half vote, and 76 alternates 

—sixty of the alternates with a full vote and sixteen 
of them with a half vote, so that the delegation consisted 
of 136 delegates plus 76 alternates for I think a total of 2 1 2 . 

This started the principle of having larger delegations, 
and I felt that this broadened the base of our participation 
in the convention. The rule which permitted the larger number 
of delegates was actually adopted In 1955 and that's the reason 
that. I think we had 136 delegate votes represented at Monterey. 
There Is no question that having more delegates made It easier 
for me to be re-elected: I have always felt that although 
many of the leaders did not agree with my program, it did 
appeal to more of the workers. 
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The convention itself was a very interesting convention. 
It was the first convention that I had a genuine participation 
in. At the '52 convention I attended In Chicago, I was not a 
delegate, but was sort of on the sideline watching things—I 
think I indicated the part I played, which was more or less on 
the sidelines. But at the '56 convention, I was quite an active 
participant. 

I got to Chicago on the Saturday before the convention, 
and that afternoon President Truman made his vicious attack 
against Governor Stevenson in which he came out for Governor 
Harriman. I was on a television program with some very 

distinguished Stevenson leaders—Governor [Luther] Hodges of 
North Carolina and Senator [Herbert H. ] Lehman and some others— 
and I took a rather strong position against the right of President 

Truman to try to dictate to the convention. I understand 
that President Truman saw that broadcast and was rather 

upset about the position I took. I pointed out that in California 
we were instructed to vote for Governor Stevenson, and 

that certainly neither President Truman nor anyone else was 
going to get us to change our instructions. As you know, 
Governor Stevenson was elected on the first ballot. We had 
a very spirited race for the vice-presidency which Senator 

Kefauver finally won. 
A little side light on this is that at one time Senator 

Kennedy came within fifteen votes or so of getting the vice-
presidential nomination. Many of the delegates on the floor 
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did not realize how close he was. We had had a Totalizator 
board at the convention for the presidential voting, and the 
Totalizator board, which was an innovation, showed immediately 

how many votes each of the candidates would have; however, 
it cost us several thousand dollars a day. Chairman 

[Paul M . ] Butler decided in advance that we probably would 
have no contest for the vice-presidency, and to save money, he 
had it taken down after the presidential voting. The result 
was we had no Totalizator board. The delegates did not realize 

how close Kennedy was, and as everybody recalls, Senator 
[Albert] Gore on behalf of Tennessee started the bandwagon 
for Kefauver, and Senator Kennedy lost the vice-presidential 
nomination. 

I remember an incident in that connection. I was riding 
down from the convention hall with Senator Kennedy to the 
Morrison Hotel on Thursday night, immediately after Governor 
Stevenson had announced that he was going to leave the vice-
presidential nomination open to the delegates. Senator Kennedy 

and I were driving down to attend a cocktail party that 
Walter Reuther was having. Everybody of course, was anxious 
to know what Reuther and the labor leaders were going to do 
in this rather dramatic race which suddenly was thrown into 
the convention. 

I walked into the party with Senator Kennedy and saw a 
most extraordinary performance. He walked up to Reuther.. 
and said, "Hello, Walter, " and Walter said, "Hello, Jack, how 
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are you?" and Jack said, "Fine. " 
Jack said, "What do you think about Adlai's leaving the 

nomination open?" 
Walter said, "That's quite good. I think it's a good 

idea, don't you?" 
Jack said, "Yes. " 
Reuther said, "By the way, Jack, I think you'll be 

interested to know that we've told Adlai that as far as we're 
concerned, either you or Kefauver or Humphrey would all be 
acceptable to us, but that if we had to choose one of the three 
of you, we would give the preference to Kefauver. " 

Of course, this was just like kicking him in the teeth. 
Senator Kennedy did not move a muscle, did not change. I 
never saw a person so calm and outwardly casual in my life. He 
simply shook hands with Reuther and said, "Well, thank you 
very much, Walter, " chatted a few more minutes, and walked 
out. I'd never seen such self-discipline under those 

circumstances. 
One of the reasons I had been anxious to go to the 

Reuther cocktail party, by the way, is that I had worked with 
those persons at the convention who were in favor of adopting 
the so-called majority plank on civil rights. It seemed to us 
perfectly clear that the only way Governor Stevenson could 
have lost the nomination in '56 after the California primary 
would have been if the convention had gotten into a bitter 
argument about civil rights, because Governor Stevenson had 
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support in the south as well as the north, and such an argument 
on the platform might have adversely affected his delegation 
votes. Those who agreed with me on this were perfectly 
willing not to get into arguments about semantics, 

whereas some of the people, including Walter Reuther among 
others, argued about the wording of the majority plank. Since 
I had always had great respect for Reuther, I was anxious, by 
going to the cocktail party, to make it clear that I hoped he 
would realize that I had done what I did on the platform fight 
for the same good reasons that I'm sure had motivated him and 
the people on the other side. I mention this also because it 
put me in a position at the '60 convention to say that I had 
gone with those who wanted to try to compromise with the South 
in '56—it turned out to be impossible, anyhow, but at least 
the record did show that I was one of those who went along 
with the majority without trying to create an argument over 
semantics on civil rights in the 1956 platform. 
Cunningham: You mentioned that Paul Butler thought there would 
be no contest. Who was he assuming would have received the 
nomination? 
Ziffren: He thought that Governor Stevenson would make a 
recommendation. As a matter of fact, Paul Butler got into the 
first argument he ever had with Governor Stevenson on Thursday 
night of that 1956 convention. Butler had had an understanding 
with Stevenson and Kefauver and Harriman, the three leading 
contenders, that he would not have any of them make an appearance 
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at the convention until after the vice-presidential nomination. 
He did that because he felt that would be the fairest approach. 
However, after Stevenson was nominated on Thursday night, his 
advisers decided that he should appear before the convention 
to make this dramatic announcement. Butler felt this would 
violate the understanding he had with Kefauver and Harriman and 
the other candidates. Stevenson felt it would not violate it, 
that it was not important, and that it was more important to 
have him get the benefit of a dramatic appearance. Butler's 
argument was that if he appeared Thursday night it would 
somewhat take the edge off of his Friday night acceptance 
speech appearance. 

In any event, they had a rather bitter argument about it, 
and all day Friday Butler was concerned about what Stevenson's 
position might be on retaining him as national chairman. He 
had felt that Stevenson wanted him, but in view of this 

disagreement, and because of the pressure of some of Stevenson's 
close advisers, like Mayor Dave Lawrence of Pittsburgh, who was 
then the national committeeman from Pennsylvania, Matt McCloskey, 
who was the treasurer of the national committee and also from 
Pennsylvania, Carmine DeSapio, Arvey, and some of the other 
people who were for Stevenson but were very antagonistic to 
Butler, he knew he might be dumped as national chairman. 

Phis created a dramatic situation on the Saturday 
morning after the convention when the national committee met 
to select the national chairman. Ordinarily the practice is 
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for the nominee, the presidential nominee, to appear, and to 
indicate whom he wants, or even to have it announced in ad-
vance whom he wants, and the national committee simply accepts 
that choice. Camille Gravel, the national committeeman from 
Louisiana who was a good friend of Paul Butler and had been 
since Paul Butler's selection in December of 1953, and myself 
were determined that Butler should be retained. We knew 
that Butler was going to have a meeting with Stevenson just 
about fifteen or twenty minutes before the national committee 
meeting was to start, at which time Stevenson would obviously 
let him know if he wanted him to remain or not. Butler, of 
course, was very nervous, not knowing in advance what his. 
position would be. 

When Butler went into the national committee meeting 
after his meeting with Stevenson, we could tell from his grim 
look and his downcast demeanor that he had had a very unsatisfactory 

meeting with Stevenson. Camille Gravel and I immediately 
started to contact friends on the national committee, 

and decided to make a strong drive to keep Butler. Early In 
the session of the national committee, as the minutes will 
show, we had a whole series of eulogies for Butler; and it 
created such a strong feeling that some of the people (like 
McCloskey and Lawrence and Arvey) who did not want Butler got 
in touch with Stevenson and told him we were creating a revolt 
on the national committee floor. 

As a matter of fact, Matt McCloskey said to me, "What 
are you trying to do, break up the party before the campaign 
starts?" 



I said, "No, I Just think that we've had a great convention, 
and Paul Butler has been a great chairman and we ought 

to keep him. The people who are trying to throw him out are 
the ones who are breaking up the party. " 

In any event, Governor Stevenson sent word he'd like to 
talk to Butler again, and so the committee meeting was 

recessed. Butler went back down to Stevenson, and this time 
Stevenson said to him he'd like to keep him on as national 
chairman, but he wanted Jim Finnegan, who was the Lawrence-
McCloskey-Arvey choice, to be the manager of the campaign. 
When Stevenson walked into the meeting he made that announcement, 

so the '56 campaign started out under this sort of two-
headed leadership. 

This recalls the meeting in New Orleans at which Butler was 
first elected. Steve Mitchell announced that he was going to 
resign as national chairman at the New Orleans meeting which 
was to be held in December of 1953. His resignation was to 
take effect January 1, 1954, and there was quite a contest 
to see who would be the new chairman. It was an unusual situation, 

because since 1932 the national chairman had always been 
selected by the president—we had always elected a Democratic 
president, so there was no problem. In 1952 he was selected 
by the nominee Governor Stevenson. 

Here we were in a situation where we did not have a Democratic 
president. The nominee, Governor Stevenson, was not 

taking any open position. As a matter of fact, it was a 

94 
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situation really unparalleled, according to some people, since 
1924. It was a situation where the national committee really 
had the freedom to make its own selection, and it was interesting 

to see the behavior on the part of the old-timers. They 
had been so used to having someone tell them who should be 
chairman that they just could not imagine that someone would 
not do so at the last minute. It got so involved that Speaker 
Rayburn came down there and said he didn't think any selection 
should be made. He thought that Mitchell should just be kept 
on. ' 

Well, Steve Mitchell made it perfectly clear that he was 
not going to be kept on, and we had to make a choice. The 
three leading candidates were Paul Butler, the national 

committeeman from Indiana, Mike Disalle, a prominent Democrat 
who had been very popular in the Truman administration, and 
Jim Finnegan, who had been very active in the '52 campaign for 
Governor Stevenson in Pennsylvania. Finnegan had the support 
of Lawrence, De Sapio, Arvey, Tracy, McCracken, and 
some of the old-timers. Disalle had the support primarily 
of many of the Kefauver people—he had been for Kefauver 
in '52, I believe. Butler had the support of a good many 
other* people, including many of the Stevenson people outside 
of the Finnegan group. I decided to support Butler because I 
felt that Butler retained the image of integrity that Mitchell 
had given the party after the Truman days and Butler himself 
was a little puzzled by the fact that I was willing to support 
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him in spite of the fact that my good friend Jake Arvey was 
for Finnegan. I also was in a spot because I'd been a good 
friend of Mike Disalle, and some of his friends thought I 
should support him. There was also the possible candidacy of 
my good friend Jiggs Donahue of the District of Columbia, who 
was very active in the Kefauver campaign. 

In any event, I was one of the leaders in getting votes 
for Butler. We had an open selection and we elected Butler 
overwhelmingly. Strangely enough, those sophisticated so-
called pros like Arvey, Lawrence and De Sapio never forgave 
Butler for winning over their opposition. As a matter of fact, 
they pointed out that in the national committee, each state 
only had two votes regardless of population, and they pointed 
out that New York, Pennsylvania and Illinois represented a 
third of all the delegates at a national convention, so that 
although they only had six votes in the three states, including 
their committeewoman, actually in terms of strength in the 
electoral college of the convention they were much more important 

than that. In any event Butler did win overwhelmingly, 
and I thought made an excellent chairman. We constantly 
emphasized to Butler that he was the first chairman in many 
years in the Democratic party to be elected by the national 
committee itself, rather than be appointed by a president 
or a presidential nominee. 
Cunningham: In the Stevenson years, the party internally 
seemed to be more democratic—at least it seems he left it more 
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freedom. Do you think they needed someone to take a firm hold 
and shake the whole organization from the top? Do you think 
this would have produced a better campaign In '52 - '56? 
Ziffren: Not necessarily. I believe the Democratic party 
had been a rather disciplined organization while there was 
a Democratic president. There were certain deviations; part 
of the problem we had with the image of the party as being 
boss-ruled and corruption-ridden was due to its strong 

discipline. Governor Stevenson's '52 campaign, brought into the 
party people like our club members in California who were 
attracted by the lack of discipline, by the independence; and 
I think the party went through a very important metamorphosis 
during that period, when we did get some of the people who had 
been disenchanted, particularly with the last few years of the 
Truman administration. The leadership of the party became a 
much more modern leadership, rather than the boss type of 
leadership it had been accustomed to. 

In the 1956 primary, Dick Richards ran against Sam Yorty 
for the Democratic nomination for United States Senator In 
California, and Richards won very comfortably over Yorty. In 
the final in November, 1956, Senator [Thomas H. ] Kuchel 
was reelected over Richards. I think the 1956 campaign was 
practically a foregone conclusion, in spite of the fact that 
President Elsenhower had suffered a heart attack and also an 
ileitis attack. The campaign suffered so far as Stevenson was 
concerned from the fact that he seemed to be completely 
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exhausted from the primary. I believe that he has felt ever 
since then that the primaries, the presidential primaries, are 
a terrible waste. As a matter of fact, I think he feels 
It's a sort of political cannibalism, and he never has 
recovered from his experiences in them. But in that campaign 
he did make some very important pronouncements. One of his 
suggestions was that the United States should take the initiative 

in proposing the cessation of atomic testing. This 
was a decision urged upon him by a number of his advisers, 
including Senator Albert Gore, Proffessor Harrison Brown 
from Cal Tech, and others. 

I've always felt that the 1956 campaign was an excellent 
example of how the way an issue is presented and prepared for 
in advance can determine its chances of success. The question 
of atomic testing was something that obviously needed a great 
deal of preparation. When Governor Stevenson made his proposal, 

the Republicans Immediately moved in and, In my opinion, 
twisted it completely. By the time the campaign was over, 
instead of its being a proposal that the United States initiate 

discussions in an attempt to stop atomic testing, the 
Republicans had perverted it into a claim that Governor Stevenson 

wanted to unilaterally abandon the atom bomb and the hydrogen 
bomb. Now this was not Governor Stevenson's position at 

all; but unfortunately the Republicans were so much better 
organized in their follow-through on their straw man issue 
that a great many of the American voters, I'm afraid, were 
fooled, and their response to the issue was based not on what 
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Governor Stevenson had in fact proposed but on the straw man 
that the Republicans had posed. 

The moral of this, the lesson of this, it seems to me, 
is that when such a significant proposal is made there should 
be a great deal of advance organization and planning—a number 
of prominent persons in various key regions and positions 
should immediately follow through and hammer away at exactly 
what it is and what its ramifications and implications might 
be, so that it has a chance to be projected honestly and with 
proper emphasis before the opposition can twist it into a 
straw man. I'm convinced that this very thoughtful suggestion 
of Governor Stevenson's cost a couple of million votes. 

Toward the end of the campaign he did begin to feel somewhat 
depressed, and in one of his last television appearances, 

after a good deal of urging by some of his advisers, he finally 
agreed to comment upon the health of President Eisenhower, 
I'm quite sure this is something that he would not have wanted 
to do, but it was an indication of how strong the pressure on 
him was to do something to start a trend in the other direction. 
It seems to me that since the 1952 campaign, and particularly 
in the 1956 campaign, all of the so-called public relations 
people were looking for a gimmick. They wanted something that 
would be as effective as the "I shall go to Korea" proposal 
in '52, and I think that to some extent the '56 campaign was 
marked by attempts of various people to think of something 
equally dramatic. 



CHAPTER VII 
THE FORMATION OF THE DEMOCRATIC ADVISORY COUNCIL 

After the 1956 election, when Governor Stevenson lost by 
approximately nine and a half million votes, it seemed 

perfectly apparent that the Democratic party would require a good 
deal of thought. (Incidentally, we in California were pleased 
that, although President Eisenhower carried the state again, 
this was one of the few states in which his margin of victory 
was reduced as compared to the '52 election. ) After the 
November election, there was a meeting called of the executive 
committee of the Democratic national committee for the end 
of that month—I think it was about November 25th, in Washington, 

D. C. The purpose of the meeting was to try to 
decide what should be done by the Democratic National Committee 
to keep the Democratic party moving. In the first place, 
the party was heavily In debt. In the second place, there was 
a strong feeling on the part of many of the financial contributors, 

the treasurer of the party, Matt McCloskey from 
Philadelphia, and Governor [David] Lawrence of Pennsylvania, 
that the Democratic National Committee should become sort of 
a holding operation--that it should do practically nothing 
except try to pay off the debts, while letting control of 
the party fall into the hands of the Congressional leadership. 

My study of the history of political parties in this 
country indicated to me that it would be very unfortunate if 
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the Congressional leadership at that time should be allowed 
to become the image of the Democratic party. As a matter of 
fact, flying back to the meeting of the executive committee 
in Washington, I read some pamphlets and other historical 
data, and became aware of the fact that for a period of some 
twenty years or so—from 1860 to 1880, I believe—the Democratic 

party had not been able to win a single presidential 
election; but during this twenty-year period It had been able 
to control Congress most of the time. I believe for sixteen 
or eighteen of those twenty years it was in control of at 
least one house of Congress If not both houses. Here in 
1956, despite the fact that President Eisenhower had been 

re-elected by nine and a half million votes as well as over 
whelmingly in the electoral college, you had the Democrats in 
control of both houses of Congress. I believe it was the first 
time that had happened since 1848, when one party controlled 
both houses of Congress and the other party had been able to 
elect the Presidential candidate. It therefore seemed that the 
first question for the national committee was: should it simply 
abdicate its responsibilities to the party, and practically 
close up shop except for purposes of raising money to liquidate 

the debt, or should it take an active position and if 
it should take an active position, what should it do? 

Obviously, the Congressional leadership was not anxious 
to have the national committee take an active position. I 
was particularly aware of our problems in California where we 
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were still building the club structure, where we still depended 
upon volunteers, and I was convinced that we could not have 

an effective and aggressive volunteer movement if the persons 
upon whom we were relying had the feeling that the Congressional 

leadership represented their party. There was more and 
more feeling that the Democratic group In Congress and the 
Republican group in Congress were tweedledum and tweedledee. 
As a matter of fact, Lyndon Johnson, the majority leader, made 
a speech in which it was perfectly clear that he thought he 
was speaking for the Democratic party. Obviously, the thousands 

of California Democrats interested in the club movement 
were not satisfied to have Lyndon Johnson as the spokesman for 
their party philosophy. 

With this background, I had a meeting with Coloney Arvey 
of Illinois, the national committeeman there, with some of the 
people from Michigan, with David Lawrence of Pennsylvania, the 
national committeeman there, with Cal [vin W. ] Rawlings from 
Utah, the national committeeman from that state, and with 
some of the labor people. We had breakfast just before the 
meeting of the national committee. At that time, Philip [B. ] 
Perlman, who had been the Solicitor General, Julius Edelstein, 
who was Senator Lehman's administrative assistant, and I discussed 

the possibility of setting up an advisory council. 
Originally we were going to call It The Advisory Committee 
for the Democratic National Committee. This advisory committee 

was to have several functions. First of all, it was 
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going to try to set up various study groups to create a 
positive program for the Democratic party. As long as a 
party had a president in office, he has a chance to develop 
programs and policies; but without a president in the White 
House it's obviously difficult to do this job. So one of the 
jobs of the advisory committee, we thought, would be to try to 
get the best brains In the Democratic party to work on a 
positive and constructive program. Secondly, we thought 
that the advisory committee could take into consideration 
problems such as political organization. How could we 
best develop more effective political organization? How 
could we organize a group of public relations and advertising 

people and psychologists to deal with the question of 
projecting a better image for our party? How could we understand 

and develop better techniques for using television, 
radio and various other public information media? All these 
were problems which, it seemed to me, needed study and discussion, 

and the purpose of the advisory council was to try 
to do this job. In addition to that, of course, the advisory 
committee (later known as the council) would give us a chance 
to make some pronouncements on issues. 

The question was how we could set up a formula for 
organizing such a committee that would be broad enough to 
encompass the. various elements in the party that should be 
represented. We thought the best thing would be to have 
four governors, one representing each of the regions, north, 
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south, middle west and west; the leadership of both houses 
of the Congress; someone representing local government, such 
as the mayor of an important city; and finally, certain, 
members at large, such as the presidential candidate, the 
vice-presidential candidate, former President Truman, Mrs. 
Franklin Roosevelt representing her husband, and other 

distinguished persons. We also, of course, felt that the executive 
committee of the national committee should be represented 

on this advisory committee. As we continued discussing 
it, the name changed from advisory committee to advisory council, 
with the idea that the committees under the council would be 
called advisory committees on foreign policy, on economic policy, 
and so forth for various subjects. We would invite party 
leaders in the fields of labor, agriculture, economics, and 
foreign policy to participate in this. In this way we felt 
the national committee would be doing the Job not only of 
providing a more broad-based image of the party, but also of 
making party pronouncements which would be more realistic and 
representative of the party's position. 

Before the meeting of the executive committee, I had a 
talk with Paul Butler, the national chairman. I told him 
what we had in mind, and he was very favorable towards it. 
At the meeting of the executive committee, I proposed a resolution 

asking the executive committee to authorize Paul 
Butler as chairman to appoint an advisory committee or 
council. We outlined somewhat the scope of it. We also 
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outlined the kind of people we thought ought to belong to it, 
and we left it very broad without trying to be too specific. 
It seemed that the real test would be whether we could get 
people like Governor Stevenson, Senator Kefauver, former 
President Truman, Mrs. Roosevelt and other distinguished 
persons to agree to serve on it. If we could, then we would 
of course have a very good chance of being able to operate 
effectively. 

It seemed to me that the Congressional leadership, 
although invited to join, would be likely to try to stop us 
in our tracks; and It was decided that Paul Butler would invite 
Senator Lyndon Johnson as the majority leader, Senator [Michael 

J. ] Mansfield as the majority whip, Speaker Sam Rayburn 
from the House, majority leader [John W. ] McCormack from the 
House, as well as the chairman of the Congressional committee 
in the House, Mike [Michael J. ] Kirwan, and the chairman of 
the senatorial campaign committee of the Senate. We 
were inviting six members of the Congress to Join with this 
committee; I think originally it was going to have been 
eighteen people, and then we gradually extended it. In 
any event, it was perfectly apparent that even though 
Lyndon Johnson and Sam Rayburn and the others were going 
to be invited, they would probably try to stop us from moving 
ahead, because they could see that such a committee would in a 
sense be making policy and In that sense they would have a 
rival, policy to contend with. 
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The legal basis for the advisory council it seemed to 
me came from the fact that the official spokesman for a 

political party is obviously the party convention held every 
four years—this is the official voice of the party. Just 
before the adjournment of each party convention, there is a 
routine resolution introduced and passed which delegates the 
authority vested in the party to the national committee; and 
therefore it seemed to us that the national committee had 
legal authority to act officially for the party between conventions. 

Now, it's true that the national committee in turn 
delegates certain powers to the executive committee. In November, 

1956, the national committee had no rules, so that the 
\ 

question of what powers they did delegate was a somewhat 
unsolved question, but we felt as the executive committee that 
we did have power to recommend this to the chairman. 

Now, I had had a talk with Paul Butler and urged him 
to announce the committee even before he had the approval of 
Johnson and Rayburn, because I was afraid that when he told 
them about it they would immediately contact Truman, Stevenson, 

and the others, and try to get them to agree not to serve; 
whereas if the committee itself had been, announced, there would 
be a public statement that we were inviting Johnson and Rayburn 
to serve with us, and if they declined to serve, at least it 
would be clear to the public that they were declining. We would 
at that same time have had a chance to contact Stevenson, 
Truman, Mrs. Roosevelt and some of the other key people we 
needed; 
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Paul Butler did contact Stevenson, Truman and Mrs. Roosevelt, 
and got a very favorable response from them. Rayburn 

and Johnson told him they wanted to have a chance to think 
it over; later we found out they began to do what they could 
to prevent the committee from functioning. Finally Rayburn 
told Butler that he had decided he could not be a member because 

he felt this was inconsistent with his responsibility as 
speaker, that he did not want to be making pronouncements because 

he would be taking a position on issues before they 
had come to the House. He explained that when President Truman 

had asked him to sit in with the Cabinet, he had also 
refused for the same reason. Lyndon Johnson turned us down 
also, and we used Speaker Rayburn as sort of an excuse. 

But despite the rejection by the Congressional leaders, 
Senator Kefauver agreed to serve, and so did Senator Humphrey. 
Interestingly enough, at that time, I spoke to Senator Kennedy 
and urged him to serve, telling him we would invite him to 
serve because he had become quite prominent as a result of the 
156 convention. He came over to see me at the Mayflower Hotel 
shortly after the advisory council was announced, and I thought 
he was quite favorably inclined. However, at that time there 
was a question as to whether he or Senator Kefauver would get 
a vacancy on the Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate, 
and when he got it instead of Kefauver, he apparently decided 
to decline membership. I don't know whether Senator Johnson 
told him he would have to decline membership on the advisory 
council in order to get the Foreign Relations position or not— 
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It could have been simply a coincidence; but In any-event he 
told us he could not serve on the advisory council. Clair 
Engle, who was then in the House of Representatives, said that 
he would like to serve, but when Speaker Rayburn told him that 
he did not want him to, he had to decline. Other congressmen 
and senators also declined, but Senator Hubert Humphrey agreed 
to serve. 

So we started out with two senators, Kefauver and -
Humphrey; Governor Harriman representing the East; Governor 
Mennen Williams representing the Middle West; Governor [Stephen] 

McNichols of Colorado representing the West; and we invited 
a number of persons from the South, including, I think, 

Governor [Orval] Faubus—this was before Little Rock—but he 
refused. We tried to get other representative southern 
governors, but they refused, so we started out without a governor 

from the South. We did invite Mayor [Raymond R. ] Tucker of 
St. Louis to serve and he was glad to accept. I think that 
that was esentially the.. membership of the advisory council. 

The executive committee at this time consisted of the 
two members of the national committee selected from the four 
regions, plus the three members at large, I being one of 
the members at large. Mrs. [lone E. ] Hunt of Minnesota was 
a member at large, and the member at large from the east, I 
think, was the national committeeman from West Virginia, 
Arthur Koontz. Then each of us had alternates. The alternate 

from the west was Leo Grable of Montana. The alternate 
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for Mrs. Hunt was the national committeewoman from Alabama, 
Norma Thomas, and the alternate from the east was the national 

committeewoman from Rhode Island—I can't quite remember 
her name. In any event, that gave the advisory council a total 
of fourteen members from the executive committee, the eleven 

members and the three alternates, plus the governors, the 
at-large members, Mayor Tucker of St. Louis and the others. 

The Advisory council got off to a rather well-publicized 
start, and immediately the press began to speculate that we 
were going to push for a more liberal. Image of the party than 
the Congressional leadership was-likely to give us. When 
Senator Johnson, Speaker Rayburn and some of the other 

Congressional leaders turned down the invitation to join, some 
of the papers wrote us off and said that we were stillborn, 
that it was an abortion. As- a matter of fact, the person who 
covered the advisory council for the New York Times happened to 
be William S. White, who is a very competent and distinguished 
newspaper man from Texas and who is a very close friend of 
Lyndon Johnson. The New York Times began to reflect Johnson's 
thinking, and Bill White as a result wrote some stories saying 
that "the advisory council was dead before it even had a chance 
to be born. 

But we set a meeting of the council for the first week 
in December. We deliberately set It so we would be meeting at 
the time the Congress would organize and at this first meeting 
we were very fortunate because Governor Stevensom came, President 

Truman came, and Mrs. Roosevelt came, as well as Governor 
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Harriman, Governor Williams and some of our other distinguished 
members. As they all paraded into our meeting room, I saw 
Bill Laurence of the New York Times, and I could not resist 
saying to him that for an organization the Times had already 
buried, we certainly had distinguished pallbearers; he gave us 
a very positive story in the New York T i m e s , . saying that we 
had started to move and that this meant a new force In the 
Democratic party. 

At this first meeting we immediately got into the issue 
of whether we were going to criticize the Congressional leadership 

or whether we were just going to be good boys and play 
along. At that time the Senate was considering an amend-
ment to Rule 22 which to do with the filibuster. I pointed 
out that the platform of the Democratic party which had been 
adopted at the last convention specifically stated that the 
party was in favor of majority rule, which certainly Rule 22 
opposed or made more difficult; therefore I suggested that one 
of the first orders of business of the advisory council 
should be to adopt a resolution urging the Democratic members 
of the Senate, who were in the majority, to amend Rule 22 In 
accordance with our platform. 

We had a very heated discussion on that question. I 
must say that President Truman took a position in favor of 
the platform. Governor Stevenson was concerned that it would 
antagonize the leadership of the Congress. It was a particularly 
sensitive problem because Senator Johnson, Senator Mansfield, 
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Senator Rayburn and other leaders were going to have breakfast 
with us the next morning, a Saturday—and there was a feeling 
on the part of some of the members of the council that if we 
took a strong, aggressive position, they might cancel their 
acceptance of our invitation, and that we would be declaring 
war. On the other hand, the majority of the council felt that 
since this was in the platform, we had to make our position 
clear, or we might just as well forget any possibility of 
being a force in the party. We did adopt the resolution, and 
I might add that the Congressional leaders did show up the 
next morning for breakfast anyhow. 

The advisory council then began to function, and 
fortunately we were able to attract some very dedicated people, 

like Philip Perlman, to work with us. However, we still had 
several problems. One of them was to get a staff to follow 
through. Another was to get money to pay for a staff, particularly 

since the national committee was so heavily in debt, 
A third problem was to get a resolution through the full 

national committee ratifying the action of the executive 
committee. 

We had a meeting of the full national committee in San 
Francisco. I had asked that this meeting be held there 

because, I pointed out, it was the progress made by our party 
west of the Mississippi that was responsible for giving us 
control of the Congress in the 1956 election, and by having 
the meeting in San Francisco we would be paying tribute to the 
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resurgence of the Democratic party in the West. The meeting 
in San Francisco was very successful. We asked Jebby Davidson, 
the national committeeman from Oregon, who was not on the 

advisory committee because he was not on the executive committee, 
to introduce the resolution ratifying the action of the 

executive committee in setting up the advisory council. The 
southern members very vigorously fought the whole idea of 
the council, but in spite of that bitter fight, the resolution 
was overwhelmingly ratified. 

At that meeting, I had quite a talk with Paul Butler 
about Governor Stevenson, who was also in San Francisco. 
Governer Stevenson was anxious to have Tom Finletter of New 
York on the administrative committee for the advisory council, 
and it was finally agreed that Butler would ask Finletter 
to serve, because he was very much interested in the problem 
of who speaks for a party when it does not have the White 
House. We also thought, in deference to President Truman, 
we would ask Charlie Murphy, who was very close to him, to 
serve on the administrative committee; and Paul Butler was 
anxious to have Phil Perlman, who was also close to Presi-
dent Truman but who was much more liberal than some of his 
other advisers. The administrative committee finally was 
composed of Finletter, Murphy and Perlman. 

As a matter of fact, the advisory council had a meeting 
in San Francisco at which we discussed how we would get the 
staff together. I believe the minutes of that meeting will 
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show that it was finally determined to leave it up to a 
steering committee. I was one of the members of the steering 
committee, along with Governor Stevenson and Governor Harriman; 
I have forgotten who the other members were. We were supposed 
to work out a solution, because at our advisory council meeting 

in San Francisco we were at loggerheads on this question. 
I think the steering committee was to have a meeting In New 
York to resolve the impasse over who was to be on it, and 
although I could not attend that meeting, I know it was finally 
decided as a compromise to have Finletter, Murphy and Perlman. 
In that way we would be assured of the support of Governor 
Stevenson. and President Truman. 

The other question, of course, that had to be considered 
was how we could finance the administrative committee. A 
budget was prepared and Tom Finletter was very helpful in 
getting contributions from New York. 

At the meeting in San Francisco, we also succeeded in 
adding Senator Lehman as a member at large, which would 
strengthen its liberal connotation. There's an Interesting 
little story as to how we got Lehman on. At that time, 
Governor Harriman, who was governor of New York, was somewhat 
hostile to Senator Lehman because he was one of the two or 
three delegates from New York who did not support Harriman at 
the '56 convention, and Harriman was somewhat upset. But Senator 

Lehman came all the way to San Francisco, and I knew how 
anxious he was to serve on the committee. I knew what a great 
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help he could be; so I undertook to speak to Governor Harriman 
about It and told him Senator Lehman was here, that I thought 
he should be invited to our meeting, that I knew he would not 
agree to come unless Governor Harriman invited him, and that 
I also thought it would be a very gracious gesture if Governor 
Harriman moved that he be made a member of the advisory council 
in recognition of his years of devoted service to the Democratic 
party. Harriman did graciously invite him to the meeting, and 
Lehman was elected as a member of the advisory council at that 
time. He gave us a $5*000 contribution, which was a big help 
in getting started, and he worked very closely with Tom Finletter 

and the others in New York to help raise the money to 
carry on. 



CHAPTER VIII 
VARIOUS INTERESTS IN WESTERN POLITICS 

After the 1956 election and the formation of the Democratic 
Advisory Council, it seemed to me that we ought to concentrate 
on the development of a more effective Democratic 

party in the West in still another way: by reviving the Western 
States Democratic Conference. This organization had been 

formed many years ago, but did not really have any rules, did 
not really meet regularly, and really had no implementation 
at all. I spoke to Cal[vin W. ] Rawlings, who was one of the 
members of the executive committee representing the West, the 
other member being Marguerite Thompson of Colorado, and both 
Cal and Marguerite agreed with me that we ought to try to 

revive the Western States Democratic Conference. With that in 
mind, we called a meeting in Los Angeles. I think this was 
in the spring of 1957. 

At that Los Angeles meeting we set up some task forces 
to consider some of the specific problems. Among the problems 
were the development of natural resources, the elimination of 
discrimination against the West on transportation, and the 
financing and development of small business—the western states 
were particularly interested in the problems of small business. 
The task forces were all chaired by members of the conference, 
the members of the conference being the members of the national 

committee from the western states—among the western 
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states we included Alaska and Hawaii, so there were really 
thirteen states ultimately belonging to this conference. In 
addition to the two members from each of the thirteen states 
who are on the national committee, we included the state 
chairman and a vice-chairman from each of the states, and in 
the task forces we included persons from the universities, 
outstanding business leaders, and other authorities in the 
fields of the particular problems. 

We had a series of meetings in various cities. We met 
in Phoenix; we met in Salt Lake; we met in Denver—the idea being 
that whenever we met we would be able to get a certain amount 
of publicity in the local papers, have a chance to project 
ideas for the Democratic party, and try to associate the 
Democratic party with the aspirations of the West. I was 
selected as the chairman of the executive committee of the 
conference, and in that capacity was responsible for setting up 
the task forces, selecting subjects, and finally preparing the 
reports. The reports of the task forces were used as a basis 
for the presentation of issues to the platform committee of 
the national convention when it finally met in Los Angeles 
in July, 1960. The Western States Democratic Conference I 
think will prove to be a valuable addition to Democratic 
strength in the West. 

Among other things which I believed needed to be 
done was to create some standard of conduct for political 
campaigns. This became a rather important personal matter to 
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me after the 1958 gubernatorial election. Toward the end of 
that election, Knowland, the Republican candidate for governor, 

made some rather nasty charges against me, claiming I had 
represented people he said were associated with the underworld. 
The charges were very carefully made so that the chances of a 
successful libel action would not be too good: unfortunately 
in California law today, concerning political cases occuring 
in the midst of a campaign the plaintiff in a libel action 
must prove that the charges were maliciously brought, in 

addition to proving the falsity of the charges. In other words, 
even if I could prove that everything Knowland said was not 
true, I would have to go further and prove he had said it for 
the specific purpose of damaging me personally, and not because 

of the effect upon the political campaign, because 
there's a great privilege as far as political campaigning is 
concerned. 

I understood that most of the information for Knowland's 
charges had come from certain persons in the police department 
with whom I had been carrying on quite a vendetta. All Knowland 

would have had to do was to say that this information was 
furnished to him by members of the police department, and It 
would in effect be privileged, because under our California 
decisions he would have a right to rely upon information coming 
from this source—this would be a defense to a libel action. 

The reason the police department in Los Angeles became 
interested in trying to create these insinuations against me 
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is that I had led a rather vigorous campaign against attempts 
to curtail civil liberties by unreasonable searches and seizures 

in California. For many years California had refused to 
adopt the exclusionary rule, which provided that evidence illegally 

obtained could not be introduced In a criminal prosecution. 
By this means, police were told in advance that if 

they broke the law in getting evidence against a man, they could 
not have the benefit of breaking the law in the prosecution 
against him—this was obviously intended to prevent police from 
violating the civil liberties of people they were Investigating. 
The exclusionary rule had been adopted by the federal courts 
for federal prosecutions about 1914, and the FBI had always 
operated under this rule; but when in 1955 the California 
Supreme Court finally reversed previous decisions and adopted 
the same exclusionary rule in California, the chief of police 
in Los Angeles immediately asserted that it would be Impossible 
to protect the citizens against crime if we were to adopt It. 
This was the celebrated Cahan decision, which simply held that 
evidence illegally obtained by the police could not be used In 
state prosecutions, just as evidence illegally obtained by 
the FBI could not be used in federal prosecutions. 

The unwillingness of most persons to stand up for the 
Supreme Court decisions appalled me, and I was rather vigorous 
in contending that Los Angeles did not have to choose between 
a lawless community where criminals were allowed to go practically 

unrestricted and a lawless community in which police were 
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allowed to ignore and violate civil liberties. The result of 
this was that the police department spent a good deal of time 
and money trying to find some kind of prejudicial information 

against me, and it was this Information that Mr. Knowland 
used; knowing the source of it, I realized that under California 

law there was very little chance of being able to successfully 
prosecute a libel action. In addition to that, 

the idea of bringing a libel action during the campaign seemed 
to me to be a sort of political stunt. 

I finally decided that the best way to approach the problem 
would be in a more constructive way, by trying to elevate 

the standards of campaigning so that this kind of smear 
attack would boomerang against the attacker and discourage 
future attacks. I might add that any doubts I had about not 
bringing a libel action were eliminated when Governor Brown 
sent one of his campaign advisers to me and urged me not to do it— 
he claimed the result would be that the issue in the campaign 
would become myself instead of him, and the campaign was going 
too well to be diverted from him to me. I felt that was a very 
logical request. 

The code of fair campaign practices was started by calling 
a meeting of the Republican and Democratic leaders throughout 
the state. In addition to the leaders of the two political 
parties, we had the press club representatives, we had 

representatives of radio and television, we had political scientists, 
we had the League of Women Voters. We tried to get as 
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broad a cross section of people who might be interested in 
fair campaign practices as possible. In a series of meetings, 
we developed a code which I thought was very sound. The basis 
of the code was that any person subscribing to it would 
agree not to send out last-minute mailers of any kind without 
first giving his opponent an opportunity to see them at least 
twenty-four hours before. 

Under the plan's, enforcement machinery, any person 
who felt injured or damaged in any way could file a complaint, 
and it was agreed that the complaint would be heard within 
twenty-four hours of being filed. This is one of the problems 
in most of these so-called codes of fair campaigning: it 
takes too long to hear, and by the time there is a hearing and 
an investigation, the campaign Is over and the damage has been 
done. In order to provide for immediate hearings, we were 
going to have a panel of about ten or fifteen outstanding citizens 

which would be approved in advance by the leaders of 
both parties, and this panel would be available whenever a 
complaint was filed. The chairman of the panel, who would be 
in charge of its enforcement, would Immediately get in touch 
with three members who might happen to be available; the hearing 
would be held within twenty-four hours; and the panel would 
then decide if the charges were true—whether the code had 
been violated. I think that if such a code could be adopted 
it would be a great step in creating a standard below which 
political campaigning would not be allowed to drop. We would 
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be taking the profit out of smears. You notice that no one 
was to be bound by the code unless they agreed to be bound 
by it, and when they agreed to be bound by it, then they sub-
jected themselves to the decision of the panel. By announcing 
in advance any candidate who was not willing to abide by it, 
we felt we would have sufficient pressure to get most candidates 

to subscribe to it. In addition, we felt that both political 
parties should announce that they would not finance the 

campaigns of anyone who was found to be violating the code 
of fair campaign practices. 

In any event, after a number of meetings, the Republicans 
began to feel that there was some Democratic advantage to the 
plan. In order to assure them there wasn't, I agreed that the 
administrator and chairman of the board would be Don Belding, 
who was a registered Republican of long standing and one of 
the founders of the national advertising firm of Foote, Cone 
and Belding. He certainly would have the respect of the newspaper, 

radio, television, and other people with whom he would 
have to deal. Mr. Belding was quite enthusiastic about the 
whole plan and had a number of meetings with Mr. [Edward S. ] 
Shattuck, the Republican national committeeman, and myself. He 
tried his best to get approval of the plan from the Republicans. 

We did what we could to get the Democratic groups to 
approve, and for the most part the Democratic groups did approve, 

but the Republicans did not, and the plan was never adopted. 
At least the plan is available; and I do believe that 

it's important to have this kind of code of fair campaign 
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practices. Not only would candidates be encouraged not to 
smear, but we would be able to attract a better group of citizens 

to political action if they knew that they would not be 
subjected to irresponsible attacks. Perhaps we could even 
get them to run for office if they felt the campaigns would 
be conducted on a more realistic and substantitive level. 
And finally, if we could get the campaign discussions away 
from the smear level, there certainly is a better chance the 
Issues could properly be discussed. Unfortunately, however, 
this plan has not been put into effect. I hope that sometime 
in the near future I'll be able to work on it and have It 
Implemented further. 
Cunningham: What about your relationships in California 
between Republican and Democrats as personal friends? Has 
there been a carry-over from some of the campaigns? 
Ziffren: In spite of the fact that some of the campaigns 
have been personal, my own relationship with most of the 
Republican leaders has been very cordial. Mr. Shattuck I 
consider a personal friend, and that's true of most of the 
Republican leaders. They have a right to feel strongly about 
their views—they are as much entitled to their strong opinions 
as I am to mine. Of course, in both parties there is a small 
group of people who make these things personal either' because 
they don't want to keep It on an issue level or because 
they really feel so bitter that they can't distinguish their 
personal feelings. But I think that's just as true of Democrats 

as it is of Republicans. 
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Some persons In the Democratic party—particularly some; 
of the businessmen who felt that the CDC and the club movement 

was arrogating too much power to itself—finally decided 
about 1958 that they would organize what they called 

the Democratic Associates. This was a group that was 
organized I think primarily by men like Ed Pauley and some 
other business leaders who were not working too closely 
with the Democratic groups. Jim Sheppard, who was a prominent 
attorney, and others, contacted J. Edward Day, who had recently 
come to Los Angeles from Chicago, and induced him to become 
president of ah organization they called the Democratic 

Associates. It was an organization of about thirty or forty 
business people who were going to raise money for campaigns. They 

were particularly active in Governor Brown's campaign. They 
told Governor Brown that they thought he needed the support 
of the business community. In my meetings with Mr. Day, I 
assured him that I thought it was a good idea, and I agreed 
to cooperate in every possible way with the Democratic 
Associates, because I too believe that a political party must 
not be built on too small or narrow a 'base; and since many 
businessmen were not willing to join the clubs and become 
active that way, I thought if the Democratic Associates could 
give them a way to become more active, it would be in the 
best interest not only of the Democratic party but of the whole 
political system. 

Unfortunately, in the 1960 campaign some of the leaders 
of the Democratic Associates ended up by endorsing Mr. Nixon 
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rather than Mr. Kennedy. I think that there's no question 
that a majority of the members of the Democratic Associates 
were more conservative in their thinking than the majority 
of the members of the Democratic clubs. I don't know what the 
future of the Democratic Associates will be, but undoubtedly 
it will continue to be active, and I hope that it will develop 

as broad a base in the business community as possible. 
Cunningham: One other thing. Would you say that the appointment 

of Day after the election of Kennedy was significant in 
terms of where Kennedy's support came from? 
Ziffren: No, I don't think the appointment of Day was significant 

as to Kennedy's support. His appointment as Postmaster 
General came simply because there was no agreement upon 

anyone else. My understanding is that after the election of 
President Kennedy, while he was trying to develop his cabinet, 
Governor Brown and Senator Engle visited him to ask for some 
representation from California. They asked that Elizabeth 
Smith, the national committeewoman [from California], be 
given some recognition, and President Kennedy did agree to 
appoint her Treasurer of the United States, which is a Job 
that has been held for the last twenty years, I believe, by a 
woman. It's somewhat of an honorary job. In addition to that, 
they thought there ought to be a cabinent appointment from 
California. They wanted Hugo Fisher, the state senator from 
Los Angeles, to be chosen Postmaster General. Jesse Unruly 
who was the executive director of the campaign in Southern 



130 

California, refused to go along with the Fisher appointment, and 
so J. Edward Day was the person selected as being probably 
most acceptable to the greatest group. I'm sure that his 
appointment was as good an appointment as probably could be 
made under those circumstances. 



CHAPTER IX 
THE I960 DEMOCRATIC CONVENTION IN LOS ANGELES 

I think this would be a good time to get into the 
question of the national convention of 1960 and my 

replacement as national committeeman. The idea of having the 
national convention in Los Angeles had occurred to me some 
time before 1960. As a matter of fact, one of the things 
I hoped to have the Western States Democratic Conference do 
was to help Los Angeles get the i960 convention, and in the 
first meeting we had in Los Angeles, I started to plant the 
seed of having the western block of states agree upon California, 

at least, as the scene for the convention. 
I spoke to Paul Butler about this matter, and he 

was quite sympathetic to the idea, because he had been very 
unhappy with his experiences in Chicago In 1956 and did not 
feel that we ought to go back there. The other possibility, 
of going to Philadelphia, did not occur to him because 
experiences there in 19^8 were not very good; and in 

addition to that, the facilities in Los Angeles we felt were 
much better than those in Chicago or Philadelphia. By 

facilities I refer particularly to a convention hall. In Los 
Angeles we had built the Sports Arena and had opened It up I 
think in 1959, and we felt this would make a very ideal 

convention hall. The International Stockyards Inn in Chicago 
certainly was not nearly as appropriate for a convention as 
the Sports Arena. Philadelphia did not have a convention hall 
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that was as good, nor did we-think the hotel accommodations were 

as good there. 
The problem of selecting a place for a national convention 

is a very complicated problem in logistics, because you have 
the question of accommodating about 25, 000 delegates and visitors. 

It isn't that a national political convention is 
the largest convention—it doesn't attract as many people as 
the American Legion or even the American Medical Association or 
the Shriners; but the difference is that a political convention 

attracts people who all feel they are V. I. P., and therefore 
the accommodations must be appropriate to their needs. 

Miami Beach has a good convention hall and good hotel facilities, 
but Miami presents the question of possible disturbances 

on the racial issue. New York does not have very good convention 
facilities; Madison Square Garden was the only 

place available, and that did not lend itself to television. 
There's no question that Los Angeles and San Francisco 

were probably the two best places in terms of facilities at 
that time. It creates a rather sensitive problem because San 
Francisco wanted it and Los Angeles wanted it, and this was 
the beginning of my difficulties with the northern California 
people. I told them very frankly that I would have to favor 
Los Angeles, and at the various meetings that we had, Elizabeth 

Smith, the national committeewoman, Roger Kent, and some 
of my other friends who had been so helpful for so many years, 
began to be much less friendly because they felt that a 

convention in Los Angeles would not give them as many opportunities 
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as one in San Francisco. On the other hand, Paul Butler 
felt the Los Angeles facilities were much better. 

Then the problem was to try to get the city of Los 
Angeles to raise the necessary funds—to mobilize the necessary 

community interest. Los Angeles is such an ideal 
convention city that the Chamber of Commerce and the city 
officials were not in the habit of having to work too hard. 
Most conventions wanted to come here. The idea of raising 
$400, 000 or so for a convention is something they had never 
faced before. In San Francisco, the city officials were 
perfectly willing to pledge themselves to raise the necessary 
funds, but we could not get such a commitment from the city 
officials in Los Angeles, although Mayor [Norris] Poulson was 
extremely cooperative. I did have some meetings with Harold 
Wright, the general manager of the Chamber of Commerce, and 
through Mr. Wright and some of the other officials in the 
Chamber of Commerce and with the help of Mr. Pauley, particularly 

on the finances, we were able to get together a rather 
formidable convention committee which was determined to make a 
genuine effort to get the convention here. 

I would say that the low point came when, after a number 
of meetings, we got down to the question of getting money pledged 

—at that time we just could not get the necessary funds. 
Paul Butler made it clear that he was not going to run into 
the hole on the convention again. The last convention had 
cost something like $350, 000, and he announced that any 
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city that expected to get it would have to pledge at least 
that much. It was very difficult to get the pledges in the 
beginning; Ed Pauley was very helpful in this respect. We 
had a number of meetings at the Chamber of Commerce and, as 
I said, at one point it seemed as though we would not be able 
to get the money; but then certain Republicans who had attended 

the meeting sort of shamed us into continuing to try. 
At that time, the understanding was that we would bid for both 
conventions, that we would make similar bids to the Democratic 
and Republican parties for their respective conventions. 

The final bid was made at a meeting which was attended 
by [James] Leonard Reinsch, who had already been designated 
by Paul Butler as the convention manager again. He had become 
t he convention manager in 1956 when Butler dispensed with the 
services of Neale Roach, after Butler became convinced that 
Roach was working much too closely with one of the candidates 
and that the arrangements for the convention favored one of 
the candidates. Reinsch was a volunteer worker. He's the 
general manager of the Copley radio and television chain, and 
he had done a very good job under difficult circumstances in 
1956. He attended our meeting. He was a good friend of 
Ed Pauley's, and he understood that Pauley told him that he 
was authorized to bid anything necessary to try to get the 
convention in Los Angeles. 

There was not only the matter of raising money and 
providing for the necessary facilities, but a great deal of other 
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planning was required. We had some enthusiastic persons in 
radio, television, and motion pictures who would be very helpful 

again with the committee of the arts in planning such a 
convention. We got these various committees working. 

Finally there was a meeting of the site committee of 
the national committee in New Orleans. It met in New Orleans 
because the chairman of the site committee was Camille Gravel, 

the national committeeman from Louisiana and a very close 
friend of mine. The committee had a great deal of difficulty 
choosing between San Francisco, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Los 
Angeles, but finally, in a rather close vote, they chose 
Los Angeles. This was widely Interpreted as an Indication 
that the convention was being put in a liberal climate. 

As a matter of fact, the southern states made it very 
clear that they were suspicious of the convention's being 
in Los Angeles. Lyndon Johnson, in particular, told some 
people that he doubted whether he was even interested in 
attending "Ziffren's'" convention in Los Angeles—the choice 
of the site was widely interpreted as being a sort of personal 
victory for me. There's no question but that having the 

convention here would give local people an opportunity to be more 
influential; but we had no intention of taking advantage of 
this opportunity for any purpose of exploiting our own views 
In any Improper way. In any event, after the site committee 
recommended Los Angeles, we had a very bitter fight in the 
full national committee meeting February 28, 1959, but finally 
It was ratified and the convention was set here. 
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It was at that time that we got into a rather embarrassing 
problem about the division of tickets. Mr. Ed Pauley, 

who had been so helpful in the raising of the funds and in 
the mobilization of the community, took the position that he 
expected the host committee (which is the name given to the 
committee that makes the bid) would be entitled to some five 
thousand tickets. There would only be about 16, 000 seats in 
the hall because of the tremendous amount of space needed for 
radio and television facilities. This would mean that 
nearly thirty percent of the seats available would go to the 
host committee. Now, you must remember that there are fifty 
states and some territories to take care of, there are 

distinguished guests, and there are other fund-raising groups 
such as the so-called "seven hundred and fifty" club which was 
supposed to raise $750, 000 to help wipe out the deficit which 
still existed. The idea of taking 5, 000 seats away when we 
also had to face the fact that there would be forty-five hundred 

delegates and alternates, which would mean that instead 
of 16, 000 seats we'd end up with some 11, 000 seats at the 
most- —over forty percent of the seats would be gone after 
seating delegates and alternates. We had some very heated and 
unpleasant meetings, and finally Mr. Pauley tried to get the 
officials in Los Angeles to withdraw and have the convention 
taken away if he could not get his ticket demands met. I 
took the position that It would be unreasonable to expect that 
many seats, that we did not need that many seats, and that it 
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would not be very gracious hospitality to start by taking 
all of them. Mayor Poulson stuck with my position in spite 
of the pressure from Ed Pauley and some others, and the result 
was that Pauley resigned, and we had Dan Kimball and Mark Boyer 
[name spelling not verified] among others who took upon themselves 

the job of raising the money. The convention was finally 
held in Los Angeles for the first time in the history of either 
political party. 

Now in the process of getting the convention here, not 
only had I antagonized some of my friends in Northern California, 

but I had also unfortunately gotten into this disagreement 
with Mr. Pauley and others, so that when the question 

of selecting of a new national committeeman came up, there 
was considerable opposition to me. There would have been 
opposition anyway because of the position I had taken on the 
advisory council, which infuriated some of the congressional 
leaders and which induced them to put pressure on the Democratic 

Congressmen to get rid of me. In addition, my position 
on the working Democrats, the CDC, had also 

aroused a good deal of opposition; and finally, I had 
caused considerable pressure to be put on the Governor from 
certain of the law enforcement and police lobbies in the 
state who felt I was taking a much stronger position on civil 
liberties than should be taken. I suppose, in addition to that, 
I was being given too much credit for the resurgence of the 
Democratic party in the state. There had been some articles 
In national publications which were very flattering, and I'm 
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sure that this created a certain amount of natural envy and 
dissatisfaction among some of the other Democrats. 

In any event, the combination of all these forces and 
pressures on the. Governor and others indicated that there would 
be a fight. I was not at all certain that I wanted to be a 
candidate for reelection, because it seemed to me that I had 
been able to accomplish certain things that were important, and 
that this might be a good time for me to take leave of active 
political leadership for awhile, and wait and see how things 
developed. I had a number of talks with the governor, but at 
no time did he tell me that he did not want me to run. Every 
time I would indicate to him that I wanted to run, he would 
question whether I should; but then when I would say "Well, 
then I won't run, " he would say, "Don't say that, think about 
it. " I never could get an answer from him until after I finally 
made the public announcement that I would run. 

In the meantime, my opponents were trying very hard to 
find somebody to run against me. They suggested a number of 
people, but anyone they suggested either was unwilling to run 
against me or realized that despite the opposition I had 

generated they could not beat me. Finally either Mr. Unruh or 
Fred Dutton said that what they ought to do was to get Stanley 
Mosk, who was the Attorney General, to run against me, 

because Mosk was known to be liberally orientated and was also 
Jewish. He came from southern California and would be best 
calculated to get people who were friendly to me, since he 
was also a friend of mine. I was rather surprised by Mr. Mosk's 
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announcement that he was willing to run. As a matter of fact, 
I don't think he ever did announce he was willing to run. 
Governor Brown said he was for him, and Mosk simply went along 
with that, and ran. He had come up to my office several weeks 
before the announcement and assured me that he was going to 
support me. He said he did not want to announce his support 
at that time, because he thought he would be in a better 

position to get the governor also to support me without a public 
announcement. 

Mosk had been one of the closest friends I had had 
politically. In 1944, when he ran for reelection to the 
Superior Court, I was one of the persons who helped raise money 

in his campaign; and I had been a very close friend of his in 
the years since that time. As a matter of fact, when my wife 
and I were married in 1948, he and his wife had a reception 
to introduce my wife to the community. In 1958, when he was 
thinking of running for Attorney General, he and his wife came 
over and we had a very frank talk about it, and I urged him to 
do it. I think I was instrumental In getting him the support 
of the California Democratic Council which made possible his 
primary victory—that Is, his victory in the primary election 
over Robert McCarthy. As a matter of fact, McCarthy was about 
a hundred thousand votes ahead of Mosk until they came into 
Los Angeles County; it was the work of the clubs here that was 
largely responsible for McCarthy's defeat. 
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One of the first disagreements I had with Governor 
Brown in politics had to do with Stanley Mosk. Governor Brown 
did not want Mosk to be the candidate for Attorney General: 
he favored William McKesson, the District Attorney in Los 
Angeles County and a prominent Shriner. Governor Brown called 
me one day and said he understood that I was supporting Mosk 
for Attorney General. I said that was right, and he told me 
that he felt the ticket would be strengthened if McKesson, who 
was better known, and a Shriner, were put on instead of Mosk. 
I told Brown that I was committed to Mosk, that I would find 
it impossible to change and that, although I was a very good 
friend of Mr. McKesson, I would hope very much that he would 
not run against Mosk and put his friends In the position of 
choosing. I spoke to McKesson, and he took the position that 
since Mosk was a friend of his, he would not run against him. 
I mention this only to indicate how close Mosk and I were and 
how amazed I was when he agreed to run against me. 

The final vote was overwhelmingly for Mosk. It was 
taken at a, meeting of the delegation, the Brown delegation, 
in Sacramento. As I indicated, under California law the dele-
gation that chooses the national committee members also choo-
ses the national committeemen. This delegation was selected 
by a steering committee which I now realize was determined to 
stack it against me. As a matter of fact, out of some 160 
members of the delegation, I believe that more than 60 were 
office holders. Practically every assemblyman, state senator 
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or congressman who wanted to be on the delegation was put on, 
and those who were not put on were given the right to put 
other people on. It was a delegation that was very unrepresentative, 

because It did not give proper recognition to the 
working Democrats and the club people, and I'm afraid it was 
selected with the idea in mind of allowing the office holders 
to dominate. In any event, Mosk won by something like 130 
to 37, I think. A great many of the persons who were pledged to me 
came up to me during the voting and asked to be relieved, 
because Governor Brown sat at the head of the room and marked 
down everyone's votes. 

, There was a great deal of bitterness engendered in this 
selection because, in the first place, it was pushed up to a 
date before the delegation was even officially certified. This 
was done because during the campaign, Immediately after the 

primary election, many of my friends like Lieutenant Governor 
[Glenn M. ] Anderson, State Senator Richards, Joe Wyatt, the 
state president of the CDC, many other CDC people, some of the 
other state office holders, and certainly most of the leaders 
of the working Democrats, made a very strong statement in my 
behalf. There was a committee organized to reelect Paul Ziffren 

as national committeeman. The committee for the first 
time in the history of any such election had petitions signed 
by more than 12, 000 persons asking the delegation to reelect 
me. The petitions were also given to Governor Brown.. I 
think that practically every club In this state, except the 
Trojan Democratic Club, which as I said I had helped to put 
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into business and of which I had been the first honorary member, 
had adopted resolutions in my favor. 

There was a bitter fight between the so-called working 
Democrats and the anti-Ziffren group. In order to keep this 
from spreading even further, the election was pushed up to a 
date when, as I say, the delegation had not even been officially 

certified. Then, for the first time so far as I recall, 
the meeting was held in Sacramento. The 1956 meeting had been 
held in Monterey, and according to tradition, the i960 meeting 
should have been held In Southern California, possibly in a 
place like Santa Barbara; but instead of that it was moved 
to Sacramento where the Governor and his staff felt they could 
control the deliberations more. The combination of the pressure 
on the delegates and the fact that a secret ballot was denied 
to them made many of the delegates very unhappy. They felt that 
the least that could have been granted was a secret ballot, 
but the Governor's friends and Mosk's supporters decided that 
they would not allow a secret ballot, and they also refused 
to permit the south to caucus first and come up with a 

recommendation. 
Some of these parlimentary maneuvers at the beginning of 

the meeting created a tense and unfortunate atmosphere that 
was, I think, to a large extent responsible for the fact 
that the delegation revolted shortly after that, and Governor 
Brown never could get its support for president Kennedy, even 
though afterwards I tried to help. The feeling among the delegates 

was that I was being a little bit too Christ-like. They 
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said that I might be able to forgive Brown and Mosk, but as 
far as they were concerned, their tactics had made it impossible 

for them to forgive them; and so in spite of my attempt 
to help Kennedy get delegates, I was severely frustrated by 
the delegates feeling that I had not been treated properly. 
The revolt against Governor Brown at the convention was to some 
extent a reflection, I'm afraid, of their dissatisfaction. 
I suppose you could use a stronger expression about the way 
I had been treated. 

I continued to serve as the national committeeman through 
the convention, and the convention itself, I felt, was very 
successful. We introduced a number of interesting ideas. One 
of the most successful was the so-called Golden Girls. For 
the first time, every delegation had at least two very 

intelligent and charming young ladles to serve as official 
hostesses, to keep them in touch with what was going on. E v e r y 

delegation had busses at its disposal for getting around. 
Every person of importance had a car and a chauffeur. 

We had a very successful dinner at the opening of the 
convention which raised nearly $200, 000. The city of Los 
Angeles fully met all of its financial obligations. The 
convention ended up In debt more than $100, 000, despite the 
fact that we raised $200, 000 from the dinner, $400, 000 from 
the host committee, and another $150, 000 from the program 
booklet, because Mr. Reinsch became a little bit careless about 
expenditures. I believe that more than $850 or $900, 000 was 
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much as had ever been spent before. 

I had an open mind so far as the nominee was concerned 
until after April, when Governor Stevenson still refused to 
take any position as to whether or not he was a candidate. 

It seemed to me that unless Governor Stevenson would announce 
his candidacy, Senator Kennedy was without question the best 
available nominee of the party, and I certainly tried to do 
everything I could for him after that time. 

There was a good deal of discussion about demonstrations 
for Governor Stevenson at the convention. The demonstrations 
were well organized. None of the Stevenson supporters had any 
special ticket allotment. They got what tickets they had by 
various ingenious devices, such as volunteering for demonstrations 

for other candidates and then, after, getting their 
demonstration passes, simply staying in there and demonstrating for 

Governor Stevenson. They also used all kinds of obvious 
devices to send tickets back and forth, because every day of the 
convention there were around the convention hall some thousands 
of people for Stevenson, and since they were all available, 
they managed In one way or another to get in. Neither Paul 
Butler nor I nor anyone else gave them any tickets. The tickets 
were handled very scrupulously by people who followed the 

allotment that had been approved by all the officials. 
At this time my plans are simply to help develop a more 

effective Democratic organization. With this in mind, I 
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agreed to help the CDC In a drive to double their membership 
by December. I'm going to try to help them raise some $100, 000 
for the campaign next year, and I'm going to do everything 
I can to aid the grass roots Democratic activity, not only 
because I'm indebted to them for their unwavering support of 
me during my seven years as national committeeman, but also 
because I believe this represents the best kind of political 
organization. 
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