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the accomplishments of the entire staff. Everyone allowed
me access to their records and it was also important that |
was there following through on promises, about such things
as ease of records retrieval. | remained accountable for
guidelines. At one point, the legislative director, who had
been dubious about the whole records management
process, was amazed and pleased to find that she was able
to retrieve the exact box and file she needed from the
records center using the storage and retrieval procedures
that | had created. Staff members consulted frequently
about records management and storage questions; |
certainly felt like an integral part of the office operation.

Yet another advantage is that as a staff member the
archivist can develop contacts and access on the hill to
make her job easier. Working relationships formed with
service departments provides better oversight and enables
the archivist to work the system, be it having boxes over the
allotment in the Senate Micrographics Office for microfilming
or specially filled requests at the Washington National
Records Center. :

It was also possible for me to be more effective in
helping with Cranston’s oral history project. In working with
the oral historian, | could inform her where the gaps in the
papers existed so that she could include questions from
those periods in her interviews. And | was able to give her
background material and lists of names from certain periods
in the senator’s career that aided her in conducting her
interviews.  Generally, the staff archivist becomes a
repository of staff history.
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And, finally, | served as an archival emissary to an alien
world. This was both a plus and a minus. As the only
archivist on staff, as the only person focused on history a
workplace that was obsessed with the immediate bill, issue,
or crisis at hand, | could rarely discuss my work with
anyone in the office. But | was able to educate the staff
about archival issues. Appraisal workshops trained the staff
to weed their own files when the office closed down. And
| feel that | instilled some appreciation for the archival
profession in my alien environment.

There are not many negative aspects to working on a
congressional staff, except possibly toiling in the uninsulated
Senate attics. Two points might be specific only to my
situation. First, because | was hired as part of the Bancroft
deed of gift, | was expected to do initial appraisal, but also
a good chunk of the processing. It was sometimes difficult
to combine the roles of archivist, both appraisal and
processing, and records managers. My priorities were
sometimes at odds with those of the staff or the senator.
Instead of getting as much processed as possible, | spent
much more time on records management that anticipated.

Senator Cranston’s political problems in his last term,
and his review by the Senate Ethics Committee, also is
cause for reflection. His situation affected my work on a
practical, daily basis, it affected the support of the receiving
institution, and it will affect public perception and the use of
the papers.

As records manager, | was not allowed to destroy
noncurrent papers that had no information value and were
taking up room in storage, because of the public relations
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problem this would pose if leaked to the press. Even
though those papers were completely irrelevant to the
investigation at hand and should have been destroyed long
before, | had to wait until the closing of the office. Using the
word "destruction” in memos to staff was also not possible.
Nothing | did could be construed as subverting the
investigatory process.

On the other hand, as archivist, | was keenly interested
in documenting the whole controversy. The archival
perspective was unique among the staff. When, for
example, the Senator gave his response on the Senate floor
after his reprimand, the staff watched the speech on C-
SPAN. | could see that he was writing on his statement and
knew that it was important to retain his original speaking
notes as he had made final changes and comments on
them. So, while the staff was concentrating on his speech,
| blurted out, "l need to get that copy of his statement when
he's done!" Of course, much eye-roling and groaning
ensued. Someone remarked that | always had such a
unique take on these situations that helped put them into
perspective.

Cranston’s dip in popularity makes the collection less
desirable in certain ways. The possibility of raising grant
money to finish processing or produce a flashy guide is less
likely; the state legislature is certainly unlikely to support this
collection as they have others. And research use might
change. Will patrons want to see the Ethics Committee
material as soon as the collection opens? Willthe collection
be used differently than it might have been?
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These thoughts led to some general questions: How
-does scandal affect the value of the papers and the way
that they are perceived? Everything in them is the same;
they document the inner workings of a senate office, the
different roles of a senator, and state politics over several
decades. Are these congressional collections mostly
enormous tributes or do they exist for serious research use?
And, if the latter is true, why does the question of political
scandal enter into their funding and completion? I'm
searching for some of these answers myself in thinking
about notions of history, memory, and posterity.

Susan Goldstein worked as Senator Cranston's archivist from 1988 to
1992 and is finishing her MA in history.



