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- But there are still scme people that say, "Walter, you
really did great, but I don't understnad still what you
were doing voting present." There was one, I don't know
if I can describe this, but it is a very significant
occurrence to me on the nicht that Nixon made his-resigna-
tion speech, the news media were, I'm sure, lining up
members of the Committee to be on various programs and I
had been locked in by ABC radio and ABC news and ABC
television to be at the various studios at various times
after the speech. Anyway, this was Charles Sandman and
I on a couple of these things tocether. The program was
I think the ABC news panel, but we left the hotal where
thair studio was, that's where we watched the speech on
television. I think it was that night, in fact, that
we cormented on it afterwards. So we went out there
together leaving the Capitol a little bit earlier than we
needed to. We didn't know what kind of traffic to anticipate,
it was less though, than what we were getting into.
We drove along the roadway out there.where you look across
the tidal basin to the Jefferson Memorial. This is kind of
corny, but I want to tell everything and so I said let's
go over ot it, you know we got a little time, let's kind
of just check in over there, I've been a Jefferson admirer
all my 1ife. We talked about constitutional processes
and this seemed like the perfect time and so we ended up
actually in the Jefferson Memorial in the rotunda there
and that night right before we were going to listen to
the words of the President resigning. And, as you come up
tha steps, there's the excerpts from the words of Jefferscn
which really gave the real basics of what we were doing
on impeaching the President. It was just such a startling
experience for me in that the analogy was so great it
vias a very notworthy experience for me at that time.
I've never attempted to put it down as to what my thoughts were
then, but before we get through with this thing, I'm going
to do that. I don't think Charley had the same feeling,
it was mostly just me and it was my decisjon to go there
and I got just a personal feeling for those basic documents
that is hard to describe but it was so exemplary that
experience. That the system which had become to me and
always has been but through these turbulent months which
we had been involved in this inquiry, the defense of and
the preservation of the system is what become so all-
encompassing, so over-powering. The man that Richard Nixon,
that my constituents felt that I should defend to my dying
day, was not the way I saw it. It was the system, it was
the Constitution.
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WF - That's the way it was on that night particularly. The
impression that I'm going to try to recanture in my own
words before we get through. I mention it now so that
should I forget it...

(VOTE)

WF - One thing that I remember is that one of the members, you
might say a main-stream Democrat, told me on the House
floor one day, that he had early on decided that he was
going to vote for impeachment. Congressman Jim Stanton,
I remember was getting ready, one of the times that tickled
me, to mak2 a speech, a one-minute speech. Stanton went
over to 0'Neill and said "Tip, you're just wasting your
time," he said, "I'm for impeachment, too, but I don't
think Flowers is considering it." Stanton told me that
Walter Flowers got tired of hearing you talk about it on
the Hill, and when Flowers starts talkina about it that's
when I start thinking it might." -- (Laughter).

DFS - When was that, would you say?

WF - Oh, that was maybe in June or something like that. Early
June, maybe May, shortly after we started the public, not
the public, but the actual inquiry. And it occurred to
me, I had not read the Breslin book, but I understand he
gives a whole lot of credit to 0'Neill which I don't know
where that comes from. Frankly, at one point I can remember
Tip asking how thinkgs were going and that's the extent of
it. I don't think Tip 0'Neill had any influence over the
final outcome or the shaping of articles or even the fact
that we reached a decision when we did because if anything
his early pressures on Rodino were to hustle up an early
decision. And I think, quite frankly, had that occurred,
they would have lost the necessary middle of the roaders
that shaped it in the final analysis. .If there is cne
attribute of Rodino, that was his patience. The patience
of Peter Rodino was what really paid off in the long-run..

DFS - Bresling was probably just another fellow drinking Irishman | >4
of 0'Neill, that's all. ,

WFE - I think that's right. (Laughter). I think those were the _
basic things that might not have come out, I made notes on.
I didn't anyway mention all of them. I just leave it to
you all now.
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the guts of the whole matter. I think of the Office of the
Presidency governing of the country, it had to be an important
significant offense. But it didn't necessarily have to be a
criminal offense. Nor did I think any criminal offense would
be necessarily an impeachable offense. In other words, you
could have a criminal offense, it wouldn't be an impeachable
offense, and you could have an impeachable offense and it
wouldn't be a criminal offense. Either one could be exclusive
of the other. '

Involuntary manslaughter, for example.

Right, or running a red light, all kinds of things. Besides,

I didn't think it had to be a criminal offense. I think in

the same vein, I don't know if this comes up anywhere, I think
had a different to some extent view of our Committee's roles
than some of the others. Some people looked upon it as a grand
jury that inquired on the prima facie sort of thing to indict
or vote articles or a House extension. Our Committee's functicn
was derivitative of the House and that's the position the House
was in, I never felt that way. I felt that, and I said this
publicly many times, that in order for me to vote as a member
of the House of Representatives to impeach the President, I
would have to be just as convinced of the evidence that was
before me as I would require if I were a Senator to vote
conviction. I didn't think that the degree of proof was any
less required in the House than in the Senate. Any this was

to the discredit of some people who used it as a crutch that
they were going- to send it on to the Senate and let the

Senate decide. That's a terrible way to shift the burden.

The burden was on us and we couldn't pass it. Now I realized
all along that it would have been different in the Senate
because the defendant, of course, the President, would be the
impeachee, respondent and would have the opportunity to present
evidence which was not necessarily the same manner in which

you would present evidence if the House didn't inquire. The
trial in the Senate would be different. You would have a
better balance in the prosecution evidence and the defense
evidence and that would make a different element before you if
you were a Senator as opposed to a House member. If you were

2 Senator and only had the evidence we had in the House, I
would view it the same way as based on the evidence that was
before me had I been a Senator voting to convict or a House
member voting the articles of impeachment. I can remember

when I would tell some of the media coverage this was my view
and they would give me some kind of hazy look; that wasn't
exactly the way they wanted me to look at it you know.
Throughout, I was impressed with and apprehensive of the fact
that unanimously I think the people covering the inquiry wanted
to see articles of impeachment voted. I can remember remarking
on several occasions to the newsman at the stake out -- they all
got to be friends of ours to some degree -- "Aren't any of you
guys for Nixon?" I don't even think there was a cameraman that
was for Nixon; you know, they had all been pepped and they knew
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exactly where they were. They wanted to get the dirty so-and-so
and there was no balance to it in that respect. That further
determined me not to be influenced by anything on the outside,

I was insistent that there be fairness shown to him. And I said
so on several occasions. And I said so during the public debate
at one point, too.

Did youhave a degree of belief concerning what you have before
you, how much do you have to be convinced, that's clear and
convincing, etc., the evidence? '

Well, I think clear and convincing became my standard as opposed
to beyond a reasonable doubt and by the time we got to the publi
debate, John Doar had adopted that posture clearly and, he
didn't start out that way at all. I think the Chairman's
conception, staff conception, at least on the Democratic side

of it was that we just make a prima facie case. I think they
learned through the initial statements that was not going to
satisfy enough of us to make it a legitimate complaint against
the President. So, clear and convincing became more or less

the standard in my mind, as I think it ultimately ended up in
almost everybody's mind, except for some of them. Maybe it

was their standard, too, but they wazra clearly and convincingly
convinced at I think about 1972. You know, right after the
election. (LAUGHTER)

Harper's quoted you as saying that you would be satisfied as
"beyond a reasonable doubt." Now that shows you were changing
in the next couple of months. ‘ _

Now I remember reading that article. I think they kind of
pushed my position at that time. I don't think I ever felt
beyond a reasonable doubt. I'm not sure of that. But I'm
still falling back on what I said that if I were a Senator

I think I would be satisfied with clear and convincing. = You
know, when you say beyond a reasonable doubt, you almost rule
out any circumstantial case and at the point we were at, even
up to the disclosure on the June 23rd 1972 tape, we were
dealing with circumstantial evidence and disclosure. That
tape came after we were all finished. Some people could argue
that we had direct evidence against the President, but they
had pretty much taken all that, I think, and erased it. I
think we were still dealing in circumstantial evidence up
until after our ingquiry. So, I think this was after I finally
got it all together in my own n’ 1d. '

In your TV statement that Thursday night, you said you'd vote
on two things, evidence and the Constitution. Take this
situation, let's say the facts, the evidence was there, it was
clearly against the Constitution, not a frivolous thing, but
that thirdly, you were not convinced that the American people
so apprehended, so understood it, would that third element be
necessary for impeachment in your mind?
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Yeah, probably. I thought that this was a part of the gymnasti
that perhaps I went through during the public aspect of this
thing. I thought that we had the responsibility after we had
declared to bring the people along. I don't mean if there was
going to be a trial, we should try the case in the public eye.
You get a bend, a line there, of what would be appropriate and
what would not be. I was still preparing to accept the challenc
personally to convince my constituency and anybody else that

I could have any influence upon that what we had done had been
the right thing for the country. Because I was so totally
convinced that we had to do it at that point. That was reached
in a negative way that we would have been more wrong to fail

to impeach than it was to impeach. You know the argument that
the country can't stand impeachment; well, I think we are a
pretty big country and we can stand almost anything. We had
already been through a whole lot, and I believe that we could
suck it up for a little bit more and obviously we could. But
as I said it was not looking for the approval of my own
constituency and it was apparently a mixed bag around the
country and we'd just about as likely have bloodshed one way

as the other, I guess. I didn't think it was the kind of
thing that was going to cause a revolution either way. The
pros and cons were going both ways all over the country.

In your statement, you put a lot of emphasis on Presidential
truthfulness. In your mind, would you say that Presidential
untruthfulness in itself is impeachable or is the substance
of what he is untruthful about?

I think we've had a recent history of certainly more than the
President being untruthful or denying the truth ot us, omission
as much as commission. I think the degree of it was so
appalling. The apparent total disregard of the truth, it was
just what can we tell them that they might believe. "We don't
have to worry about the truth, what can we tell them." It

was so all-pervasive that it all elevated it to another level
of transgression. Anyway, when you kind of shook it all down,
it became obvious to me that you shouldn't even arrive at

any kind of misleading or dealing outside of the truth between
the President and the people. I'm really not so naive to think
that there are periods in international history where you, we
haven't gotten some lying, introduced some things that you know
maybe they lead to prevarication. In terms of the kind of lies
that the Nixon Administration would tell, it just became black
and white, it was not even gray anymore. It was totally black
and totally white. What they were doing was the deepest,
darkest black. '

Well, let's move to something on not such a high level. Among
your friends and family, for example, in the McCall's article

on the wives of the seven members, they are quoting Mrs. Flowers
as saying that you brought your five-year-old to Washington.

Yeah, he was five then, my youngest son.
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Right, and she was quoted as knowing that her husband, you,
were going to go for impeachment. ‘

She didn't know a thing, because I didn't know it then. But
she was up here and we were all at my apartment, which is just
a couple of blocks away, during that time. I no: 1illy commute
to Alabama and they stay down there but she's been up and back
three or four times. We had one of our kids in camp, the
seven-year-old, then the fifteen-year-old daughter, I don't
know what she was up to; I guess she was staying with her
grandmother in Tuscaloosa. So we just came up and they were
visiting with friends around here and the thing had unfolded
with our private meetings and so on and I think that at some
point during that period I came in and said, "Honey, I'm going
to have to vote to impeach the President," and this was really
just a couple of days before we went on publ’ : debates. I
think that when we all faced up to it was that Tuesday morning.
It was almost the same kind of electric atmosphere that morning
that we had that Saturday night later on that week. It was
less formal, we were a friendly kind of thing, we knew that we
were dealing with matters of high importance and we kind of
got to that issue.
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Congressman Walter Flowers, Alabama
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State allegiance here. A lot of my people moved up to
Alabama Ave. (Laughter.)

Mrs. Flowers, would you discuss the case or situation
with her? Did she have any effect upon you?

I don't know that she did. 1 think she's a pretty con-
servative person, but she's never been pro-Nixon. She was
following it very closely, and we talked about it considerably
but she could take what ever point of view it looked like

I wantad her to take to discuss it and then we'd both
repair to cur own carners for the next discussion. I might
be the Devil's advocata on the other side and she knew

that I was not going to declare and never really tried to
influence me one way or the other. I know maybe Caldwell's
wife had a different point of view and they operated in a
different manner. My wife was privy to my thinking on a
day-to-day basis for the last 10 days or so, because she
was up here and was aware of how serious it was to me.

It was that serious and it was obvious that I was thinking
seriously about going for impeachment.

What would be your reaction to our getting the seven
wives together at a very informal sort of thing at Hilton
Head? :

I think it would be very good. She's the one who suggested
that I definitely ought to mention the primary and it is
something that I really picked the thing up at a later date”
and in a quick reflection on it, it very definitely had

an influence on my. The fact that I was to adamantly
refusing to stake out a position until the very end was
partly because of this primary race I had in early spring.
So I think it would be good.

Fine, were there any other people, outside the Congress
now, that you were in communication with or influenced you?

No. As it got closer and closer to the final gun and the
possibility of voting for impeachment became a greater one
for me, (I mean, we're political animals) and as I said

I thought one of our obligations was to lead, and help other
people at least legitimatize what we had to or might do.

I talked with various people and I mean not only people

you know I'd pick one person here and one person there,

but amongst a fairly intimate circle of friends in Tuscaloosa.
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WF - When I would ses t..2m on another occasion, I made damn
sure that they understood that there was a distinct possibility
that I was going t- vote for impeachment and I didn't want . -
it to be a complet shock to them and naturally the people
that I talked to i.. this vein were people that I was fairly
well certain were pro-Nixon at that point. I found a
willingness amongs* the reasonable ones, to listen and
part of it I guess ind I hope was confidence in me and
my own thinking. irt of it was -- I kind of though even
at that stage whic.. was backing up frcm the vote, oh anywhere
from a couple weeks tomaybe a month before, it became
obvious that pecple hadn't really thought about it in terms
of what damage mig~~ be done to the Constitution, to the
system by this gro ), if we allowed it to go unchecked,
the next group mig _: even do it incompletely. -I can remember
putting it to some f my conservative pro-Nixon constituents
that you know this :ime the plumbers broke in Dr. Fielding's
office to get info 1iation that they thought they could use
against Elsberg an-- you don't like Elsberg, I know you don't
But what if next t e there was another regime in power
and they were brea...ng in your Doctor's office to get
information that t*~y might use against you? You know
peonle started thi :.ing about it 1ike that. It did take on
entirely different l!imensions to them and it wasn't "let's
get the dirty comm s anymore," it was "let's protect the
system that protec . me, just 1ike it protects Dr. Fielding's
records inviolate _.d Daniel Elsberg's civil rights." It
becomes an issue 0 principle rather than of person and
that was the way t t I was going to put it from then on -
to the people.

DFS - Steve, do you want o0 go on to number six?

SL.. - Okay, I'd just 1ike to cover one thing, we've covered about
everything else in ‘ive -- threats against you and your
family, did you re ive threats at all during the inquiry?

WF - We got a few obvio crank phone calls. I'11 put it this
way, Steve, nothin I every took seriously. We got some
letters --

SL - What about your fa 1ly in Alabama?

WF - No, nothing, nothi..,. In fact people were exceedingly kind
and thoughtful and didn't really seek us out to bother the
family with it at all. All during this period I was in
Alabama on the weekends. During the preceding couple of
weeks I was not in the greatest of physical shape, but I
did have this lingering bronchial situation that was diagnosed

SO
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prneumennitous. Everytime I coughed, it just sounded like
broken ribs, and the weather was so bad in terms of the
air quality then and stuffy -- even if you'd been well with
the pressures that we were under, it would make you sick.
But I wac sick. (laughs). I'd never been a nervous person,
I didn". ever get nervous or anything like that, but it
did take its toll on my physically and I was a 1ong time
getting back to normal. I guess it was maybe on into

the Tate fall before I ever felt decent again. I put it
off as an ulcer, in just a joking fashion to Cohen one

day, and darned if he didn't use it in a statement that

was on national television. Walter Flowers has got an

eleer. It wasn't too bad though.
T

You didn't 1ike Waldié: - have a scotch durinitthe
proceedings, on TV?

No.

He's supposed to have done that, you know. If you watch
carefully, did you ever watch a replay of, say, Wednesday
night or Thursday night -- He would lean down occasionally
and some people say come up looking much better than when
he went down.

MUCH LAUGHTER.

You know, of course, I was sitting right next to Jerry and
we've been very friendly. I know it was very convenient

for both of us to get out of the room, in the position

that we were in, and I'd go outside just to keep stirring
around rather than just sit there under the hot lights.

They had a television on back there also. I would watch

it on television for a while and come back in and just stir
around a little bit, rather than get stir crazy. He could
have had something besides coffee in that coffee cup. ------

laughter ------- I wouldn't want to say one way or the other.

Given the right circumstances, I wouldn't turn it down.

What information or evidence did you consider either most
helpful or most convincing?

You mean the mode of it or the specifics?

Snecifics.

e e+ ot g

g e mn e o
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- Well, the March 21st tape. The evidence of the initial

delivery of cash to Bittman, Hunt's lawyer, and then all
that was wrappad up on that., Like the telephone calls and
the fact of it, the manner of it which it was, when it was,

you know, the whole bit. I thought that was helpful in the

sense that it was devastating evidence. I guess the other
thing that really remained with me as significant evidence
and kind of capsulized it, is the arrogance and the abuse

of power -- the manner in which Henry Peterson was used.

And he was, his testimony made an impact in this regard.
Kalmbach's did too,"but to a lesser degree than did Peter-
son's. It was Peterson, a civil servant of the highest
arder. He had risen beyond that which you normally think

& career person does in the Justice Department and it was

on merit, a very impressive man and impeccable credentials
and he had honestly been trying to do a good job in this
respect, and he was torn, totally torn. I don't think that
after the fact we could hardly put ourselves in the same
position he was in during this period, when he was being
used and abused by none other than the President of the
United States. The fact of this really, was the most direct
evidence of Nixon's abuse of powar which would come under
article two. The ferreting of information from Peterson

by the Commander-in-Chief telling his lieutenant in the fray
of battle, "you tell me." Now, Peterson had really no
alternative but to tell the President. He told the President,
and what did the President do as soon as Peterson left? --
he brought Haldman and Ehrlichman into the ante room and

he spoon-fed them everything that Peterson had toid him,

not with a view towards -- "let's straighten this out -
boyd, let's get it ship-shape” but it was a view towards
patterning their defenses, getting their stories in a way
that would sell. This was a sticky situation to me, and

I just couldn't get away from thinking about it. I had been
one of the larger proponents of taking more as opposed to
less Tive testimony. I remember when the initial decisions
were being made as to who would be interviewed, I was shocked
that they were talking about personal testimony, from I
think about five witnesses. I said you mean we're going to
go to bat on this thing without having Chuck Colson in
person? And Colson kind of got to be an issue because of
the principle of the thing to me, and I said "you know we
got to have Colson," but the Republican side proposed 10 or 12
guys, some of whom didn't seem really necessary to me but
because of the Colson thing, I stuck with the larger number
of witnesses. Then, ultimately, Rodino, and this was again



WF -

™ -

- 21 7

patience, his attempt to conciliate to Brooks and some of
them. They thought they were giving me and Jim Mann and
Thornton maybe everything, although I don't think Thornton
really asserted himself as much as Jim and I did. Maybe
Jim did as much as I did, ‘cause Brooks laughed about it -
he is such a funny guy anyway. He said, "you just let
Flowers have everything he wants, there ain't nothing he
can do anyway." I was adamant about Colson. A couple of
others I thought we ought to insist on were Ehrlichman and
Haldeman. I think we could have ultimately got them but
nobody seemed insistent on that. I just couldn't generate
any support for that. I think they ultimately would have
come although they had sent word they didn't want to because
of their trials coming up and all that. But this really
wasn't doing anything with the most important issue of all
and to think we were going to just rely on evidence that
had been deduced in another tribunal, where the issues
were different, the people were different. What we were
relying on mostly was the Senate's word and I'm still
disappointed in the investigative job that our side did.

I think they did a fantastic job compiling, of putting it
together, of timing, they must have a sixth sense about it
because they let us have just enough=tto keep us satisfied.
But I don't think we did enough spade work on our own and
had we done more, I think maybe we could have made a case
out under article five. The tax money article. I think
we could have done some more because we had a great wealth of
information and material that had been accumulated by all ~
these people, in¢luding Woodward and Bernstein and every-
body else. We didn't really do anything but compute it,
more or less. )

You had some Grand Jury testimony --

And we had some other stuff. But it was other people's
investigative work, wasn't it Tom?

A1l of it, I don't remember any original ---

They interviewed a few people that I might have, but it was
the new stuff was the grand jury stuff, wasn't it, that's all
it was. A1l the stuff that came from the various departments
was confidential or secret.

An interesting 1ittle footnote here is Lattimer Pringle
who was forman of the Grand Jury, was a graduate of St. Joe's.
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Is that right?
Pure coincidence.
Is that rignt?
LAUGHTER

Anything else about this general area of information, of
evidence?

Just the tapes -- Do you think they could have built a
clear and convincing case if there had been no tapes?

If there hadn't been the tapes, I think it could have been

done possibly but it would have required far more investigative
work than we did and I can't say that we wouldn't have done .
it. But the tapes were such a key part of it. It just is i
hard to imagine something taking the place of the March 21st
tape or the tape that really developed the interplay with i
Peterson. Everything that becomes really important centered
around the tapes. The transcripts -- we only got them
because there was the tapes. You wouldn't have ever had

the transcripts to go with if you hadn't had the tapes.

Was it necessary to:.listen to them, do you think? Was that
important? As opposed to reading them?

I think you could have gotten it in a transcript. I think
listening to them put an entirely different dimension to
it. In some respects it made it Tighter on the President
and in some respects it was more of a devastating blow.

The tone, you got a real feel for these guys sitting around
in the room and their feet up on the desks and they were
Jjust kind of talking, you know. Early on you kind of had

man for Haldeman, that Haldeman was in charge. Anytime

the subject changed it was Haldeman that led the discussion
over into another area. It was Haldeman that talked in
short sentences to the point, made the point, and then

went on to something else. He'd sum it up. Nixon was

obvious later on that they almost acged as one. They
became almost a part of each other and when one acted, it
was certainly not just with acquiescence, but with full
knowledge and almost in concert, one with another. But
you had a different feel, sometimes, it seemed to help the
President's position that there was this conversation tone
and at other times you got a real feeling for the kind of

T T U A LIRS T T vy ey L
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- arrogance though. This is where it's at and these other

guys are lesser persons that we don't need to consider.”

It didn't help them. The tapes themselves or the material
that was on the tapes were of great importance in the final
out come. I'm almost inclined to say that it would have
never occurred without them. And I think probably that's
the case.

What was your reaction to St. Clair's performance?

W11, T kept waiting for him to do something significant.
Here's this guy with fabulous credentials of a trial Tawyer
and he sat over there Tike he knew something that we didn't
know. We were all getting more and more bored with Doar
and Jenner and the da ta da ta da that --- I don't like
long jokes, or shaggy dog stories, man I just want somebody
to get to the point. I like, sometimes I pick up a book
and I read the last chapter first. I get kidded by everybody
for reading Time and Newsweek from the back - forward,

you know I just want to get into the issue, and then I'11
unveil the other stuff. We just went through the shaggiest
of shaggy dog stories on the thing and we kept wondering
when are they going to tie this thing tcgether. It was
worrisome, it really was. We kept thinking now, St. O :
Clair's to be different, he's going to ream them a new

one. (laughter) -~ I think that maybe it was the most dis-
appointing final act that I've ever seen. There was never
anything really substantive that he proposed or suggested
or put forward. HNever anything that gave a naw twist to it.~
At Teast to me. This was one thing that I think turned

the tide. Here is obviously a talented guy who'd been
hired to defend the President and you can't change the
facts. He didn't have the facts on his side. The best

of lawyers can do no better than the facts given them in
the case to argue. It was obvious that he was not getting
full disclosure from his client. The last go he had at

us when he disclosed something that had never been brought
out before - it was a --

Partial transcript -------

Part of a transcriot, yes. I thought it was a real bad
show. I couldn't believe that they guy was doing it.

Plus it didn't help. Number one, here was a lawyer dealing
with Tawyers and you know you don't say you don't have some-
thing to start off with and find it at the last minute after
the other guy doesn't have a chance to dispute it. It is
suspact. It was suspect. It set him back, if he had made
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- any progress in his presentation he was set back and then

some by that low blow, I'd call it. Additionally, it

didn't help at all. The substance of it, if you could

even look away from the manner in which it was presented,

it was no good. It became obvious later that the President
had insisted that he do that. But he had objected, to doing
it. Mr. Nixon said, "Now you do it!!" It's kind of like:
he told Peterson, "You tell me!!" You know he had no
choice. I think St. Clair was broken by the case pretty
much. It was kind of pitiful in looking back at the final
analysis. Here was a guy, a great lawyer, at least supposed
to be, and he goes to handle the President's defense and
there had really been no defense. I don't think that there
had been a case put forward at all. -

In your opinion, it was Cates that was able to make it a
little less shaggy doggish somehow?

Yead, Cates! Cates was extremely helpful. But nature
everybody 1iked him, he's kind of swashbuckling, a big
handsome guy, a trial lawyer, the facts man, the actionable
facts is what he does not the shaggy dog part of it and

I think he assisted a lot of people. I didn't spend a lot
of time with him, but he was there if you wanted to bite
something off him. We had good access to him, real quick.
He was always available, I think that was a very important
ingredient in any staff work.

On the 28th of June, two important things. -- Rodino's ;

supposed to have made that statement to the Los Angeles
Times, that all the Democrats are going to vote for impeach-
ment. And the other, at the Caucus that morning, I believe,
you and Mann and Thornton indicated and I think Jordan, too,
that you just weren't certain whether a case had at that
point been made and evidently Rodino was surprised at that.
By the fact that you were just not convinced. What were
your relations with Rodino during that time?

Very good: He might have made the statement. I know

Sam Donaldson and I know Jack Nelson and they are honorable
guys and great reporters and Rodino is like the rest of us.
he could get carried away and say -- "I just know all the
Democrats are going to vaote for impeachment." The manner

in which he said it would probably be more "I hope that

they are going to vote for it." I can't help but feel that
no matter what his choice of words.might have been, that
would have been the way that he intended it because at

that point, he didn't know that he had my vote. I can be
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sure of that, because I'd had a number of private discussions
with him. He and I have been quite friendly since I served on
his subcommittee, when he was subcommittee chairman and we worked
together very closely. I just, I didn't want him to be surprised
by my point of view either. Just like I was not going to let

my constituents cast my vote, I was not going to let my Chairman
cast my vote either. That's why at every point in Caucus or in
private discussions with him or anybody else, each time they'd
get this group therapy of "let's bring everybody along" by the
time we got to the end of the session, Flowers would say,

"Now I want you guys to know that I've got an open mind about
this entire thing and I don't know how I'm going to end up."
That very day that this was supposed to have happened I hezd

been talking in terms that I didn't think that a case had been
made at that point. Jim and Ray and I, and to a lesser extent
Barbara, had chimed in somewhat in frustration that the slow
movement of the staff work didn't point in a really clear
direction at that point. We didn't think that they'd really
gotten us anywhere. All we had was generally in the public
domain and we hadn't really improved upon it —-- no investi-
gative work of our own. I think I was disappointed in that

at that point. I remember when this hit the wire, and the great

furor that was caused by it. Rodino was looking for me. He
wanted me. He was going to make a speech on the House Floor
and he wanted Flowers to be over there to agree that he hadn't
said that. I didn't know whether he had said it or not but I
knew that if he had said it, it wasn't a fact because he didn't
have my vote. I could certainly say that and so I had said
something like that, but I said, Mr. Chairman, I have got to

go to Alabama and I was gone to meet a two o'clock flight at
the time that he took to the House Floor to make a little

short speech that the reports were not true. )

Didn't you say that you denied it all the way to Alabama and
back? -

I told him that and then he said that I said that. (LAUGHTER)
wWhat I denied all the way to Alabama and back was that he had
my vote in his hip pocket. (MORE LAUGHTER)

Another thing about the Committee business -- leaks. Now in
your opening statement on TV you said that they were great,
grossly over-emphasized. 1Is that your general view?

Yes. I don't think that there was anything that was leaked
that really made a difference. It was unfortunate because
obviously a couple of people were using this to get a little
publicity. They enjoyed the sneaky conversation here and there
and most of us were trying to be straight about it and it case
the Committee in somewhat of a bad light. It gave those who
wanted to detract something to use as an example. You know,
occasionally when somebody wanted to appear to be fair to Nixon,
they'd criticize the Committee for the leaks. The leaks didn't
really matter, I don't think, one way or the other. That's what
I meant by that.
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I had difficulty in trying to make notes and put the thing
together myself from my recollection. With regard to the
Coalit ", going back before the Tuesday when the Coalition
actually met, your earliest recollection of this type of
thing developing? Maybe even discussing it with somebody?

Tom, I couldn't put a date on it. You know Rails and I have
always been good friends, going back a couple of years. We've
been together on trips, we've played ball together, played
paddle ball together, you know, kind of just knocked around
together a little bit. I was also closest on our side to

Jim Mann probably because we came to Congress together at the
same time. We'd discuss the thing, as we have a lot of things
that would emerge in the Committee. We could help each othexr
where it wouldn't do us any good to talk to Conyers, or Waldie,
or Kastenmeier, not that, they don't react the same way that
we might to various issued. I think earlier that we had had
just a sort of tacit understanding that Jim and I ~-- that at
some point we were going to get together and make our decisions
but until we got to that point it was kind of fruitless to try
to narrow the issues until all the issues were laid out. And
it was the same way in talking with Tom and I think King.

Cohen had a friendship that enabled a discretion there. Caldwel
and Ham came into it, just sort of drifted in somehow or
another. It was kind of hard to say the others were not a
part of our group but they weren't, it was just the seven of
us. In talking to Jim, it was always just assumed that we'd
talk to Ray, too, because I knew Ray geographically, politically.
He had the same basic situation that Mann and I would have and
he was a moderate, independent, liberal, conservative Democrat.
You know he could end up doing what everybody else would based
on the issue. He was independent. Jim was, too. And that's
where I view myself. It was inevitable that we ultimately
coalese. We were forced to just like everything else around
here by the time element. Our timing was forced upon us.

You deal in deadlines, you know, you get an assignment and you
prepare it right. You get it finished right before you get

it don't you? (LAUGHTER)

Well, maybe you don't.

Well, that's right. Or as you are getting it, I remember one
of those statements I made over there. I was reading the first
paragraph and writing the last one. It's all you've got but
we had a Democratic Caucus on Monday evening before our Tuesday
morning meeting and they were all trying to have one of these
group therapy sessions. "We're going to do this, aren't we?"

I didn't declare. I said that "I'm not ready to but I think
we ought to get together, oughtn't we, Jim and Ray?" And so,
we left the Caucus over in Rayburn and went over to Jim Mann's
office and this was 10 o'clock Monday night.
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Were you aware at that time of the meeting the following
morning to take place in Railsback's office?

Yes. - Tom and I had made that -- we had already made that sort
of proposition that we would have that meeting the next morning

That was on Monday morning or afternoon?

That was sometime during the day Monday. We said Monday
afternoon probably, "why don't we get together early tomorrow
morning in your office. We've got a Caucus tonight and I'll
talk with Thornton and Mann and we'll get together early
tomorrow morning." We didn't have a whole lot of time left.

So that's when Ray and I stopped off in Jim's office. We

just sat around with no notes or anything else and we basically
had the same kind of three-way discussion that the next morning
turned into a seven-way discussion. Or eight or nine-way
discussion. We came basically to the issue that we thought
that the evidence was there. It was sufficient. - We had some
concerns, we had some reservations, but besically were prepared
to vote for impeachment. We had put it together right. We
were all planning to go to the meeting the next morning, which
we did. That next morning was the key coalesing of the Coalitio
It was Tuesday morning, I think.

Was there any strategy worked out among the three of you as to
how you would approach that meeting on Tuesday morning?

Not really. It was subject to the personal, subjective feelings
We had come together totally independently. I don't think any
way that anybody could have said -~ "well, I'm gonna be in
charge and do this". It was really like acting as one because
of a single interest. These kind of things don't happen around
here much. It was very, very unique that way. I don't believe
that there was any strategy amongst the others either.

Not that I know of.

Was there any cause and effect, would you say, between the
fact that the Doar articles came out on the preceeding Friday?

There had been all sorts of articles. Brooks had circulated
some articles. There was talk the Coalition came together as

a response to the articles which were unsatisfactory to us.

I think that's totally overrated in my judgment. There was a
whole lot of discussion that what we wanted to get were articles
that would, you know, soft-soap the thing. And, well, that's
exactly the opposite. We were interested in narrowing the thing
to what was the strongest possible proof. But like I said one
time, it's got to be a God-awful offense for me to vote for
impeachment. And I don't want to just cuff him on the wrist,

I want to charge him with the worst possible provable items.
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Because I have got to tell my people that this was significant
enough for me to vote to impeach the President of the United
States. You don't do it for a traffic ticket. We wanted to
put it in language that would be suitable. We just wanted to
narrow the scope down to what we thought was provable and not
be scattered all over the ball park with somewhat tenuous
proof. We wanted it to be strong. But we wanted to be
shootting with a rifle and not with a shotgun.

Would you look at the meetings? You were at the early meetings.
That's my recollection, you were always there it seemed to me.
But there were others that I'm really not sure of.

The first meeting, Tom, I think we were all there. There was
another meeting that I know that Ray Thornton said he was not
present at, I don't know whether it was the next morning or what.
Tuesday morning I would call a meeting on substance, very much
so. The next coupld of meetings we had were on form. On the
form of the articles. Of crossing the t's and dotting the i's.
It's just like I said, "that to me was really not the most
important part." Maybe it's because I'm not really interested
in pleading. I've often said to people when they say you
practice law, and I say, "sometimes, mostly I practice the
facts." I had a professor who said that, insisted on saying
"now as to the facts of the law arises,"” and I think I took

that to heart more than anything else. The facts were the most
important thing here, and that's why I say the pleading, the
articles had to reflect the provable facts and to me it was

less important how we stated it. As for the fact, we stuck with
what we really had him by. ©Not, let's don't hang him by a
string when we can hang him by a cable. I think Wednesday was
more devoted to how we wanted to draft the articles. I was more
passive in that than I was in the facts and than how we were
going to present the case. The meetings at the Capitol Hill
Club became strategy on the presentation of the case. I
remember particularly the Friday evening when I think we were

at an important junction there because we were concerned that
we were not looking good at that point.

The Sarbanes substitute, which was your draft of article one,
was introduced Friday morning at 11:30 or thereabouts.

I thought we were really bad, we lost on Friday.

Sandman and Wiggins -- they were pessimists.
We were losing and we were discouraged. This is where -- to
my mind or attitude at that point -- was we'd been spinning

around here and we'd been letting these guys that are really
not, you know, Sarbanes, and Donohue and these guys, that really
weren't making the case. They were not going to put it over

to the American people because the American people identified
with those of us in the middle. I just was so conscious of

this that I felt that the independence of the seven of us,

give or take a few on either side, was the great middle ground
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that Mr. and Mrs. Average American were looking to to lead them
and we couldn't put that burden off on Paul Sarbanes. He was
for impeachment all along. I may have said this to somebody,

I recollect it anyway, "If we are going to impeach the President
of the United States, we are going to have to do a good, clean
job of it, and it's time we took over." That led to my decision
to make the subparagraph motions to strike if Sandman had not
done it. ©Now this was on Friday evening. The Thursday night
meeting that we put together over to the Capitol Hill Club,

I can remember that one too. I know how nervous Tom was at

that point because he was going to have to make his presentation
later on that evening. His initial presentation. I don't think
he had really thought through completely what he was going to
say. He was very nervous about it. I know at that point, I
didn't know what I was going to say and I was nervous for him
because my time was going to come the next morning at some time
and I didn't know what the dickens I was going to say. Mine

was put together in final form right before I made "=, that

was it. I worked most of the night and I know, my little boy,
the five-year-old, (he's six now,) he was -- you know how kids
can kind of have a feel for what's happening -- he was awake,
too. He was sleeping on the floor. I had a very small apartment
and he was sleeping on the floor there in the little living
room. Every now and then he'd come in and he and I were talking
back and forth, all night long, but my wife was fast asleep.

I was just formulating in my own mind the train of thought,

and I came over real early in the morning, Friday morning and
drafted it in longhand. I wish I had it now but I don't know
what happened to it. I threw it away, if I'd saved it it’'d

be worth more to me than anything. I did it in longhand,
crossing and stuff, just like Abe! (LAUGHTER)

I was just going to ask about Sarbanes, for example. How did

it happen that he and Hungate, who you said were already pretty
much committed or wvery much, why were they chosen? Why didn't

a man like yourself or say Mann, someone who had the independent
image, the middleground image, --

Well, we talked about it. It was that I think that we still
wanted to retain that image until you got the article over with.
I was not prepared to move the adoption of the article because
at that point I was not prepared to indicate my favor of the
article. To some extent we were playing games but they were

- very important games. You know, we almost had a serious flap

over when we were going to vote. We didn't almost -- we did:!
We had a very serious collision over when the vote was going

to be taken. Didn't quite get to the name calling stage, but
it darn near did.

Was that the Kastenmeier resolution?
That's right. Which was a real frustration to me. It was

bkecause a few of them thought that I was going too far or that
we were, the three of us, with me kind of taking the lead there.
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The reason that I was so insistent, and I thought I had Rodino
and everybody's agreement to put off the vote until the final
thing. Jim and I had more or less made that commitment to the
Republicans. We could avoid a vote until after the final thing.
You know, we could have one big gusto, instead of a whole lot
of smaller ones. I remember in that first meeting where we
got at the issue in Tom's office that Tuesday morning. I'm
the one that broached it, I said, "you know, we're talking
about form and what kind of articles. Gentleman, I think the
issue is whether we're willing to vote to impeach the President.
That is what we are talking about, isn't it?" Everybody kind of
looked around for somebody to say something first and old Caldwel

“did. He said "Yeah, that's right." I said, "Butler do you

; realize that every pick-up truck in Roadnoke can be up here

| within three hours after you do it, the same day! It kind of
injected a little levity in it, because I think we were all
concerned about the pick-up trucks being representative of
the Middle American that we wanted to be with us, not that we
were thinking about votes in the next election. We wanted them
to be with us because it was important for the country. And
Caldwell said that yes he realized that. The rest of us were
more than one day's drive away.

We want to move to the actual day of the meeting. Would you
comment briefly on the initial moment of that Tuesday morning
meeting when we got into the room and closed the door and for
the first time there were seven Members of Congress looking at
each other?

Well, we didn't really know where to start. Everybody had their
little testimonial business, sort of. I'm not sure that every-
body did. We just kind of went around the table and different
people said what was troubling them and I think we all knew
that we were all troubled by the same thing. We didn't operate
in a vacuum. We were together day in and day out, for weeks
and weeks, and weeks. We went to guorum calls together,
various people at various times. We walked to our offices
together. We all knew that we were troubled but we were not
committed one way or another. We knew who had declared and who
had not. I think it was inevitable that we come together at
some point and that there weren't many points left. It was a
relief to all of us that we virtually excluded the same

things and we had included the same things. We were all
basically concerned about the same two things. And that was
the actual cover-up and the abuse of power. At some point,
maybe it was the next day, we thought seriously about could it
maybe all be put under one all-encompassing article of impeach-
ment. It's my judgment that it could have been. And it all
could have been included under article two, with article one
just being a very major subheading under article two. But I
think it was, looking back, it is well that we did it the way
that we did. '

But at some point, a question arose at that time, "How the. Senate
would vote on that kind of article." Whether it was several, even

.before the House, whether it could be several on the Floor, and
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But at some point, a question arose at that time, "How the
Senate would vote on that kind of article?” Whether it was
several, even before the House, whether it could be several
on the Floor, and certain parts voted for.

I'm certain that played a part in our final decision, of
course. We talked around a little bit. At times we'd think
the House would and we didn't know. I think we had pretty well
determined that if our group did not vote to impeach, that the
House would not impeach. But at that point, I was not sure
that if we did vote to impeach that the House would vote to
impeach. After the public aspect of the thing and after the
three articles were voted, and after the kind of reception
that we received at the hands of the rest of the Members of
the House, it became publicly obvious that the House was going
to follow our lead. There would be. no dissent. It started,
it didn't take them long to come around either. I think that
based upon just the evidence that we had there, that by the
time the President resigned, that he would have been convicted
in the Senate, too.

Within the Coalition, did what turned out to be article three
play a role? '

For various reasons we were, I think, against article three.

I thought it was just unnecessary over-kill. Tacitly, for

one thing, technically I thought it could have been an article
of impeachment, but I didn't think we'd ever elevate it to that
point by either citing him for contempt or having the House
authorize the issuance of the subpoena. There were a couple

of things that we could have done and gone forward on that would
have made article three in my judgment a viable article of
impeachment. But it wasn't a real major matter to us and I .
think all of us voted against it, didn't we?

No, Thornton voted in favor of it; he was the only one.

Thornton did, well we talked about it because I remember we
talked about it with Thornton. He was sort of either way on
it, and finally came down on the side of it, as voting for
impeachment on it. Oh, well Hogan voted on that one, too,
didn't he?

Yes,
He did. But he was johnny-come-~lately to our considerations.

Comment just briefly on that Friday night meeting at the
Capitol Hill Club, the atmosphere.

Well, it was frustration. We all, you know, we deal in reactions
and whether you're there or not I perceived we were losing the
battle of the hearts and minds of the people at that point.
I think we all felt that way. Some of them wanted to hurry up
and get it, Tom wanted to get it over with. That's what he
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wanted to do. He had renched, spilled his guts already. I
think he wanted to get it over with. I think the others felt
the same way, maybe as much as I did or maybe less, I don't know.
But it was my perception then that we had an opportunity then
that we'd never have again. To bring the people along, because
the audience was there. The American people were watching the
thing and they were glued to it. We'd never recapture that
again, and if we lost them, we might not ever get them back.

We were losing. We had the vote, we were going to vote to
impeach the President, we were all committed at that point,
there was no possibility of that falling by the wayside. But
the specificators on the other side had licked us on Friday.

Do you recall the options that were discussed -- of filling in
or rewriting the articles to include the specifics?

Yes. We decided that it'd be better to talk of offering proof
under the articles as drawn as opposed to that. Froehlich

was one. He was over with us that night, don't you remember?

I don't think he understands how he ended up voting for %g
impeachment himself. I think he just blurted it out. We

were all surprised when he showed up.

So was his District.

Do you recall the next following day you developed a strategy
of motions to strike? .

He talked about that before you came in.
Did you develop that at that meeting at the Capitol Hill Club?

Yes, that's when it looked to me that that was the way to do
it. We didn't have any other really parlimentary method of
getting the floor. We had all used up our five minutes on the
article and in addition to our other general debate t ' ne and
you had to file an amendment to get the floor and this was

‘the method.

Would you comment on the Democrats that were looking at the
articles as they were being drafted?

Oh, Conyers, Brooks, Edwards.
We don't really know who they are.

Yes, well, there is very little I can help you with there. My
dealings on the articles were generally with Jim. Occasionally
in a Caucus with the others we'd talk about it a little bit but
there had been some people kind of kid-gloving it then because
we had had a near explosion over the manner in which the vote
was going to be taken. There was some frayed tempers there and
several of them were giving me a very wide berth. It was a
part of the manuvering. We were all playing the games.
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WF - Kastenmeier still is not sure that I am not mad at him, which
I'm not. I think a couple of them thought that I was going to
let that change my position on the final vote, which, as I said
before, it was too important to let the people decide. I
certainly was not going to react to a disappointment and let
that change the manner in which I was determined to vote at
that point. I think that they were wrong to go back on their
commitment in open meeting. I mean you just don't operate that
way around here and shouldn't anywhere else. I don't think
in the final analysis that it made any difference, but it
could have worked adversely to the political interests of the

:mbers who were in the middle. It could again I was thinking
in terms of the audience and we were on public television and
we had everybody and my concern was that if we voted this .
thing piecemeal after the initial vote that we'd lose it.

We'd " yse the attention of the audience, and I think we did
pretty much. The crucial time was over Saturday night.
Nobody remembers what was said Monday.

DFS - How about the famous and argued-about adjective "fragile"?
Do you think that has any validity? The fragile Coalition?

WF - No, we were united by spirit and we weren't paper thin. I
think we allowed the others to think that. Because you let
somebody think you are having a hard time making up your mind
and they bend over backwards to keep you with them. They thought
that our Coalition required accommodation, so they are going
to accommodate us because they all knew that they had to have
us. We knew that they had to have us and they knew that they
had to have us. We were in the driver's seat. We really were.
I don't think we took unfair advantage. But there wasn't a
whole lot of compromises that we needed to make. Because we
could vote with those other guys on anything and have a majority,
as long as we stuck together.

DFS - How about your own personal reaction on that Saturday night-
after the final vote on the first article?

WE - I was personally more drained physically and emotionally than
I've ever been. It had been the most trying experience of my
life. That day had been a tough one for me because when I
had decided that it was getting screwed up and I was, for
better or for worse, going to take charge as best I could
within the framework of what I had at my disposal and that
was the motion to strike. 2And this went on all day long and
I was kind of in the hot-box. I don't yet know how I did it,
but I got Rodino to let me talk for 5 minutes, at the last
minute. Brooks kidded me a lot about that, too. I was very
emotional at that time and when I walked out of the room after
we had voted and Rodino and I met in the back hall inside the
Committee chambers and I tried to say something to him and he
tired to speak to me and nothing would come out. I just
couldn't, you know, I didn't know what I was going to say
but I just couldn't talk. I turned and came back over here.



WE -

DFS -~

W -

SPL -

- 34 -

If I'd had anything on my stomach, I'd just thrown it up, I
think. I just had to hold back, you're just so emotional that
it's like it'd be after the death of a close friend. We were
all teary-eyed and I couldn't talk to anybody; I just had to
come in here and shut the door. My staff was out there and
the phone started ringing off the wall and I just said, you
know. I just came in and shut the door and they knew that I
couldn't be bothered and they didn't. Fifteen or twenty
minutes I just sat here and thought and hoped and just kind
of let it all cool off for a few minutes before I ‘could even
discuss it with anybody. Then I took a few telephone calls
and I talked to the office and how we were going to handle it
and go on. It wasn't political until that point. From that
point on it was, "Let's figure how we are not going to get
burned in the next alecticn based upon this." It was still
what are you going to do tomorrow, too, that sort of thing.
We had already gone back to meeting the next morning on
article two, Sunday morning. It was a very, very emotional
experience. I think for everybody, even those that had never
thought doing anything but voting for impeachment. I think
even they were filled with the emotion of the moment. The
air that Committee .room was filled with Saturday night was

as thick as ocean water is normally.

Someone had made the cynical comment that he thought that some
of those who for a long time were in favor of impeachment were
acting that Saturday night, that this was a truly difficult
thing for them to do. Did you notice that kind of reaction?

I don't know. I wouldn't impute that to anybody. I can think
of the persons that they would be thinking about because they
did put on what you could say was a pretty good how. I know
how emotional I was and I'm not going to charge them with having
any lesspotential for feeling, although they were certain. I
mean, I was certain how they were all going to vote, and I'm
sure they were too, in all honesty with themselves. There were
some pretty drawn.faces that had not been drawn before. I

don't know if I ought to allow that to stay in there.

As a result of everything, do you think that future generations
now have a clearer definition of an impeachable offense?

Gee, I don't know. I think they, yeah, yeah. I think that
they also have the red-eyed law that you can't really define
it. I mean they have a clear knowledge of it, if not a
definition. They have a clear knowledge that it's got to
respond to the facts. And I think that's the way it ought to
be, I wouldn't try to give a hornbook definition. 1It's got

to be case law. It's got to fit the facts and that's the way
it worked in this instance. Like I said, that 200 year old law
was sufficient to the task and it measured up in 1974. So I
think that future generations have a method of operation that

I think will be invaluable. I think the Committee's work in
terms of how do you move from here to there is a model to go by,
generally a model of behavior as well as bipartisanship, hard
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work, all kinds of things that ought to be helpful should
anything like this ever arise in the future. You're going

to have to rely on whose sitting in those chairs in the future
just as much as it just happened that it turned out well this
time. You know, our Committee was .unique in a sense and the
fact that we were all lawyers and such a wonderous cross-section;
you know, you had the feel that looking at it blacks, ethnics,
WASPS, you know you had it all, just a beautiful, beaut Zul
cross-section of America and what really had gone into making
this country unique in the whole world and they were wrestling
together as hopefully the founding fathers wrestled together
just as diligently as we did. I like to think that they did.
It's got to be a model in the future. But still it's going

to come down to what the people just like I think what's an
impeachable offense. They are going to have to see what the
facts are. :

What do you think are some of the beneficial effects of the
whole process? ;

You know, I hate to think the troubles that we've had subsequent
to it -- you know, economics, foreign policy defeat, other
adverse things on the American scene, had they come along
without the intervention of our Committee's performance in
front of the American people, it might have really caused
some changes, or looking elsehwere than to our system. It
might have caused some people to get turned off that hung in
there, I think, because their faith was renewed and restored
by what they saw accomplished in the summer of 74. I think

" that's probably the best thing to come out of it. And we kind

of in a sense turned the clock back to old traditional values
of right and wrong. Yes, Virginia, there is right and wrong.
It was very timely, very timely. I think young and old alike,
and some people say the young people had renewed faith, I think
the o0ld people, too. That the broad cross-section of America
got a renewed confidence in government that can be responsive,
can be responsible because of what we did. Now to some extent
it goes up and it goes down, Congress had a great rating after
that, in the Gallup and Harris polls, and now it's back down
again. But you know that's politics. You can't go anywhere
now that they don't remember. I get recognized places I ought
not to get recognized, on an airplane somewhere, people say,
hey, don't I know you from somewhere, and I never tell them
where they might know me from but they sometimes figure it out
and sometimes don't. People have a good recollection about it,
I mean they remember it good, whether they remember something
I did or whether their favorite guy was Chuck Wiggins or many
of their favorite guy was Charlie Sandman. It all comes out
good. Even if they supported Nixon, they remember the hero

on the Nixon side; it comes out they remember something good
about it.
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It has been said that up to that time the White House, not just
the President, the White House had become a virtual fourth branch
of government, responsible not to the people, the law, but to
itself. Do you think that's an extreme statement or would you
say .it's substantially accurate?

I think it has a whole lot of truth to it. I think that what
happened in our Committee last summer went a long way towards
restoring a balance of power between the legislative and executiv
brznches. I think I had something to say about that at the
time. Tha* you know what we did with that power was going to
be up to us, we might fumble the ball and I think we have not
usaed it very well and that we've still got the opportunity @
use it. Part of this is because Gerald Ford's natural desire
and propensity to let the legislative branch be more of a
leader. But there is no question about what we did knocked
the executive down a notch or two, maybe more than that.

That was, of course, last August, 10 months ago, and by this
May you made the decision to tape your recollections, which

of course we're doing. What were the factors that caused you
to say, yes, now, that might not have made you willing last
August or October? Is there a difference? Would you have been
more reluctant to do this last October than now?

I don't think so, I would have been receptive to it then, just
as now. It would probably have a more even recollection of it;
although we may miss some of the specifics of it now. It's
probably less subjective now, maybe more objective although we
lose some of the specific hindsight that we would have had
earlier on. But I would have been receptive to it at any point.
It's just a question of available time and thanks to you fellows
help putting it all together. I think it's good that we do
this. I hope that it will be worthwhile to somebody along

the line.

I have one final question. Would you comment on the treatment
the inquiry received by the media. I think you began your
opening statement making a few comments about that.

As I said, I think that everybody was against Nixon, but I
think that the media had its finest hour in terms of the
investigative reporting, Woodward and Bernstein are darn good
examples of it, although they violated a whole lot of ethical
rules of the profession, but their diligence and their
perseverance paid off. Because without them, I don't know
what would have turned up. All of these pressures kept
things turning up that it ultimately ended that what we had
what we did. They hung in there, they were interested. I
know everything I did or said or thought was fairly reported.



WI

DFS

WF

DFS

WF

- 37 -

They were anxious to know why I thought they were being unfair
to Nixon. It was a very fair sort of job that I think that
they did, within the confines. Everybody was for impeachment
anyway. The manner in which it was covered and transmitted to
the American people was so helpful I think. It enabled us to
do what we did I think, because of the instant total exposure.
I think that the television debates, if they were debates, the
television time that we had really is what transmitted to the

public the necessity of what we ended up doing. You can falsify

a whole lot of things or put, make it look like something it's
not but when it's a man or woman on that tube it sees right
down to the soles of your feet. The American people perceived
that these were real people and the media helped that come
about. The news media, the newspaper people did a tremendous
job, too. The media from that sense in news reporting rose

to its highest level during the coverage of our time. '

Well we want to thank you not just for the primary historical
information, but really for your just wonderful geniality and
informality; we really appreciate it.

Well it's fun to relive it. Seriously.

The only stipulation is that you have to relive it more
informally at Hilton Head.

You betcha.
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