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Congressman William Cohen (¥SC) of Maine
Jane 17, 1975

DFS ~ This is the first interview with Conaressman William Cohen of Maine
on Tuesday, June 17. Present were Messrs. Lynch, Mooney, Shea, and
Congressman Cohen. We begin at ten minutes after 4 o'clock.

WSC — I had just written an article for the Poston Globe dealing with the
Bicentennial theme of "Allegiance to Whom"?, which I thought might .
be of some interest to you in terms of trving to write something in
6 or 700 words which point up scme of the lessons and samne of the
morals of the experience of impeachment.

I gave a speech at the National Jaycee's last Fehruary or March, which
was inserted in the Record and I'll get that for you. '

let's go back to the Saturday Night Massacre in terms of what the .
impact was and my relationship with Elliot Richardson which was key
to me and my relationship after he left office. We lived close to-
gether and we gave him rides in periodocally and talked to him. He
had an important role and acted upon me Jjust fram cur discussions.
After the Judiciary Cormittee had passed a bill to create an inde-
pendent special prosecutor and I wrote an article for the Washington
Post about two days before it came out on the floor, ard following
the publication of the article, they also wrote an editorial endors-
in the article that I wrote, on why they shouldn't set up legisla-
tion to creat a new special prosecutor. Much of that came about as

a result of a conversation that I had with Ellioct, just in temms of
what the impact--what that would have on Jaworski and the proceedings
at that stage. That would probably be a starting point for me, that
article, because when the article came out, the issue took the bill
off the flcor. Jaworski stayed on, I can get you a copy of that.
Eroderick came up to me in the corridor and kind of fecetiously said:
"I just want to shake the hand of the man who singlehandedly reversed
the editorial policy of the Washington Post" because up to that point,
they had endorsed the concept of a new independent special prosecutor. .
beyond the ability of the President to hire and ifre fram that posi-
tion. '

- DFS - Going back perhaps even three months before that when Drinan intro-
duced his resolution on the 31lst of July....

WSC - That was typical of him.

DFS - Frankly what was your reaction?

WSC ~ I had no reaction, I thought it was not an untypical of him to do.
He has alvays been kind of cutfornt on a number of issues, perhaps

SV . , : .
,Bcé' % in same cases proven to be right by sushsecuent events and this
has proven one of them. But then I had not given any consideration
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and it had no credibility at that point in my thinking... I know
that he's a long time critic of the war, secret bambing of Cambodia,
impoundment policies. I didn't really give it too rmuch considera-
tion, and I don't think it had any credibility at all, even within
his owvn party or leadership until the massacre.

That little brief article on the special prosecutor describes an
incident which had a great impact upon me - the evening of the dis-
closure of the 18 1/2 minute gap. We were sitting down and having

" dinmner and Walter Cronkite was on in the other roam. I turned to

ry oldest boy and for some reason, I don't know why, hut I've never
discussed Watergate with him, he is very bright and intelligent and

- he is in the Little League and reading spy novels and things.

Is he the one who broke his arm?

Yes, and asked him what he thought, and he said I think he is lying
and didn't hesitate a minute and I looked across at my youngest son,
who is very impressed with the White House and who has keen to the
White House and who did stand in tramendous awe. I was preparing a
lecture to Keven ahout the need to presume innocence and must wait
until all the facts are in and must not prejudge and before I could
get all of that out, I was just putting my thoughts together and a
little bit ixritated at myself in rot responding quicker than that,
but I was shocked with what he said, he then broke in and said: "Dad,
I wish we were living back in the days of Washington" which I thought
was a terribly sovhisticated statement for a ten-year old to make,
and I couldn't respond to it, I ocouldn't say anything, I was afraid
that if I should say that things weren't all that great back then,
that I might lose him forever, that I would confirm the cyni¢ism that
was building up silently in a ten-year old boy and so that evening
the meal ended in silence. I've since that time tried to go back and
try to reconstruct and reflect exactly why I was unable to respond at
that time or didn't want to respond, I guess, amd what the implications
were at that statement of going back into yesteryear, in looking at
cherry trees and axes and honesty and so forth. The fact is that what
was so important about that event to me was that throughout all this
process vhen I had thousands and thousands of letters coming in: you're
a traitor, a Judas Iscariot, and a numbker of other things that should
not go in print, that voice is still there, the fact that the ten-year
old boy had lost faith with the President and with the system. I don't
now if we will ever recover him or there, but this was a concern to
me, but nonetheless what he did was to remind me of the ideals that he
saw in yesteryear. He had to go back that far to find same one who
stood for honesty and in fact I think it only gave me a great deal of
support during a lot of the deliberations when there were temptations
to buckle in and be one of the boys and conform my conduct to those of
my colleagues on the Camittee on the Republican side.
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DFS - I think vou were widely commented upon as the first Republican who
lean=d towards irmpeachment. Frankly, do you think it was justified
and if so, how did you get into that varticular image?

WSC - Well, Because initially the reaction on the part of the Republicans
was that this was an ideclcgical war and it was them against us; there
was no basis and fact for the impeachment investigation, that this
was being used by the Democrats solely to embarrass the Republican
President that they couldn't defeat, and to take away that which the
electorate had given him. 2And I didn't see it as that, I guess it's

is Lec because I don't have much of a political background, I don't like
partisan politics. I have never been part of partisan politics, even
when serving the city council, as a mayor, a non-political thing.
2nd there didn't seem to be enough concentration of what's right and
what is really the truth. That they really didn't want to get the
truth and the hesitancy to adopt these procedures, but it was always
kind of a tension on our part that they are out to get us ard I did
not feel that they were out to get us though there were same hard-
core partisans, I don't think there is any question about it, but I
found myself in a position as King. Should that prevent me from try-
ing to see what I think is right? And I must admit that the firing
of Richardson had a great impact upon me, because I don't think he
would have resigned if he felt that Cox had engaged in gross impropri-
eities which would warrant his dismissal. Other aspects, T guess, fram
my own training in the law influenced me. I did a lot of prosecution,
i knew how the defense worked, and a lot of examination and I just
felt that during the course of the process that if we were really af-
ter the truth that it would came out and I would have no hesitancy to
adopt procedures calculated to bring it out. I made that clear, I
quess, initially when I supported Jenner. Railsback and I were I
think his only deferders almost from the start. He got off to a very
bad start initially and almost before we got back from Chistmas vaca-
tion he was in trouble with the Cammittee and I think that Railsback
and myself were the only two who would consistently stand up and say
that you know that these things have got to stay in and that what he
id doing is right. I think the other thing was the early vote on the
sending the subpenas to the President when he didn't comply. The
vote would have been a 19 - 19 split, and that was when where I felt
that I didn't really have much choice but to vote for it because I
felt that many if not most agreed that in fact the President had not

- fully complied. Again they saw it as a political ploy and a setting

up of the President for future count or allegation of an impeachable
offense and implied that no Republican should support that. There was
a long conference that afternoon, I can't recall the date, was it April,
or March and I think most agreed that he had not complied. That we at
least ought to give him the opportunity to see where it goes from

here. I made a suggestion that what if I sent my own letter to the
President setting forth fully why I don't think it's compliance. And
they said no. Then I came back to my office and wrote that letter any-
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way and submitted it that night which went down to glorious defeat,
I think 27 to 11. And then I cam to the ultimate choice of whether
or not I felt that there had been campliance and clearly it was no.
I was disappointed with my colleagues, frankly, vhen the vote came
down - they saw fit to say no as far as sending the letter and I
didn't like being put in the position of being the only one, but
given the alternative of saying yes, he had camplied in essence, I
really didn't have that much choice.

Another man has made the remark that Geral Ford at his hearings for
Vice President, had brought his life to the Committee, whereas Nixon
had sent his lawyers. Do you think that's a justifiable dichotamy?

Well, I wan't all that pleased with the Ford hearings, quite frankly.

I think, again going back, you want to know why I was always pegged __ j
as an odd one, go back to the Ford conformation hearings. I really ) /(/,/Q'
don't think the Republicans were interested in going into facts deal- '
in with the qualifications, cause he vas one of ocurs, they had known 7\{ ’
him, they were frinedly to him and they had known him to ke a good

man and thatwas it. But, if you go back and look through the records

of the Ford confirmation, I think, that you would be surprised at some

of the questions being asked by our side and even on the other side.

In fact, I was criticised by same of my colleagues for the types of
questions that I asked, and I can recall of being rather tough on

Gerald Ford in same of the questions especially under the notion of

taping. We had a rather sharp exchange at one point. I can dig that

out, I saved that portion of the Ford confirmation where I was troubled
abtout the judge. I gquess that was really the first real point of dis-
content on my part with my colleagues that I felt that rather offended

and outraged by the notion of setting up a meeting between a presiding
judge on the case and a secret meeting and discussing it or even not .
in discussing it, but just making a proposition offer of the director- =
ship of the FBI. I felt that was one of the most serious allegations, :
frankly, that had comre out during this entire time and I wanted to

know what CGerald Ford's attitude about that was, and he initially

passed it off lightly and said well I don't think it was actually an

offer to promotion, I think it was a demotion and I recall not being

too satisfied with that. We had a restriction the first day, it was

five minutes, I recall, and I didn't really have time to go into it

with him, but when I cam back the second day, when we had ten minutes

and I went back to that point, he said he was just trying to inject

sare levity and I appreciated it. But really wanted to came back to

what he felt of the ethics in that situation, and again he said he

was concerned about it, but he didn't feel that it amounted to that

much as I recall. I quess I used that opportunity to make a little

speech about what I thought about it and it caused a little strong
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language ketween us but I know that Hutchinson was not too pleased
with my remarks, I got some static on the floor for it.

To you, was it similar to a juror acknowlecging that a position fram
the federal covernment had been offered to him?

Yeah, I felt that an individual approached in this wav was wholly inde-—
fensible. Rememnber, I carried on like Faust, I can remember, I said
Mr. Ford, I have a cuestion following up what Seiberling said when the
Ellsberg case was dismissed. You expressed some regret that the pro-
secution went awry because it obscured the fact that Ellsberg stole ,
government documents and had them published. I ask you about Mr., Erlich- -
man visiting Judge Burn twice, arranging meetings to discuss the possible '
appointment to the FBI directorship position. And one meeting in which
the President dropped in to say hello. Could it be considered in your
opinion unethical or illegal tampering with the judicial process?

Then Ford's response, saying he considered it to be a demotion rather
than a pramotion. But I'm more concerned with the ethics involved in
talking with the presiding judge in the course, of perhaps one of the
most major trials of this decade which indicated, at the very least,

lack of discretion and perhaps poor judgment. 2And I said I would like
to express my own reaction to this, it's one of the most singularly
destructive acts of the judicial process that I can think of because

I think it was calculated to influence the impartiality and neutrality
of the presiding judge in one of the most historic cases of the

decade. It brought to mind another quote, and I want on to John
Mitchell's statement -- watch what we do, not waht we say. They got
pretty heavy....

In other words, it illustrates two points: your reaction to Ford's
answer and also another reason so early on you were looked upon as—

I gues I provoked some of the senior members of the Cammittee, on my
side, perhaps, with that kind of question and did the same throughout
the hearings on the Ford conformation. I took a rather aggressive
role in questioning witness, and because I felt that it was treated
as sort of a pro forma thing and no one was really giving that much
thought to the historical implications of the 25th Amendment. MNot
just because it was Jerry Ford they knew and loved, but what's the
test we're going to use?

McCall's magazine quotes your wife as saying you were "most" upset
by the IRS evidence and by the Judge Byrne incident. Is that correct? -

Well, I had been inwvolved in a case where the prosecuting attorney
had a unilateral meeting with the judge to discuss an item and it went
through three or four years of court procedure and finally helped get
a case reversed at the circuit level, so perhaps I was a little bit
more sensitive on that issue than some of the other members of the
Committee. Others didn't see it as that. Chuck Wiggins, for example,
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will take the attitutde that in that case no federal judge can ever be
approached for a position within the govermment without being accused
of compromising his position. I think you draw distinctions when you
take the Ellsberg case with as much notoriety as that had. I wanted
to see him prosecuted too, he should have keen prosecuted for taking
ard revealing goverrment secrets, but he should do it within the letter
of the law and the spirit of the law. So I wanted to see him prose-
cuted and I think that they interrupted and they intervened with the
judicial process and it is really one of the abuses that I found so
offensive and in fact, I had even suggested that we should call Judge
Byrne in to find out why he went after the initial approach. The
second approach was samething else.

Okay, vou do recall February and March of 1974, when the Committee
staff, the Vhite Fouse and the Department of Justice staff issued
reports on "What is an impeachable offense.” How and when did you
arrive at what is an impeachable offense? Do you recall what that
memorandum that circulated is?

I recall. After reading it, the first thing I read was the collective
materials on impeaclment, then went back and read Benjamin Butler's
definition and so forth, and read almost all the cases and cammentaries
and Storey and everybody else. I think I became satisfied fairly
early in the investigation that an impeachable offense wes not confined
to a criminal offense and T recall it was Noton &nd he came in one
day and said what's your Committee doing and I said we are trying to
define an impeachable offense. There are those who argue it must be
strictly construed and I gave him a very long esoteric discussion

of the polar extremes and there are those in the middle and I added
light-heartedly that perhpas it's like Frost said about love, it's
indefinable but it's urmistakable, I'1l1 know it when I see it. Well,
the New York Times for consideration of space or out of malice, I'm
not sure, cut off my long dissertation and they quoted me as saying
that impeachment vas like love, it's indefinable, but it's umistake-
able, and that was reprinted in every paper, and it got to be a joke
calling all impeachments like love. So I learned a good lesson from
that, not to make statements of that nature. I think that earlier on
after reading the selected materials in the cases that I was open to
be persuaded the other way. But I was personally satisfied that the
meaning of impeachable offenses was not confined to crimes.

You say in your opening statement, cuoting Somers in 1690, that it is
extraordinary, somethin not lightly used. Do you consider it to be an
integral part of the check and balance system? Extraordinary but in-

tegral?

Well, it's the ultimate weapon, it's the ultimate resort that Congress
has. If the aluses became so great there is no alternative. I
suppose an integral part, but I suppose it's like the nuclear reactor
system that you have, you don't push that button until it's the very
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end and I think that's the way we approached it, with a kird of
fear that we all had about vhat are the implications of it. 21l
you have is what I call is the color chromatic image of heroes, and
heretics and demagoques and demigods dependina upon what your poli-
tics are.

In looking at this, is there a degree of belief when it comes to a
standard of proof, clear and convincing, beyond a reasonable doubt?

Yeah, I cam to clear and convinving as a test. I thought it had to be
more than simply probable cause for the reasons tnat I said.

Was that even before Mr. St. Clari suggested that clear and convincing
standard?

Yes, I was prepared for it. I thought it different than a grand jury
situation, particularly in view of the fact that was being conducted
partially in public. This really was to ke differentiated from it;

it had certain facets of a grand jury investigation, but by the very
nature of everything being publicized in the evening news, it approached

.civil proportions and civil test and I thought in view of the impli-

cations of what it means, you just don't lightly put a President on
trial based upon prokable cause. It has to be samething more than the
next standard test to be clear and convincing. Propondence of the
evidence would ke the next test, I quess, but I went even further than

that.

You have said that there were two standards of judgment, the facts and
the Constitution. Well, let's pretend that you have the facts and you
have the Constitution - now about it if the American people had not
agreed? In other words, that it was simply not sellable, wasn't so
believed? 1Is that a third standard of impeachment?

Not to me it isn't. No, in fact I had fully prepared myself not to
core hack to Corngress, if I didn't think it would ke acceptable to my
constituents. I don't know what the result would have been had the
President not resigned and had this matter gone on or had I been

asked to be a prosecutor. There was talk about that at the time.

A manager in the Senate?

A manager in the Senate, if there were to be a conviction. I had a
violent reaction when that story came up back in my district. Saying
it's not enough that he's a judge, now he wants to ke a prosecutor.

And what I said wvas that I would have to give it a very long serious
consideration before I would ever agree to do samething like that. Many
people dropped off the emphasis that I had placed on it. I didn't
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This is the second interview with Congressman Cohen - present
are Congressman Cohen, Steve Lynch, Tom Mooney, June 20, 1975,
approximate time 1:45 p.m.

The special prosecutor last time, that's the copy of the article
that I was referring to. The other thing, is I believe the Ios
Angeles Times. I'll make a copy of this - this is the article

to the Gloke, it will be ccming out on the Fourt of July or on
Nixon's the anniversary of his resignation. But I thought it might
be of interest to you.

It will, indeed.

I don't know if you need that material or the Ford conformation or
not - the whole thing about Judge Byrne?

Itlﬁ.rﬂctlntis—lﬂﬁmkﬂﬁthysafomﬂatmnfdrsmreofymm
thinking in that area. It started considerably earlier.

Let's see, pages 44, 45, 81 and 82 and 83 - that's some of the
stuff on Ford.

I'll get that out of my book, very gocd.
I think that covers the tone, the'typejof examination I would conduct.
Yes, indeed. - -

I think I recall running around trying to find that book for yod’
during the Ford proceeding.

We left off last time with the mechanics of the coalition. Coing back

to when you first recall being approached and by whom and how you

ended up in Railskack's office and I would like to direct your atten~-
tion, if I may to, section "Chronology" in your book. It was diffi-
cult to try to put this all together, as far as the different meetings,
vhether or not they occurred in some instances and then who was present.
I didn't write down the notes that I would have norar " "y taken as a coun-
sel to a subcommittee. Things bkeing as chaotic as they were, I tried

to primarily get the substance as far as what people were saying.

. Looking at Tuesday morning July 23, my recollection is that you were

very definitely there and would you want to cament on your J.mpres-
sions of that first meeting in Rallsback s office.

I guess, I was surprised at how many were there and who were there.
Obviously, Railsback wou_ld be there, I thQught, Flowvers were and pos-
sibly Thornton. I don't recall if I know whether Mann would be

there, I didn't expect to see Butler there. Mr. Froehlich wasn't
originally there at the 1st meeting, he arrived later. I just recall

——y o o o i e e
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the casualness of it, I guess. I walked through the door arnd I
went and sat down behind Tam's chair. Someone flipped me, I guess it
was you, flipped me a coffee roll.

I did, it was a Danish or scmething.

A Danish, and I was sitting behind there. Tom had that long table
in front of his desk where everybody was sitting down and I was sit-
ting back

And everybody gathered around you.

I just kind of was impressed with the spirit of the place, it was

very casual, "well, let's just sit down ard see where we are,”

it was very informal. If you shake it all déwn, I think that was
Flower's expression, if you take a bag upside down and dump it all out
what have you got? Is there anything that we can agree on that consti-~
tutes an impeachable offense. I think that we discussed Jack Brook's
impeachment articles that we thought were preposterous as drafted

and could not be supported by any of us there. We just started a very
informal way of saying what our arguments are and what is troubling to
all of us and I think that.is about all that I can recall of that meet-—
ing.

Did you expect to see samebody there who wasn't there? Other members
of the Camittee maybe?

Was Ham Fish there, was he at the first meeting?

Yes, he was. _ -

I know that we were. There was sane concern on whether we should in-
vite McClory. He was pretty inhumane of us to say no, but Tom felt
under same obligation to inform him of what we were doing.

On Wednesday, I think I made a mistake here. I definitely recall you
being there Wednesday morning when the Subcamittee met and they star-
ted to hash out the different drafts, Wednesday afternoon it was very
chaotic as you recall. 7:30 p.m. on VWednesday the debate was

supposed to start. And they gathered in Railsback's office at approxi-
mately 2:30 p.m. The meeting started and in my initial reaction I did

- not include you in taht meeting but on second thought, this cames back

WsC ~

and I would like to search your recollection on that. It was at this
meeting that we received a plone call from Frank Polk, wherein Frank
said that he wderstood there ' are a numker of members gathering and
and actually drafting articles and that he would like to advise us that
he was drafting an article for Mr. Clory ard vanted to know whether or
not McClory could come over something and I went back to that group
with that message and my recollection is that you weren't there at that
time,

I think that I missed one of the afternocn meetings.

. e e g———
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I ¢ame back and I gave them the message, that Mr. McClory
was workling on an article too and whether or not he could
join or what not and there was comsiderable discussion at
that point but it was decided by the group that they would
send over their work file at the date to McClory to look at,
here it gets fuzzy.

I came in late I think that day.

Okay.

I did come in cause we were discussing how we were going to
carry 1t out that night and still working on the assumption
that all this backup data would be available we got through
article one and then we figured that we wouls stilIl have
enough time the next day to get through article two. We
wouldn't finish the debate that evening on article one so
we thought we would have some time as, . I ‘recall, not givein
any thought to the strategy of Sandman.

Do you recall when you learned that the Coalition had sent
over to McClory a draft of its work? Did you learn that as
you came 1in late? :

I wasn't too concerned, McCIory didn't matter to me whe:;;:\

he started or what he did. I just figured that there
was a wasted effort to begin with. It was a case of ~i~—’//)

well I don't want you to record this so I won't say it I
guess. . ’

I think that it's already been recorded 'by other members,
your reaction is what I'm after, your reaction to the news
the draft of an article had been deélivered to McClory? Do
you recall any statement that you might have made?

Does someone else recall a statement that I made?

Several sources. (very much jumbled talk and laughter)
In particular you were very vocally concerned that 1t was
let out to Mr. McClory who you thought at some point might
have a tendency to disclose it to people that might not
beas interested in what we were doing as you would hope.

I'm sure that I said something, but I can't remember
what I said though ~- what did others say that I said?

Well they say that you actually said that you were very
alarmed that when it was sent to McClory it's as good as
printed in the Washington Post the next morning, you said
it's as good as out, it's public.

- e e e

——
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Why when MCClory didn't want any part- of that particular
group, we had communicated to him. That just troubled me,
I guess. '

Do you recall being at that afternoon meeting?
Only briefly. I know that I didn't go on time?

I know from my recollection you came in late. You came in
late and you nodded and you were there working for awhile
and then you had somehow learned, discovered that the McClory
had received the draft. And my recollection that at: that point
you expressed some discomfort at letting that out.

I'm sure that's true. As to what they say I said, I have to
reserve the right to disagree. Tone it down, I don't know
how we are going to write this thing up but he was not one
of my favorite subjects of the Committee. I was upset with
his attitude during the course of the examination that we
talked about last time where O'Brien would make a statement
that I thought was the first time that he had learned any of
this and the transcript is sitting there and McClory is asking
him a question, and gave the impression he was just getting \
into it, right? That sort of question offended me, I guess.

Goling down through these meetings, do you ah, there were two
evening meetings, dinners, that you had at the Capitol Hill
Club. The first I do not have you listed as being present,
Thursday, July 25th, this was after almost at the completion
of debate, but I think that debate was still going on and i
prior to the Friday dinner that was so chaotic. What wer
were doing at this dinner was putting the final touches on e
article one, Hogan was there for the first time, Frank Polk
was there for the first time.

This isn't the night that Diane and the boys were with me,
was it? : '

No, I think that was the chaotic night.

That's ritght, I don't think I was at the meeting before then. ;

Then the third one Friday morning you recall the Sarbanes
Substitute was introduced and all afternoon on national TV,
Mr. Wiggins and Sandman were attacking the substitute. At
6 o'clock the full committee recessed for dinner and we moved Pe
over to the Capitol Hill Club. Would you just give us your ‘
personal recollections of that meeting?
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WSC - As you say, it was fairly chaotic and the group was in
disaray. It had been routed by Sandman and Wiggins and I
thought justifiably so; I agree with what Sandman was saying.
'I was pretty disgusted with our staff that to think we had
gore through this process of drafting these articles and had
nothing to substantiate the points. There seemed to be no
response that anyone wanted to develop at that meeting, and
I think that finally I said well "Damn it I'1l1l draft article
one myself if I have to stay up all night to do it or what
ever it was going to take, but it better be ready by tomorrow.'
I did say something to that effect.

T - Oh, you did indeed. You looked over at me and you rattled off
to wit and etcetera. :

WSC - I just couldn't understand why they had not done this --
¥hy we had been laboring under the misaprehension it was
going to be done and we basically were looking quite foolish.
Some members wanted to say they are taking the wrong position
but I felt that Sandman and Wiggins were right. '

TM - Did you feél' that the Coalition or its work product was in
danger at that point?

WSC - I thought the whole thing was in danger at that point. And
4t was a question of being publicly and nationally embarassed.
Thatyou go through a aine-month investigation and then have
Sandman who hadn't said a word during the entire nine months
sudden] say well where's the evidence, will you.give us an-
example, If you had to indict a man you would set forth a
b ¢, give such and such, why do you say that he's abused his
powers? For example? And just fundamental law, I think, that
they were raising and we weren't there. One of the things
that I had always prided myself on as a practicing attorney,
I was always prepared. Always did the work myself, here I got
in the situation that somebody else was doing the work and it
wasn't there. And we were at bay. I wasn't too happy about it.

SL -~ You talk about the staff, it is really amazing but I think
that they got to that point and didn't provide anybody with
any information. When you wanted to go to somebody, who did
you have to go to, just Doar and that was it, could you have
called someone right away and say listen we need this or who
are the experts in the area?

WSC - I never really had much access to the staff at all. I went

' over I remember, a number of occasions to the headquarters
and they would provide me with various books that were
there but I never really felt much liberty to call on the
individual members for research at a given point or whatever.
I pretty much relied on Doar's presentation, what he had there.
The interviews I went over and read myself and also relying on
past testimony of the witnesses, I didn't really rely on the

individual members.







™™

WsC

™

WscC

™

WscC

B

WwScC

™

‘WSC

™

wsc

™™

wWsc

““"gotng to insist on his motion, then they-would yield to me,

Cohen - 29

The motion to strike by Flowers. Did that come out of the
meeting do you recall?

We had agreed that night that I would be given article one, I
guess one facet of 1it.

Yeah, it was about nine sub_parts, I believe.

We just agreed generally that we were going to divide it up. -
We didn’'t see what the justifications were, we got them first .
thing the following mormning, but nothing that night. Saturday,
I have to go back to my notes to find out what time in the
morning that I came in. But I got those in the morning and
then I went over them and changed it somewhat. Then we agreed
that morning upon the strategy. ‘We assumed that Saundman was

then when he backed off, Flowers picked it up. And they just
yielded to me,

Do you recall a meeting in Railsback's office, Saturday,
July 27th between 10 and 11:30? I believe Hogan was present
and Polk.

Hogan was at the first meeting, wasn't he? He wasn't there.

My notes indicate that Hogan never joined the group but he made
his press conference,. ;

One day earlier, Tuesday.

On Tuesday, the first day we met, and he never joined the group.

until Thursday evening for dinner, at the Capitol Hill Club, the

first dinner.
I didn't go-to that dinner.

You missed that dinner, to my recollection. Do you know why
you lssed that dinner, do you recall?

No, I don't recall.

Let's go to that Saturday, I believe thate was a meeting on
‘Saturday following the Friday which we had taken the beating on
national TV, Railsback's office, I believe, to work and discuss
the actual drafting of article two.

I don't think that ¥ was at that -- I didn't really have that
much time. Once they had divided up the work on the part of

. the Coalition between Ham Fish and Jim Mann and me and Ray

Thornton, I don't recall my working. I really don't work a
great deal with anybody else on anything, rather alone.
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I've noticed that over the years.

Over the years, I guess I personally out of habit I tend to be
a loner most of the time and I just do not get involved in
work groups, work group activity. So maybe that was it, once
I knew what I had to do then I just assumed that everybody '
would do what they had to do on their own and I didn't need to
be there, unless it was absolutely necessary for me to go, I
don't think I did and that's probably been true with everything
I've done here. Unless I really have to do it, I don"t like
to sit around and engage in really philosophical discussions,
I knew what I had to say and if they needed it fine, but other
than that I've got other things to do.

Before we move off of this issue, just the adjective has

been used to describe the coalition as "fragile."”

That's Railsback's. You recall he used that the first time
during. the discussion on Article III and on Cambodia. He 1is-
a member of that "fragile Coalition" and had some second
thoughts, something to that effect. And T recall I spoke
shortly thereafter that as far as this member was concerned
that coalition wasn't very fragile and that no matter what
happens with the article I intended to remain.

You know I don't recall that, really.

Oh, yes, that's from the debates, I didn't agree with that notion |
that it was fragile and futhermore it didn't really matter to
me whatever it was. When I walked into the room I was full of
surprise and a little bit of relief saying that at least you're \
not alone and there are some other people who share your views
as well. That is always comforting. But by that point it
really didn't matter to me whether Railsback stayed in or

stayed out or what anyone else was going to do, I had already
resolved myself as to what I was going to do. And I just didn't
want Tom to say the characterization of being '"fragile."

Number 11 deals with involving drafts of artilces one and two
the last week, and we've got primarily the project down at
Hilton Head, when the group gets together and try to discuss
the drafts, some of the thinking of what was going on --

Well, doesn't Jim Mann have copies, we each have copies and
they were all initialed and we turned them in cause I wanted

mine back.

I've got a couple of yours, with your name on them.
S
Now that you remind me of it, this was probably my reaction | é
to sending over to McClory that here we went through this f .
whole process of turning the drafts back in, initialed them \ \%%i
and make sure that we keep them in one spot, so it’'s not v
disclosed and then they turn around, after we go through all |

o
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this work and send a copy over to McClory who wasn't a part %7
/

of the group and I thought that was kind of inconsistant to
say the least.

Maybe just one other point in recalling the final week, the
intensity of the work, the pressures, the press, the phone
calls, we may have covered this a little bit earlier but just
a comment on the pressures, time wise and otherwise, that you
may have been under that week? :

I would have to go back and look through my notes and my day-
books in terms of what I was doing during the course of that

time. The pressure was building vp following Jenner's state-
ment on the preceeding Thursday or Friday?

When was that Steve?

The Saturday, the 20th, after Garrison was through with his
presentation.

The 20th of July.

I guess my own position at the. time was one, I was disappointed,

I was angry, at what happened those final days, Railsback and
I came late to a Republican Caucus, we walked in and were
advised that they had just taken a vote to replace Jenner with
Garrison as counsel and each of us said, please record me as

being against that, but we 'were the only two, Ham Fishk may have
been the third, but I think that we were the only two that said

no.
There is no record of that. ~

No record of what?
This caucus, wasn't it a Republican Caucus?

I see what you mean, but that's what happeneéd that morning.
And when Garrison made his presentation, I can recall making
some public statements about 1t. The press came and siad what
do you think about this -- I tried to gloss over it without
getting into any contest on it. But the whole shift of things
during the final days in terms of what was taking place, built
considerable pressure I thought. I've really got to go back
and look at my notes on what I was doing. It would be more

"helpbull I think. As far as the pressure, I wrote my speech

the night before it was given. I was up until about 2:30 or

3 o'clock, as I recall with Diane, and just sat up and just
talked to her on what was going to take place. I think she
went to bed around three o'clock and then I started writing it
and then that's when I started reading, ahh, I had a copy of
the Federalist and I was reading through that and was going

back through it. And I started writing about 4:30 or 5 o'clock

in the morning.

oy
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I was nervous because I couldan't hear and I couldn't tell if
my voice was loud enough. I was perspiring rather profusely.
at the time. It was a very uncomfortable feeling, the know-
ledge that this was my statement to the people of Maine and I
couldn't hear it. It unsettled me and all, but it was well
received I guess. It switched everything around as far as
public attitude was concerned.

Do you remember on the day before, the actual vote, do you
remember your immediate reaction? .

Let me come back, Steve. I remember I felt so bad when I got
back here, it was on Monday we were bringing article two, and

.1 can recall that there was one point where I found myself

getting a bit strident which I rarely do. I hadn't done at
least while I'd been down here. But I recall during part of
the debate on Monday I got into that bit, "Isn't this amazing,
isn't that amazing." I was being overly sarcastic and I was
getting so fed up some of the arguments that were being made.
But Normally’it would not have gotten me. The problem was

that I could hear just a little bit that day but I couldn't
really; I had to do some lip reading, I couldn't really hear
everything and I felt my eyes, I was pretty hoarse at the time,
bad voice, felt lousy and I think that contributed to my little
bit of stridency. I felt bad about it, and I said something
about the American Goulag akaug Pelligo. I think that was on
~the, that was on Monday. I think there wez a little bit

of over statement there, but I had been reading that book and
it had come across. All the President's Men I read twice,

but there was a section in there where Solzenick starts

talking about the fea that was being generated by the police
tactics about coming to the door and dragging the citizens

out and after awhile, he said you just became so apprehensive
about when they were coming, you wait and wait, you finally
thank them for coming to finally end this kind of terror.

of waiting. There was something similar to that in All The
President's Men when a secretary went out to that lunch with
Bernstein and the fear she went through just being seen with
one of them and when she got back, the word had already

gotten back to the White House that she had been at lunch with
one of them. It was that kind of thing. I think it struck

my mind that here are the seeds here, you're being watched
constantly and that's what prompted that statement about ‘the
faint spector of an American Goulag akaug Pelligo. It was a

"bit overstated, I think that was just because I was irritated,

sick.

Do you remember your immediate reaction right after the vote,
that Saturday night? It's interesting in a couple of inter-
views so far of the members of the Coalition, they said one
of the things that struck them was that some of the members
of the Committee were acting, in other words they had been




Cohen - 36.

SL - preparing for quite a while for the TV cameras for that vote, and
that sort of upset them at the time --

WSC - I felt that was true. Well I dide"t, I wasn't one of those who
cried. I guess I felt 1like the deed is done type of thing.
Measuring up to this, what you had to do, doing it and not feeling
particularly happy about 1it. Kind of wishing why did I have to be

"in the middle of all this, but it's over and I'm satisfied that I
did the right thing. I had no regrets about the decision itself.
‘I guess it's something you come to the end of a long ordeal and
it's finally over. And the hardest thing is to get over the first
step I guess. I guess we're all struck by the historical impact
of that that was going to have, the historixzal and contempory
impact. And you are saying okay, the deed is done. It is kind of
a sense of relief that you made the decision and it's done. Now
it's irreversable and it is over. But I felt that there was an
awful lot of acting in terms of the members of, not so much on our
side but on the other side, there was no acting on Chuck Wiggins
part. He really deeply felt that, and when his head dropped when
he heard the vote, that's Chuck Wiggins. But when some of the
hired partisans on the other side who were feinting. I thought
that their emotions were disgusting. That may be ungracious on
my part. You just know that there wasn't too much room for
sympathy or empathy or anything else for Richard Nixon.

SL - We were asking about article one and two, now what about article
three?

WSC - You mean McClory's article three?

SL - Yeah.

I had no intention of supporting that because I just felt that you
can't rarify a failure to comply into an article of impeachment.
If we had cited him for contempt, if we had been up to that, which
we didn't; Then I think it could have been an article of impeach-
ment. But I had preferred and had announced for some time all
along that he had failed to comply with our subpeonas and I would
simply draw the negative implication that the information was
damaging and that would be persuasive with me. But unless we

were willing to bring a citation for contempt so that the House
could pass upon his failure to comply, then I just think we could
not raise it to an impeachable offence.

WscC

‘SL - In your assessment of the various offenses presented, what role did
.the offenses of past President's play?

WSC - Well, none. You mean Andrew Johnson?

"SL - - Any of the past Presidents.

WSC - You mean what action on the part of all past Presidents in the fied
of abuse and so forth. It really wasn't relevant fact to me. I
had lots of mail on this thing saying look at what Kennedy did,
look at what Johnson had done. And I said yes that's true, but is
that the type of conduct that we want to rectify and say these are
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WSC - We not enter upon a history of a period rich in disaster, gloomy
with wars, rent by sedition, and savaged at its very hours of
peace, ceremonlies of religion are violated, the sea is crowded
with exiles, informers are rewarded with detestable wages and he
who has no enemies, destroyed by his friends, -- then I go on,

I say that the sea is crowded with exiles witn the author refer-
ring to the Vietnam refugees, informers are rewarded with detes-
table wages is the author referring to John Dean or Jeb Mcgruder
who draw some $3,000 per appearance in reaping royalties and so
forth. I point out some of the inconsistencies in our society.
They have the responsibility for that, if they want to pay $3,000
it is sort of like an x-rated movie -- it appeals to the purient
interest without informing very much. As far as whether it is
good for the country, I don't know, it's too early to tell, but I
think it has hac a good effect upon the country as far as what. the
meaning of the Constitution is and redefining our allegences and.
what that article is all about I gave you. As to whether or not,
this is not what we are writing about, whether ultimately we will
cleanse our system or stain it, it's too early to tell.

TM - Why did you wait until May of '75 to make a decision to tape your
recollections and your role in the Coalition?

WSC - Well, I think it's going to be important looking back, 50 or 100
vears from now. As we look back over the .Johnson impeachment for
som illumination and help and guidelines, and so forth. I think
that's important -~ an important part of our history that the
public understand how this all came about. I told you I'm writing
something of my own cause I want one day to disclose how in my
mind it all really happened, nto what everyone else saw and all the
public posturing, but how I think it all came together. So I think
it's important, it's important someday someone have this, I'm not
sure that now is the time as far as I'm concerned. Because I
think it would be lost in much of the junk that has been written
about Watergate and about impeachment and that is not what I want.
I would like to see someday that -everone, each of us, write our owp
stories as how we came to our separate versions of what was right.
Did you take a look at the copy of the article that I gave you?

SL -~ I was just glancing at it.

WSC - Right, well take a look at that. Just the opening line is that
I talk about this very thing that people tend to preserve the best
recollections of ourselves and now I started to put some other
comments in there about how amused I am that they now point almost
the Byzantine strategies concocted by O'Neil and Rodino and Doar
to somehow crack the consciouses of the individual members and its
laughable, you know in terms of how they designed to do it, to
crack our consciouses. That had nothing. Their strategies were
going asunder all the time, so many times that their strategies
could have exploded in their faces. And I don't think it had any
bearing whatsoever how each member ultimately came up to his
conclusion.,

™ - Very good, thank you.

WSC - Okay.
END OF TAPE THREE
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