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 DS:  . . . My name is Don Saunders. I’m the director of the legal services division of the 

National Leal Aid and Defender Association. It is October 2, 2002. We are at the National Equal 

Justice Library. Today it is my real honor to capture the oral history of my colleague Julie Clark. 

Julie has been at an NLADA since 1981. She’s currently the vice president for government 

relations. When I think of Julie I think really of America’s lobbyist for equal justice. She has 

been critical to both the continuation of the Legal Services Corporation through the many fights 

of her tenure at NLADA and has been involved as well in multiple legislative campaigns around 

criminal justice issues. Given the wealth of her experience this morning we’re going to focus 

particularly on one of the more interesting eras in the equal justice movement and that is the 

period of the 80s in which the Legal Services Corporation battles took place both at the 

congressional level through the board and through many, many different variations. Julie during 

that time was absolutely critical to the maintenance of LSC as a strong viable organization. She’s 

been there when serious efforts were being addressed to eliminating funding for LSC she’s also 

led efforts in better political climates for significant increases in funding, so we really look 

forward this morning to capturing some of the history of those times. Good morning Julie. 

 JC: Good morning, Don. 

 DS: Why don’t we begin by your sharing with our viewers some of your background that 

led up to the time you came on to NLADA. 
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 JC: All right, that’s just fine. I was born in Conway, New Hampshire and moved to 

Washington in the late 70s and I worked, I was the first fundraising director for Oxfam which is 

an international relief agency based in England and after that I had my own speaker’s bureau, I 

worked for Jim Hightower for a time tracking monopolies in the food industry. I worked briefly 

on Fred Harris’s presidential campaign, I also worked on the McGovern campaign. I worked in 

the Senate for about 5 years for Senator Dick Clark from Iowa who then became my husband, 

thankfully, and I left the Senate and went to work for Jimmy Carter in the White House. When 

he was defeated by Ronald Reagan in November of 1980 I knew that I had to look for a job and 

apparently the National Legal Aid and Defender Association knew that it had to look for a 

lobbyist because Governor Reagan at the time he was governor of California vetoed money for 

California Rural Legal Assistance and I think the legal services community quickly realized that 

it had a significant fight on its hands with Governor Reagan and his attorney general to be Ed 

Meese coming to Washington. So I applied for the job at NLADA, it was a new position and 

thankfully I got that in December. I left the Carter White House on January 9, 1981 and came to 

NLADA on January 12, 1981 and have been there ever since.   

 DS: I’m sure that all of Washington was turned upside by Mr. Reagan’s transition but 

probably no particular issue stirred more controversy than that around the Legal Services 

Corporation. In those early days I think it’s fair to say there was some real concern both among 

providers of legal services and among our supporters in the Congress about whether or not Mr. 

Reagan would be successful in his efforts to eliminate LSC from the federal books. The initial 

recess board that was appointed I believe on New Year’s day of 1982 was led by the first of 
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several pairings of people through the 80s who had quite a history of legal services, Bill Olsen 

who actually wrote the transition paper for the Reagan administration calling for the elimination 

of LSC and Bill Harvey who has never been know as a very strong supporter. What are your 

recollections of those early days both in dealing with the congressional piece but also in dealing 

with the board that seemed bent upon its own elimination? 

 JC: Well thankfully my recollections have been buttressed somewhat over the last 24 

hours by my coming to the equal justice library which is now the repository of the Project 

Advisory Group’s updates and yesterday morning I poured through a number of those during the 

80s and actually my first recollection is not having to do with the Congress but is going to a 

meeting at the Legal Services Corporation in probably December of 1980 before I came to 

NLADA. Howard Eisenberg who was then executive director asked me to attend the meeting of 

a number of individuals who were convening at LSC to talk about the future of LSC, they just 

having come back from an NLADA conference in November somewhat shell shocked by the 

election. And in the updates yesterday I came across a letter that had been written to field 

programs in February 1981 signed by five individuals who had formed the Coalition for Legal 

Services, the principal mission of which obviously was to save legal services because they knew 

of the impending disaster obviously. And those individuals who were the first people that I met 

at Legal Services Corporation was Dee Miller who was head of the project advisory group, 

Howard Eisenberg, my boss at NLADA, Bernie Venney who was head of the national clients 

council, Jim Broudy who worked for the National Organization of Legal Services Workers and 

Willie Cook who was head of the Minority Caucus at that time and Willie was head of the D.C. 
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program. And we were joined at the meeting by Dan Bradley who was president of Legal 

Services Corporation, Alan Houseman, Bucky Askew, Clint Lyons, so that was my very first 

meeting and I knew that I had really a steep hill to climb because obviously they had portrayed 

the fight as a very, very significant one. It took me probably almost a year to understand legal 

services but in that year there were some murmurings in the Congress as you alluded to. Bill 

Olsen was the head of the transition team and that report was submitted to the transition team in 

December 1980. And while it did not suggest the immediate abolition of the Legal Services 

Corporation it obviously suggested its gradual abolition. And so on December 31, New Years 

Eve, January 1 of 1981-82, I think we were all surprised by the recess appointments but it was 

something we were expecting, and we obviously then began the scrutiny of these individuals. 

I’m just going to refer to my notes because some people will remember these names, other 

won’t, but the New Year’s Eve recess appointments were Howard Dana, Mark Sandstrom, Bill 

Harvey, Bill Olsen, a man by the name of George Paris from California, William Stubbs, David 

Saterfield and then on January 22 they were supplemented by three more Harold DeMoss from 

Texas, Clarence McKee and Annie Slaughter. And the  interesting thing at that point was that 

they were replacing a sitting board all of whose nominees had expired but still obviously until 

replaced they sat. That board was chaired by Bill McCalpin who is on the present board now as 

we find ourselves in 2002 and both LSC and ten members of that board filed suit to challenge the 

legality of the recess appointment. That was done on February 25 of that year and on March 3-4 

they were denied both a request for a TRO and a preliminary injunction allowing the board to sit. 

On April 21, 1981 we had the first in a series of confirmation hearings. I’m sorry that I haven’t 

gone back to see actually how many recess appointments we had during the Reagan 
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administration but I think it is in the order of 44,45, something like that, with a board finally 

confirmed in the mid 80s. But on April 21 we got our first inkling of what a difficult process this 

was going to be. And at that point the Senate committee, the confirmation committee Labor and 

Human Resources was chaired by Senator Edward Kennedy, the Senate was in Democratic 

hands at that time and Senator Orrin Hatch was the ranking member. One of the people that 

looked very closely into legal services -- he had been a former attorney general of Missouri -- 

was Senator Tom Eagleton, he was also a close friends of Bill McCalpin. So he took an extreme 

interest in the confirmation hearings and particularly at a gentleman by the name of George Paris 

from California. And I’m just going to quote to you from an article that appeared in the 

newspaper prior to Mr. Paris’s confirmation hearing, the headline of which says Ex Appellate 

Justice Criticizes Court Nominee. And the article starts out by saying, former Appellate Court 

Justice wrote a harshly worded letter to his one time colleague Supreme Court nominee Cruz 

Reynoso criticizing him as a professional Mexican it was learned Wednesday. To put it 

succinctly and bluntly you have been a pain, wrote George Paris to Reynoso when Paris angrily 

quit the Third District Court of Appeals in August. Mr. Eagleton questioned Mr. Paris 

extensively about that exchange and again I quote from a newspaper article because I think it 

captures the tenure of the hearing. The newspaper article from the Washington Post on Thursday 

April 22, 1982 Senator Eagleton is quoted as saying I think your quotation about professional 

Dagos has caught you as you really are, it captures you to a tee. I consider your nomination to be 

a disgrace; you are a disgrace to the bar, a disgrace to the bench and a disgrace to President 

Reagan for having sent your name up. You are a 14-carat bigot. That was the way that the saga 

of the LSC board started off and it really didn’t get much better. 
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 DS: Let me ask you for a moment about the saga of one Julie Clarke. I happen to know 

that spirited confrontation is not the most comfortable scenario that you find yourself in. I 

wonder in those early days if you wondered what you got into with all these lawyers going 

around calling people names. What do you remember about your own immersion into this battle 

you fought for so long? 

 JC: Well I remember at the outset as I alluded to that I was just never quite sure I was 

going to get this right, I wasn’t exactly sure what was legal services, what was the Legal Services 

Corporation. It seemed to me to be a little complex and before I felt comfortable going on the 

Hill I certainly needed to understand the community better, and as I mentioned coming into the 

first meeting with Dan Bradley and other really legends of legal services, as they have become 

and were to me at that point obviously, I was a little trepidatious as to how I would fare but I did 

get my feet wet, I got my feet wet through budget committees, when there were attempts to 

severely limit legal services funding ,thankfully not to zero as President Reagan had sent in his 

budget request but there were budget modifications to the budget resolutions suggesting $100 

million for legal services. That was a victory in 1981 given the fact that we thought we were 

going to be eliminated and of course the budget was not binding. And actually I think my notes 

show in fiscal year 1982, which was the end of the first Reagan year the end of 1981, that the 

corporation’s budget was $305 million so the immediate cutback did not materialize but there 

was a budget scenario and certainly Senator Fritz Hollings, Senator Domenici took a great role in 

that. Dan Bradley was an extraordinary advocate. I have yet to know somebody who would work 

a crowd of Congress people and Senators like Dan Bradley, he was very, very substantive but he 
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was as smooth as he was sensitive so we were in very good hands at the outset. And then 

obviously for the hearings that was a year and a half later when I had come back and by that time 

I had such confidence in the board that was sitting at the time and challenging the new recess 

appointed board in the people of Steve Engleberg, Bill McCalpin, Hillary Clinton, Dick Trudell, 

just to name a few of them, they had given us a real grounding as to what it was we needed to 

fight for and as I mentioned Bill McCalpin was very, very close to Senator Eagleton and he 

played a pivotal role in the nomination hearing and a pivotal role I think in bringing some 

Republican support to the legal services fight, actually making some converts out of fellow 

attorneys general in the people of Jack Danforth, his fellow Senator from Missouri, Slade Gorton 

from Washington state, Warren Rudman who proved to be the savior of legal services in the 

Senate and Tom I believe on the eve of the big budget battle and appropriations battles starting in 

1982 and ‘83 had those three gentlemen to dinner at his house with Bill McCalpin and they got a 

real orientation into legal services and what it meant and they never wavered from that time.  

 DS: And in no way to denigrate the wonderful advocacy of you and many more we also 

benefited from a board that seemed to be intent upon sticking its foot in its mouth quite often 

during that period of time. As I recall one of the first best examples of the somewhat ineptitude 

of that board the Harvey Olsen board had to do around some consulting fees I believe that they 

were paying to themselves in exchange for their public services on the corporation’s board. 

 JC: That’s absolutely correct and that happened according to my notes and I apologize 

for referring to those but I do want to be accurate in late December of 1982 I believe they were 

summarily called before the oversight committee on the House side which at that point was 
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chaired by Congressman Bob Kastenmeier from Wisconsin the ranking member was Carlos 

Moorhead from California. And public impression was that they had indeed enriched themselves 

and taken money for things such as the chairman’s driving or having his wife drive him from 

Indianapolis to board meetings in Washington, D.C. and charging for the time during those 

drives that he prepared for the board meetings and other expenses. I am afraid I don’t have it 

right here but that obviously was a controversy, it was not viewed by the House as a wise 

expenditure of money when it was their expectation that the vast majority of legal services 

funding was going to help indigent clients.   

 DS: As I recall it led to one of the classic quotes that may define some of those early days 

and I would be remiss if we didn’t record that. 

 JC:  It absolutely did and if you would just stick with me for just one minute I have a 

quote from the New York Times of December 15, 1982 and the headline is Legal Services Board 

Members Criticized on Fees. Washington, D.C. December 14, President Reagan’s appointees to 

the board of Legal Services Corporation were criticized at a congressional hearing today for 

paying themselves five-figure consulting fees at a time when the corporation’s services to its 

poor clients have been slashed. I must tell you it is a bad appearance, Representative M. 

Caldwell Butler of Virginia said of William F. Harvey and William J. Olsen, of the unpaid 

corporation board testified. They have received consulting fees of $25,028 and $19,726 

respectively from the government since Mr. Reagan put them on the board of the independent 

federal corporation. Mr. Harvey is chairman and Mr. Olsen a member of the board. I’m a 

Republican and we bring in these Republicans to take charge of this corporation in an effort to 
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reform it, Mr. Butler said, and it sounds an awful lot like the first thing they do was to go and put 

all four feet and a snout into the trough. That was Mr. Butler’s comment at that hearing, Mr. 

Butler being a very conservative member from Virginia, and ironically, Don, Caldwell Butler 

was selected by President Bush in the late 80s or the early 90s to be chairman of Legal Services 

Corporation board and it was reported in newspapers that I looked at yesterday that President 

Bush’s chief of staff, John Sununu, a very close friend of Senator Rudman’s from New 

Hampshire, disapproved of that nomination because the White House was getting so much  

lobbying attention from conservatives who thought that Caldwell Butler was too liberal to be 

chairman of the LSC board so we see some iterations of the congressional people. 

 DS: It’s probably only an issue like LSC funding that could characterize Caldwell Butler 

as a liberal in anybody’s view. 

 JC: Absolutely. 

 DS: And as it became more evident to the Congress that really the board of LSC was 

really out to do itself and the program in, it seemed at least to me as someone in the field at that 

point that the real responsibility for running the Legal Services Corporation and maintaining its 

viability shifted to NLADA, to your efforts and other supporters across the country, and it 

particularly shifted to the Congress in terms of what at least in my experience seemed to be an 

extraordinary effort by the Congress to limit the ability of a quasi federal agency to run itself. 

What are some of the recollections you have about how that interplay took place between the 

Congress and the LSC board? 
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 JC:  It was interesting because most of the appropriations play took part on the Senate 

side and most of the oversight and the authorizing legislation obviously emanated from the 

House side. But there were some champions in our fight, obviously on the House side Bob 

Kastenmeier and others,  Bob Kastenmeier and Howard Berman, and on the Senate side we had a 

series of appropriations subcommittee chairmen who were very, very critical to us. We started 

out with Senator Lowell Weicker and he was a very strong supporter of legal services. When he 

left the Senate then Paul Laxalt came in as chairman of the subcommittee and he actually 

recommended a zero budget for legal services. That was the juncture at which Warren Rudman 

stepped in. He served on the subcommittee and really took the leadership of the committee 

although he was not the chairman and then Senator Rudman succeeded Senator Laxalt as 

subcommittee chairman and I thankfully had a very, very strong relationship with Senator 

Rudman’s staff, Tom Pogar his legislative director, Santo Manos who was his staff director for 

the appropriations committee and that was greatly buttressed by relationships that Senator 

Rudman had in New Hampshire. Bob Gross who was head at that time of New Hampshire Legal 

Assistance was also in contact with Senator Rudman and it was permissible for legal services 

programs to be in contact with their Congress people at that juncture. It obviously later became 

impermissible for legal services programs to do direct lobbying. But in those critical years you 

could, so Congress people, Senators were hearing from legal services programs. Again, as I 

mentioned Dan Bradley had laid a very strong foundation for lobbying for legal services.  There 

was a progression of what we call riders to the appropriations bills that went from -- I guess in 

the early 80s we obviously had some restrictions on legal services, we had restriction on 

representation of gays, we had a restriction on representation of aliens, we had something called 
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the Shumway amendment, we had the Morehead amendment which disallowed propaganda, but 

eventually what we saw is while the House was passing restrictive authorization bills the Senate 

was also putting on appropriations bills with restrictive riders of the corporation. For example the 

first one that Bernie Venney coined the affirmative rider, which said that programs would 

receive the same amount of money or proportion thereof of that which we had received in 1981 

unless there was a board confirmed by the U.S. Senate.  And that obviously was a major, major 

blow to the corporation. Then there was a point at which the corporation was doing a lot of 

regulatory activity that Senator Rudman very much took umbrage at and we saw a rider that said 

that the regulations that were effective at a certain time, I think it was April of 1984, would 

remain in effect, they could not adopt any new regulations.  We saw a period during the end of 

the Durant Wallace board amazingly in which the corporation actually hired lobbyists to cut the 

budget of the Legal Services Corporation. That did not go over well on the Hill at all. 

 DS: Not typical Washington behavior. 

 JC: Not typical Washington behavior. You obviously think of agencies trying to increase 

their budget not decrease it. And that followed a move by the corporation in October I believe of 

1988 or 1987 wherein the corporation actually revised its own budget to eliminate funding for 

national support centers, migrant funding, computer assisted legal research and one other 

category. And the combination of that revision to its budget, the next year hiring lobbyists to 

reduce the budget, really kind of sent Senator Rudman over the edge and in the continuing 

resolution I believe for fiscal year 1989 there was an amendment adopted that said that all grants 

would go to grantees of the corporation under the same terms and conditions, and you and I have 



-12- 

 

talked about this, I think that you were in the field at the time and maybe I can send this back to 

you but you can give the impression of the field when they realized that indeed the Congress 

wasn’t restricting their activities, they were harnessing the Legal Services Corporation. 

 DS:  It was indeed, in those difficult times it was the signal that this program had a 

future, that we could continue to represent clients aggressively and it really was the life line I 

think during those eight somewhat bleak years. There were so many stories and so many 

characters in the years of ’81 to ’88. I’m just going to ask you about a few of them and maybe 

you can think of some more. Did you ever have interactions with our friend Howie Phillips?  Is 

that somebody that you have a recollection of? 

 JC:  Well you alluded to the fact that I don’t like controversy so I stayed as far away 

from Howard Phillips as I possibly could but there was no doubt that in the early ’80s he was a 

very, very pivotal player as a matter of fact he testified in the Senate confirmation hearings and 

he testified in front of a number of oversight hearings that we had in the House and Howard 

Phillips history obviously goes back to the days of the Office of Economic Opportunity and he 

was indeed intent on abolishing legal services, and I think we saw remnants of Howard Phillips, I 

don’t mean literally but remnants of Howard Phillips’s antipathy toward the corporation even in 

the 1990s. 

 DS: If I recall it correctly it even got to the point that Phillips began to criticize President 

Reagan for not being tough enough on legal services. 

 JC:  I think that may well be the case that’s correct. 
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 DS: Those of us who lived these days will never forget maybe the peak moment of the 

ridiculous nature of that board, when its president Jim Wenzel became involved in what came to 

be known in the field at least as Twinkie gate. What do you recall about that? 

 JC: Well again, I went back to the archives and I do recall it, I remember that I was 

traveling at the time but I got a call from a colleague and I I’m sorry I don’t have it right here but 

I think it was an unfortunate incident in which Mr. Wenzel had gone to a convenience store and 

had left the convenience store with a number of food items for which he had not paid and was 

apprehended for so doing and he left the corporation very shortly thereafter. 

 DS:  Succotash and Twinkies. 

 JC: I believe it was a can of succotash and some Twinkies that were found in his pocket.  

 DS:  I’m just going to ask a few recollections of folks that I think were key that you 

haven’t covered already. You worked very closely with board member Howard Dana, what are 

your recollections and your background with Howard? 

 JC:  One of my strongest recollections is the first time that I met Howard Dana. As you 

imagine the advocates for legal services came to this board, came to this recess appointed board 

with a great deal of skepticism and certainly Howard was among those people who had been 

recess appointed. And at the time I was quite new to NLADA and I was hired both to lobby on 

the civil side and the criminal justice side and I think at the time it was a reception for the new 

recess board and I was having a conversation with Howard Dana and at the time I said something 

about an office of lobby on the indigent defense side and we’re taking a strong position on the 
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exclusionary rule and he said well what is your position on the exclusionary rule? At which time 

thankfully I was saved by our executive director Howard Eisenberg who had been the Wisconsin 

public defender and he turned around and gave Howard Dana an answer to that. It’s always 

interesting to me, Don, that – obviously it comes as no surprise you have immediate impressions 

of people, and those that we’ve had of people that carry conservative credentials whether either 

philosophically or because they were the principal fundraiser for Ronald Reagan in Maine as 

Howard was, you have an immediate impression that they are not supportive of the corporation. 

And we have seen time after time people that have come to its board and really gained an 

appreciation and put in a great deal of their own personal time and dedication and those are 

people like Howard Dana, John Erlenborn, George Whitgraff, Tom Smegal, Bill McCalpin 

certainly -- while Republican they have built the bipartisan spirit that has indeed saved this Legal 

Services Corporation, they devoted a great deal of their time and their lives to this cause and I 

think it has to do with their exposure to the field and to hopefully the national organizations with 

which they work so closely. I thankfully over the years have become a very close personal friend 

of Howard and his wife Suzie and I respect him tremendously and he came to the corporation 

with a very open mind and I if I recollect you interviewed Howard and so he is on tape telling 

you some of his impressions but I believe you told me that he was a very lonely voice at one 

point on the corporation board and did not hesitate to be that lonely voice and I think Tom 

Smegal probably would say the same thing.   

 DS:  I also think back on those days about some of the critical people that teamed up so 

well with you and NLADA and other supporters, obviously our most important ally was the 
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American Bar Association, and it’s sort of hard to think about your efforts without thinking also 

of those of Bob Evans and the ABA. How did that relationship come to be? 

 JC: It certainly was not in its infancy when I came to NLADA. I believe that the ABA 

obviously always has been supportive, Lewis Powell was president of the ABA I believe at the 

time that the corporation was adopted, Bill McCalpin very close to him, Bill McCalpin was 

secretary of the ABA subsequent to his being chairman of the LSC board, but I think  the ABA’s 

role in this has been critical. They planned a march on Washington in the early ’80s at which 

point all of or as many bar executives from around the country came to exhibit en masse, in 

quantity, their support of the Legal Services Corporation. Bob Evans I believe had been at the 

ABA for maybe five or eight years when I came to NLADA.  He has always had his eye squarely 

on that ball,  Legal Services Corporation is really his baby and while he has delegated it to others 

I think Bob in his heart really believes -- I hope he believes -- that he was very pivotal in that 

fight. As you know and have alluded to before, not in this interview, there was a time when 

Clark Durant got himself very much in the sights of the ABA not favorably when he came to 

their board meeting in February of I believe 1987 and addressed the board of the ABA and 

suggested that non-lawyers, entrepreneurs, really could take the place of the legal services 

attorneys and that indeed President Reagan was very, very courageous to have suggested its 

abolition. That spurred a number of activities at the ABA, Gene Thomas was its president at the 

time and immediately went on the Today Show the next morning and called for Clark Durant’s 

resignation. It also spurred another group who had come together I believe that previous fall in 

Guilford, New Hampshire and then at a midyear meeting in Baltimore perhaps the previous fall, 
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three gentlemen who formed bar leaders for the preservation of legal services for the poor, Bill 

Whitehurst from Austin, Texas, Mike Greco from Boston, Massachusetts and Jonathan Ross 

from Manchester, New Hampshire. And ironically it was those three gentlemen who felt that at 

that time they needed to push the ABA more, that perhaps the ABA wasn’t taking a frontal 

position or role or enough of one in trying to save legal services but with Clark Durant’s 

appearance before the ABA board Gene Thomas definitely got the message and they all met the 

night before his appearance on the Today Show and that culminated in the call for Durant’s 

resignation and his eventual resignation actually from the LSC board at the end of that year. 

 DS:  It is striking to me listening to you go through that list of people, McCalpin, Ross, 

Evans, how this issue has sort of stirred a lifelong commitment. Every one of those people is still 

staunch advocates.  

 JC: Absolutely and that’s only at the national level. I mean I think what we find whether 

it’s through in NLADA conventions or whether it’s through LSC board meetings and we go 

around the country, whether it’s ABA annual and midwinter meetings whatever, it’s forums that 

you go to with legal services grantees wherein you have bar leaders that, whether they come to 

receptions or testify before the board, this is a movement that was born of obviously of the 

survival effort but it’s a helping moment and it’s one in which we can call on friends in drastic 

times but thankfully as equally in times when things aren’t so critical. 

 DS: Let me ask you about a couple of the non-volunteers that you worked with so hard in 

those years. How about our lawyer Mr. Houseman, Alan Houseman. 
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 JC: Alan Houseman, Alan Houseman to this day to me is the most prolific and among 

the most dedicated and the smartest of attorneys and legal services people that I know. Alan and 

I have developed a strong personal relationship but he was absolutely critical to any success that 

I had on the legislative arena. There was never ever a time that I was asked a question that I 

couldn’t answer on the Hill, that I couldn’t go to Alan and within two or three hours or one hour 

have both an oral answer for this staff person that was asking me and a written, as we called the 

in those days, one-pager with bullets on it that gave our position. And I think he was critical to 

our fight obviously in the Senate and the House but he was as critical to our fight with the 

corporation board members who supported us. There were times when Howard Dana, George 

Whitgraff, Visio Udo, Tom Smegal and many others, Paul Eglen from North Carolina, you know 

Paul, people could not depends on the information they were getting from their staff at the Legal 

Services Corporation and they turned to us. And if they turned to me I would turn to Alan, but 

very often obviously they turned directly to Alan, and Alan obviously was eventually joined by 

our colleague Linda Pearl and that combination today is such a critical one to our efforts on the 

Hill but more importantly obviously to NLADA’s efforts with its grantees and they serve today 

as our counsel to the civil division. 

 DS: Tell us about our boss Clint Lyons back in those days. 

 JC:  Ohhh, Clint Lyons. Clint Lyons was at the Legal Services Corporation when I came. 

It was ironic that both he and Bucky Askew were at the Corporation, Dan Bradley brought them 

there, but prior to their coming to the corporation I believe in the late ’70s or early ’80s Bucky 

and Clint worked together in Atlanta and at that time Bucky was in charge of the Atlanta 
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regional office and he brought Clint on board to work with him. Clint then was brought to the 

Legal Services Corporation as head of the Office of Field Services and brought Bucky as his 

deputy. So Bucky and Clint were there when this Harvey Olsen board took office, not formally 

because obviously they weren’t confirmed at the time by the Senate but they were there and I 

actually have a newspaper article, if I can find it for your very, very quickly, from December 3, 

1982 from the New York Times again in which the headline is Legal Aid Executive Quits Citing 

Differences with Reagan’s Board. The battle over the direction of the Legal Services Corporation 

intensified today as its acting president Clint Lyons announced his resignation. He said he is 

quitting because I’m not wanted by the conservatives appointed by President Reagan who now 

control the board of directors of the independent corporation. So Clint was there as the acting 

president to this board and its chairman Bill Harvey and obviously left at the end of 1982 and at 

that point he came to NLADA and eventually became its executive director and remains so. 

 DS: And one more, and I know this will be an act of pleasure for you. I was in the field 

during these periods as you alluded to earlier and the other thing that was going on from our 

perspective was this enormous effort of monitoring. I had the privilege of being one of the two or 

three more closely monitored recipients and of course we turned to the other LSC person who 

ended up at NLADA, a person I’m always feeling not sufficient to follow up to, as civil director 

Bucky Askew. I know he’s a close friend but those days you were on the Hill and Bucky was 

holding everybody’s hand for monitoring  things to this day stand out in my mind. I wonder how 

it is from your perspective. 
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 JC: Well they certainly stand out in mine as well. And you’re right Bucky and I are very, 

very close friends and actually I believe on the 8
th

 of November he will celebrate his 9
th

 

anniversary as a member of the current LSC board. It is my belief that this is the longest serving 

LSC board and we are obviously grateful to Bucky for his service but obviously very, very lucky 

that he was chosen by President Clinton and actually agreed to put his name in for the LSC board 

but those were difficult years for all of us but they were particularly difficult for Clint, for 

Bucky, for Dan Bradley, for Alan Houseman, for Gary Singsen because they were singled out by 

Senator Hatch who had become chairman of the Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee 

as people who illegally tried to save the Legal Services Corporation and they were the subject of 

a GAO investigation. So at the time that Clint was serving as acting president of LSC and then 

came to NLADA and at the time when Bucky was at LSC and then came to NLADA they were 

under intense scrutiny including being the lead story on a local news here in Washington for 

activities obviously that they perceived and felt and believed were legal, as they were, but critical 

to saving the corporation, but were being portrayed as villains by the United States Senate. So 

that was a difficult time for Bucky. In regards to the monitoring I think that again was a 

progression of activities by the corporation. You’ll remember, Don, that there were headlines, 

indeed they proved true, to raiding of regional offices by the Legal Services Corporation. They 

would summarily go into regional offices under the leadership of Donald Bogart and Chairman 

Harvey and just clean out the files, close up the offices and fire the regional directors, as a matter 

of fact two of the regional directors, Paul Newman and David Gilbert, sued the Legal Services 

Corporation for summarily being fired and other things. So the monitoring visits weren’t meant 

to be a positive thing for legal aid programs, they were meant to uncover any number of alleged 
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infractions and Bucky developed a stable of resumes of people who were being sent out to the 

field and I think put together files of -- I would say 100 people, I don’t know, we still have them 

in NLADA archives and thankfully we haven’t had to take them out recently -- but very, very 

methodically worked with programs to tell them who was coming and what they should expect 

from these individuals, so Bucky and I worked hand in hand and very often what was going on in 

the field I could then translate to Senator Rudman. Lord knows he knows about monitoring visits 

that were going on in New Hampshire. He knew about monitoring visits to your program. You, 

as you said, were the subject of that incredible scrutiny, you were the subject of testimony before 

an LSC board when they came to North Carolina. Bucky and I worked hand in hand but I was 

tremendously kind of buttressed by the wealth of his knowledge, the breadth  and what I could 

take on the Hill, at the same time his counsel to me, and most importantly for me about Bucky 

was that he brought an incredible sense of humor. To this day I can see him, and I often think 

about it as I’m leaving my office Bucky would be in the office probably at 7:00 or 7:30 having 

come very early, much earlier than I did and still do, and so he would go home at about 5:30 

maybe 6:00 and he would come to my office with his little LL Bean canvas briefcase over his 

arm and he would salute and he would say, goin’ home boss, every single night, and I never had 

a day that Bucky wouldn’t laugh at himself, laugh at me, laugh at his colleagues, it was as you 

can imagine a very, very tense time for all of us but Bucky brought the levity to it.  

 DS: Those relationships served us all very well. Let’s shift focus a moment and look 

beyond those times, I’m sure we could go on forever, but in 1988 there was another presidential 

transition as well as a board that was consisting of new people for the most part with some older 
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faces showing up, it was a time of transition both for the Republican party and the White House 

and also for the approach toward the Legal Services Corporation’s new board. That board was 

led by George Whitgraff from Cherokee, Iowa. What do you remember about the early days of 

the Whitgraff board? 

 JC: What I remember about it was again trying to get to know these people. We had 

heard rumors about the Bush board. We obviously hoped that President Bush would take a more 

benign approach to the Legal Services Corporation than obviously President Reagan did when he 

came in and I think we were given some reason for that hope in that he did not suggest zeroing 

out the Corporation, there was nothing on the record that made us believe that that would be the 

case and obviously he had named people to the new board that were more moderate. I had no 

idea who George Whitgraff was and I remember when I first heard his name calling people in 

Iowa who I knew well and getting a feeling for George and they had some very, very good things 

to say about him in terms of his moderation. And there were obviously others, there were John 

Erlenborn, who had served briefly for I think only one year as a replacement on the last board 

under the Reagan administration, Visio Udo, Howard Dana, and so again it was really trying to 

get to know them in an atmosphere that we didn’t think would be overly antagonistic but we 

weren’t sure we had the votes, you always had to count six on the LSC board and we were not 

sure that we would have those votes nor were we entirely sure the chairman would have those 

votes, so it was a cautious approach and again in the person of George Whitgraff we found an 

extraordinary advocate on behalf of legal services, somebody who cared tremendously for the 

program and who carried fairness and objectivity and a real feeling that he needed to give 



-22- 

 

everybody a chance to speak and everybody a chance to have his or say on the LSC board almost 

to a fault, you know, to the point where we would say forget it George we don’t have the votes 

so you know it’s just not going to happen. He had some very, very difficult staff problems. He 

certainly had some difficult board members, Penny Cohen from Illinois who came from a very 

conservative background and a number of others, a client from Mississippi who was put on the 

board by Trent Lott, Bud Kirk I believe from Florida was on that board and he was very, very 

conservative, extraordinarily concerned about whether or not we were legally representing 

migrants in Florida and other places around the country. George had a very, very tough time, he 

made it easy because of his nature but he had a very, very difficult board with which to deal. 

 DS:  Having witnessed the relationship between the growth in that board and certainly 

watching Mr. Whitgraff become such a strong advocate at the end, my recollection is the last 

Whitgraff budget request was over $500 million much to the chagrin of the Bush administration. 

I will say that one of your particular talents has been working with people like George, helping 

them see their way, and most of these folks, just from my own perspective, they always sort of 

think of legal services and the commitment and they almost always think of you particularly in 

those relationships have been so very important. I think the relationship that we had with Mr. 

Whitgraff was probably best summed up in the PAG update upon the confirmation of the Clinton 

board, in going away the community noted this about George, eloquence became a hallmark of 

his advocacy. He assumed the chair stating that his goal was to work hand in hand with programs 

while lowering the decibel level of controversy. He achieved many of his goals and was an 

effective chair of the board of directors in the face of many obstacles. The legal services 
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community will be eternally grateful to George Whitgraff. It is fitting that $400 passed Congress 

as he departs for he too should be given credit for this success. [tape break] Let’s move forward, 

Julie, to November of 1992 upon which time the former chair of the LSC board was elected as 

First Lady of the United States, Bill Clinton came in, it was a very exciting time for legal 

services advocates one of the plus times in your career. I guess the greatest irony is that Clark 

Durant was never confirmed to the board and Bucky Askew was confirmed to the longest sitting 

board which has really been in place through those first few years of excitement and then the 

next challenge for survival upon election of the Gingrich House and the targeting of LSC for 

glide path to zero as part of the Contract with America. Tell us a bit about those early days with 

the new board, some of the key moments you remember in terms of dealing with the board as 

opposed to the Congress. Who were some of the key players, what do you see as the legacy of 

this longest serving board?   

 JC: Well I think obviously we were heartened by President Clinton’s election and 

obviously the part that First Lady Hilary Clinton played in legal services. I always regretted a 

little bit that we may have throw open the window a little bit too wide in our glee in terms of the 

expectations that our grantees may have had, particularly on the appropriations front. I think we 

all thought that the coffers of LSC would indeed be filled to the brim under President Clinton 

and that never happened, whether it’s because obviously we had a great significant decrease 

when the 104
th

 Congress came in 1995 and thereafter, but also I think that the budget scenario, 

the amount of money that Congress had to spend were so insufficient for all social programs that 

legal services was destined not to do very well. I’m sure it’s a great disappointment of Doug 
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Eakeley’s that when George Whitgraff to whom we alluded left the board, I believe the 

corporation funding was $415 million, it was cut back to $400 million, and today we find 

ourselves at $328 million. That is not a scenario for celebration and so I feel that while much of 

it was beyond our control. There is a sense of inadequacy in our advocacy around funding. 

Coupled with that obviously were the restrictions which were put on the bill and became 

effective in April 1986 and those were very, very harmful and continue to be to the practice of 

law in legal aid offices. The board fought all along the way, every juncture, against the 

restrictions and trying to get more money. Obviously the early years were much better than the 

later years under the congressional scenario but Doug Eakeley has always been right at the 

forefront of our congressional battles and I think feels very, very strongly that the restrictions 

should come off but was facing a political reality and he tried very hard to build bipartisan 

support.  We had some very bruising fights in the mid 90s when every year the House 

Appropriations Committee would take us from a level of -- if were at $278 we would go down to 

$141, if were 300 we would go down to 141, we would go to the House floor with insufficient 

funds and we would have to have an amendment to increase it.  We always won it, but it was not 

without the help of Bucky and Bill and Doug and John Erlenborn and all of the board members 

to lead a battle, Maria Louisa Mercado, Tom Smegal, people that sit on that board making those 

contacts, and so they were there under a scenario I think they thought would be much more 

expansive much more positive for legal services and probably felt constricted and constrained 

but operated  with the same dedication and with the same resolve that indeed a Whitgraff board 

had or a lone Howard Dana on a Bill Harvey board would have or Tom Smegal on the Durant 

Wallace board so I’m tremendously proud of that board and count a number of those people as 
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very, very close friends and they worked closely with NLADA but have not had to work quite as 

closely because thankfully they’ve had a staff that has been competent and in which they’ve  had 

confidence..   

 DS:  . . Let me ask you about one in particular that sort of bridges the entire period that 

we’ve been talking about today. How does an intellectual property attorney, close friends with 

Ed Meese, get appointed by both President Reagan and President Clinton, how exactly did Mr. 

Smegal fit into these various periods of time? 

 JC:  I think interestingly and amusingly enough that is the question that Senator Kennedy 

asked him during his confirmation fight. Mr. Smegal what are you doing here, how do you 

happen to bridge that gap.  I was struck by the fact that Tom was named to the Reagan board, to 

the Harvey board. He took the place of a man by the name of Robert Kane who withdrew his 

nomination after some intense scrutiny by Senator Howard Metzenbaum and I’m not surprised 

that Tom is a friend of Ed Meese but I am surprised that Ed Meese would countenance his 

appointment given the fact that he had such a high visibility in bar activities number one, and 

number two in legal services. I mean, Tom was the founder of the National Center for Youth 

Law. He came with John O’Toole squarely around his neck in the early 80s and I was just 

surprised that maybe friendship goes further than I would have thought with Mr. Meese but he 

was a very, very lonely, very lonely board member for a number of years and again I think it’s 

exposure to programs other than those in California, exposure to the vicissitudes of a hostile 

board and a hostile staff and what a hostile Congress can do, and Tom was very interested in 

getting back on the board and thankfully had some friends in the White House who took his 



-26- 

 

nomination and interest seriously and I’m sure it was because he was that lonely voice. I think at 

some juncture Tom thought he’d be chairman of the LSC board instead of Clark Durant. And 

there was a time that I remember very clearly wherein he took on Peppy Mendez who was a 

board member from Denver and chair of the audit and appropriations committee of LSC when 

Peppy was trying to do away with support centers, and Mr. Smegal said that was the most 

outrageous outlandish idea he’d ever had and they had some very intemperate words on the 

public record. So Tom was a solitary voice. Thankfully for the last nine years he’s not been in 

the wilderness, and we’ve benefitted greatly from it.   

 DS: You referenced Doug Eakeley, there is one other person that you alluded to that I 

know you have worked with so hard for the last 20 some years that sits on this board, that would 

be Bill McCalpin. Share some of your recollections of Bill. 

 JC: Oh, it’s impossible to capture Bill McCalpin, I think probably of just about anybody 

in this community Bill is among the most special to me. Bill was the chairman of the board of 

NLADA and a pleasure to work for, but you worked for him, he expected a lot of you and he 

certainly was very gracious about it, like a number of people in our community, but you really do 

have to earn Bill’s respect and it’s not an easy task but thankfully I think I have done that and he 

amazes me, Don, you know in preparation for this interview I came over and spent 4 and ½ 

hours here yesterday morning going through these PAG updates and Bill McCalpin has a 

memory that is unlike anybody else’s. He can remember everything. He sent us his files when he 

was chairman of the board of NLADA and he can still call me and say you know in Box number 

3 the board meeting of such and such. And he has always been in this fight. He is identified by 
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people in the Senate whether it’s his former friend or his current friend who is now back in 

Missouri Tom Eagleton, former Senator, or Ted Kennedy who is now chairman of the Health, 

Education, Labor and Pensions Committee, Bill McCalpin probably more than anybody is 

associated with legal services on the Hill and at the drop of a hat came and testified on our behalf 

on any number of issues. He wanted to get off this board three or four years ago. He wrote a 

letter to President Clinton who was obviously then president and said he really wanted to make 

way for somebody else and he’s still there five years later. I’m sure he won’t mind my saying 

that his 80
th

 birthday was last November 8 which is the anniversary of this LSC confirmed board 

and he has spent literally the last 40 or 50 years of his life dedicated to this and nobody, nobody 

has ever given more.   

 DS: Well, here we sit in October of 2002. We have at least the Republican nominees for 

a new board before us. I promised you no questions about vision but I will ask you after 21 FY 

1984 budget bills, countless continuing resolutions, efforts to restrict, eliminate, expand, what 

keeps you going? 

 JC:  Well I think thankfully one thing that keeps me going is a fierce determination, but 

not a fear that anything is going to happen to this Legal Services Corporation. I am absolutely 

confident of its continuation, of its progress. I would hope some day it would flourish both 

financially and in terms of sort of shedding the restrictions that are upon it now. But I think 

mostly the people. Obviously the colleagues at NLADA that are there now are very important to 

me, those that have passed through its doors and out are the board members we’ve talked to, the 

people that I talk to around the country. I am allowed to lobby. They are not. We have some 
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strange conversations at very strange hours of the day wherein I’m trying to glean some 

information, but our colleagues around the country are just remarkable and I am as excited by the 

new leadership as I am by what I call myself: a dinosaur, some of the dinosaurs that are still there 

and most importantly the clients. I would not lobby for just any cause and I worked on the Hill 

and obviously as I told you at the White House before I came to NLADA and lobbyists are not 

looked at with great enamor on the Hill, they’re useful there is no doubt about it, they are 

depended upon, they do a lot of work, but when you sit on the Hill you can be somewhat 

dismissive of lobbyists so it’s not an easy job, it’s been a very easy job for me because of the 

message that I’ve been given by my colleagues to carry to the Hill. We’ve certainly had our 

highlights, we’ve talked about some of those. We’ve had our low lights, no doubt about that but I 

am able to come to work every day in the hope that we can do more for our clients and for the 

grantees around the country and it’s kept me going. 

 DS: Very well said. I feel that we’re leaving a huge gap out of our career at NLADA in 

not talking about criminal justice issues in which you’ve played a key role as well. That will be 

saved for another interview. Thank you Julie very much.  It’s been a pleasure. 

 JC: Thanks, Don.   
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