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Nation's wounds. Other letters have been received praising

and condemning the President and calling for removal or to
leave him alone. Many thoughtful people have the impression
that the question is whether or not the President is doing a
good job. To me the question is not whether he is doing a good
or bad job, but simply whether he will perform his sworn duty to
preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United
States and to follow its law. In responding to those letters

I try to express my hope that it not be necessary to bring
charges against the President because of the effects such
proceedings would have upon our country. However, .I will not
hesitate to vote my conviction after hearing evidence as to
whether our President supports the Constitution and laws of
this great, free land. The preservation of our system of
government 1is more important to me than any man's continuation
in office, including my own. My personal prayer is that I can
clearly see the right course in our Nation's interest.”

I went on with a speech to indicate my judgments on the Ford
matter and the creation of a special prosecutor by statute.

I felt in looking at this review that this early speech, which
you have not requested, might give you an idea as to the way

I started on my thinking on this. Publicly, at the time of

the Cox firing, I made a statement that it was not time to meet
precipitious, no the word was not precipitious, not the time to
meet ill-considered actions with hasty reactions. But it is
time to begin an ingquiry, and so I did support the authority
for the Judiciary Committee to begin a serious and thorough
inquiry from the beginning. I considered the role to be more
of a judicial role, even though it was not strictly a judicial
role. I used the term grand jury, that's an expression which
is close enough to the function which I perceive to be useful
in communicating that idea to a constituency. The role is not
precisely that of a grand jury, and I don't want any misunder-
standing that I did not then, or do not now, perceive the
difference in our role from a grand jury. I'm talking too much.

No, that's fine. You might comment on this if you would -- Was
the very idea of impeaching a President -- be it Nixon under
these circumstances -- was this to you rather unthinkable at

the time?

Well, no. I don't know how to express this, but my view is

that nothing is unthinkable. I did not know at the time what
facts or circumstances would be revealed by our investigation,
but I thought I left room in the Sheraton speech for the clear
view that the preservation of our system of law was more
important than any man's continuation in office. I very
honestly and candidly did not at any time during the proceedings
up until the last few days move from the position of gathering
evidence and studying the material that was presented to us.
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For example, in your TV statement Thursday evening, you expressed
the need for more evidence for an indictable offense against the
system of government. Now you've contained both of them. Would
you say then really that the fact or evidence precluded the
necessity for you of coming to the theory before the fact. 1In
other words, you didn't have to wrestle with the legal niceties?

Well, I tried to make my decision on the evidence and on the law
as I understood it concerning the House's role in an impeachment
inquiry. I guess what I'm saying is this -- that the evidence
might have been somewhat less persuasive, I don't know to what
degree, and I might still have concluded that with less evidence
it was still necessary to bring charges for trial. But, what
I'm saying is I'm thankful I didn't have to reach that. My~
views, once I reached them, were clear to me.

In your notes on the 24th of April, you say "that standard of
conduct is and must be the Constitution of the United States.

Our system of checks and balances based upon theory that mistakes
and misbehavior in one branch can be corrected by the other."”
That of course fits in with your original idea that impeachment
is not all that exceptional...

That it should be exceptional.
But that it's part of the system.

I think it's use is extremely exceptional because I think very
few events or series of events could give rise to a sufficient
threat to the system to require its use and the fact:that the
impeachment process is available itself stands as-a budwork
against its use. It is my hope that it will be at least another
100 years before it has to be used again, if then.

I have two further questions on this point -- Do you have any
reactions to the so-called Ford Standard, when in the Douglas
situation he said an impeachable offense is what the House
considers it to be.

I don't agree with that statement, as a matter of policy. I
think that the term "high crimes and misdemeanors" does have
a meaning and that that meaning has to be the test of what is

- an impeachable offense, and not just what the House perceives

the behavior to be. I think you've got to measure on that basis,
and I think you have to go back and study what high crimes and
misdemeanors meant when they were used in the Constitution and

I think you have to look at the offense in terms of whether it
constitutes that kind of an offense against the government
itself. And that's what high crimes and misdemeanors means.

It is an offense against the system of government.
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If so, I honestly cannot find it, didn't recognize it then and
don't remember it now. My wife and I didn't talk much about it.
My office staff leaned over backwards -- I wish in a way Julie
were here with us, because I know that -- she's my administrative
assistant and I don't believe she told everybody or whether it
was just a policy that grew into being that they would do nothing
or say nothing that might in any way give their views on this
matter. After it was over Julie said something about that to me
and Susan both -- I think you were there, both of you said it,
that you had confidence that I would reach a decision that was
right and that I could live with and that the whole attitude

was to stay clear of it. Now, I don't mean to say that I
operated in a vacuum either, bzscause I had the most tremendous
support for everything that I needed, all I needed to do was to
ask and materials would be supplied; staZf stayed here during
the time that our sessions wers running late, from 7 or 8 in

the morning when I'd get here until 10 or 11 at night when I'4
leave. If I needed a memorandum on the law, I'd get it over so
fast it would make my head spin. It was really fine to be
supported -- what I'm saying is I had wonderful. support. I
want to go a step further than that without in any way changing
the thought because I may have made it appear that I was too
alone and that I wasn't testing my own thoughts and wasn't
evaluating them. And that is not quite correct, because, as
you will see from the memoranda that I dictated ithrough the
process £ this, I was weighing the proceeding. I was conscious
that we were in a development process and the reason I asked
Susan to be here with us as we are talking is that she took

the dictation from that and often didn't transcribe it even
until much later because I didn't want any lack of confidentiality
to attac to it. And then as we moved into the latter stages
and we got in it and passed the direct examination, Susan would
come in and I would dictate ideas and thoughts and suggestions
about where I was going in my thinking. And somewhere along
toward t e end we were asked again, how does it look, are you
going to be for or against impeachment. I continued as before
in the statement that I had not decided and made the statement
that you had to have a structure of words to test against the
evidence and against the constitutional standard, and I believe
the Wall Street Journal picked up that particular quotation.
Well, obviously at that time I was beginning to see if a
structure of words could be developed. And we did. We did

some drafting of proposed articles or a theme or a central

- idea as to what events were and you know to test them against

the constitutional standard.

Were you at this stage drafting what you mlght possibly intro-
duce as an article later?

Okay. We had gotten to the point, and my dates are maybe not
as precise as yours, but that we can go back in and fill out
the dates more accurately. At some point we got the proposed
articles by the Committee staff, John Doar, and before that
shortly some proposed articles by Jack Brooks, I believe.
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No, I felt everybody was searching. I really thought everybody

was searching. Some people perhaps found it easier to come to their
conclusion, maybe because they had already been exposed to the evidence,
You see, I really hadn't, I hadn't followed the Watergate matter in the
Senate as I said earlier in great detail. And I had not already looked at
the volumes of evidence, but perhaps some people had., Perhaps some people
had already studied it and made conclusions based on the entire body of
evidence that I eventually came to understand. And I can"t fault them

for being ahead of me if that was the case. I had good, easy-going relation-

ships with I think most Members of the Committee on both sides of the
aisle. I really believe most all of these Members were searching for the

truth.

Do you disagy : then with Mr, Latta's statement that bipartisanship was
a myth?

Yes, yes I do disagree with that, T think that that statement was made
at a time in the proceedings when there may have been some effort to
divide the Committee on partisan grounds -- over procedural matters --

Just on that point, on the 27th of June, you said there's a greater ten-
dency to divide along party lines on procedural rather than matters of

substance --

Right. And this is what I sensed at various times as we were dealing with
matters of procedure of what rules we should be following, you'd find the
issues being drawn rather narrowly and then a vote occurring on partisan
lines basically, and then the press would go scattering out saying the

Co1 .ttee is developing on partisan lines,

Now, when you say there was an attempt or so on, you indicate on the part
of the White House or the Republican leadership or what?

I do not want to suggest motivation. I think that as the case developed
you saw some 1ifting away from partisanship of politication of the
dispute toward more of a substantive resolution on it. And a person who
thought he saw among the Democrats an effort to attack the politiecs of
the Republican party might well make a statement in rejoiner to that as
the kind that Mr, Latta made, and so I don’'t want to get into his motiva-
tion for saying that, but I thought it was unfortunate that we had that
kind of public airing of partisan-type controversy when to me the role

of the Commit :e was nonpartisan; it was really the ultimate authority
under the Constitution of our system of government that we were exercising
and I just thought it inappropriate to have the squabbling that did go on
with some of 1ese procedural matters,

Would you ev: 1ate, again trying to put yourself at that time, the work of
Mr, Doar? Were you satisfied with him?
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It was extremely methodical, solid, professional, and looking at the

case from this end of the case, I cannot suggest a different procedure
which would have been more effective. Now, there were moments as we were
going through when I think a lot of Members felt it might be improved but
what I'm saying is looking at it from this perspective, I think this kind
of methodical approach may have been the best way of putting the case forth.

So many people, it seems, asked Mr. Cates to meet with them to put it all
together., Were you among them?

I attended one or more of those sessions where staff members did relate to
what does this mean? You know, how does this balance? What do you get
from this? I think I went to more than one of those.

' DiJ'you find that valuable?

I found it useful,

Now there's only one more thing to comment on on this general relationship,
and that concerns the leaks, for example, the Dixon memos and so on.

Well, I really was upset about the leaks. I thought it damaged our

Commi ttee, damaged the process that we were engaged in., I was pleased
that the leaks did not extend to grand jury information, to some of the
information we had which may have involved national security in a
proliferal kind of way. WNor, do I think some of the material that was
gangential to our inquiry, I think a good deal of that material we voted
not to release, and had never been released. But it was really hard to
be there and to be trying to approach this thing on a judicial type basis
and to pick up the paper and see some of the things that we had discussed
the previous day. It worried me a great deal.

TAPE

Now that brings us I think pretty much to the so-called mechanics of the
Coalition, some of that we talked about, but what, just to start out,
what is your recollection of the earliest, however informal, person-to-
person contact that resulted in the so-called Coalition? In other words
did Mr. Railsback as such see you in the matter of calling a meeting?

The actual first meeting was, of course, on Tuesday,.

Tuesday morning.

How far back? One week, two weeks, a month, maybe? When did the idea

. occur to you?

RT -

Well, I had, ; I said a few moments ago, an easy-going relationship

with a great number of the Committee Members, and had been very impressed
by Caldwell Butler and Bill Cohen, Hamilton Fish, Tom Railsback, Charles
Wiggins, you go ahead, I don't want to stop my list there, I have been
impressed with a tremendous number of people on the other side of the aisle
and had an easy-going relationship with the people on my side of the aisle
as well, But the caution that we talked about kept me from discussing the
case much as we would go back and forth for votes and other reasons. I
didn't get engaged in converstions as we walked -- what this proved
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RT - or what that proved, we'd walk out of the room, somebody might say, well
that's not too bad, that sounds pretty rough or something like that and I
don't recall making any particular response to those observations nor
exactly who made the observations, As a matter of fact I took a route to
and from the Capitol which got me there fast and without having to run
the gamit of the press and people and consequently I didn't have many
occasions to discuss but I had come to the realization that you really
had some fine minds and some good standards within the Committee, Bill
Cohen walked by in front of my desk in the last couple of weeks before the
July 23 date and one of the other time, and I said something and he said
something about you know you're expressing some of the same concerns
that I'm feeling, why don't we get together and talk some time? The
conversation was so fleeting and in passing that I hadn't really recalled
who made the initial observation and who agreed that it was a doggone
good idea,

DFS ~ Do you recall for example, on that Mbhday evening did someone from.
Railsback's office call you or did he himself suggesting that you come
over at 8 o'clock the following morning?

RT =~ Okay. At the time of the Monday caucus my recollection is that I did not
then know of 1e meeting for Tuesday morning, now I may be mistaken,
whether I knew -- Let's get this straight, you can help me with this, Susan.
Do you remember when I came back and asked that you make a revised copy
of that draft, was that on Monday evening after the Democratic Caucus or
was that on Tuesday morning, real early, when you worked on that, can
you recall? I can’'t get the time precisely in my mind. I did find out
sometime Monday whether before or after the Democratic Caucus, I just
can't remember, that a group was going to meet in Tom Railsback's office
the next mor:r 1g and that I was invited,

DFS -~ Now that may well answer the second question, then, to you, was this
Coalition, simply a natural, obvious, inevitable thing? _

RT =~ I do not think it was planned or structured, I think that what happened
is that there was a natural tendency for those people who had approached
the matter in a basically similiar fashion to coalass at some point and
that this was a natural result of thaf, but it may not have included
all: the people who might have well fit into the group at all. You know,
there may have been some people who should not, perhaps, have been there,
who just didn't happen to coalass into the group. I do recall this =--
there was some speculation apparently earlier -- by some people --
as to a swing group or Coalition or something like that -~ I seem to recall

T -_  In the press?
RT - 1In the press,

TM - Undecidables, or something?
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The undecidables -- we had been mentioned -- that's right, our seven
names had been kind of mentioned by the press a number of times as being
undecided, and, so perhaps, this was a driving factor toward our getting
together. The fact that we were accustomed to seeing our names listed in
the press as being undecided.

For example on the 28th of June already, Flowers, Mann and Butler expressed
individually their own awareness of their unique positions -- the three of
them. Or, on the 10th of July, Railsback said we have this thing in our
hands. And, now on this Monday night, you went to the Coronet Hotel,
didn't you?

No, I didn't go to the Coronet Hotel.

That was in the New York Times that you spent the night in a room at the
Coronet Hotel. Well, that's interesting. They made a point in fact

the Christian Science Monitor in an article on you on the 1lst of

August --

On me? , o
R,
On you. Haven't you seen that?

No.

It was simply pointing out that here was a man who had not made up his
mind, it was a long involved thing, but among the ways in which you did
not make up your mind --

What's the n: @ of this place down here?
Coronet,
Okay, Okay. 'm sorry, I had it in my mind, when you said hotel, that's

what threw me off, I was staying at that time at the apartments down here
called the Coronet Apartments, I didn't go to any hotel, That's what
I was thinking.

Well, the way the article reads, you took a room at the Coronet for that
one night in order to be alone.

No, no, that is a mistake, T took a room at the Coronet around the lst
of July and my family recognized the intense pressure that I was under
and the need for the children to go to their summer camps and engage in

activities unrelated to the impeachment process, which was taking me out

of the family group anyway. They went to Arkansas for that month and I
took a room over there so that I could walk from the Coronet apartments
over to these meetings and walk back and avoid the 45-minute drive to and
from my house out in Virginia. So, it wasn't for a night, but I was at
the Coronet Apartments, I'm sorry for the confusion on it, but it did
sound like I had taken a room for a night and that was not correct; I was
staying there, I stayed there throughout the entire period of time and had
a little single bedroom foldout bed and it gave me two hours a day that I
wouldn't have had otherwise that time,
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Well, that's fine. But now, were there any particular reasons that you
met in Railsback's office, was that again happenstance?

I really can't address that. I went there because I was invited and
wanted to go. I think there may have been a reason for it., It would

" have been a logical place because I think he had about the best office

facility of any of the Members of the group, or at least as good as any
of them.

Do you recall who invited you?

I have the impression that Jim Mann mentioned it to me., But that's not
precise, ’

Now once it got going after that Tuesday morning do you recall how many
other meetings you attended?

I think this list is correct. I was there on Tuesday morning, Wednesday
morning, I think I was there Wednesday afternoon, but I do not think,

I think this is correct, I was not there on Thursday or Firday or Saturday.
I think that was correct.

Now is there any particular reason to the fact that you ceased to be present?

Well let me get my timing better in there. Yeah, Yeah. I can tell you
exactly why. Starting on Thursday the meeting was 6-8 or a dinner
meeting. Was it Thursday night I made my speach? My speech on national
TV?

I think so.

Correct.

I was blocked from attending that meeting -- Did the hearings open on
Wednesday, I just went on the second night.

Wednesday evening so you were on the second night.

Yeah, Okay. All day Thursday was spent in drafting a text for me to use
that night when I went on national TV -- when I went on natiomal TV --
that's silly ) say it that way, when I made my statement on national

TV as to my conclusions in this, Now the reason that I really feel embar-
rassed about having said I just did is that I have never in my life been
as unconscious of being on television as I was on that occasion. I had
previously been on local television programs and I'd get uptight about

- being on TV, but I really wasn't that night., I was concerned then about

stating as clearly and accurately as I could my views on the issues and I
really was not tremendously conscious of the cameras being there, 1 want
to make that as clear as I can. But, it was useful in placing this and the
amount of work put in that day in working on the speech that day kept me
away form that dinner meeting. Then, I had seen by that time, Friday
morning, a dr t of Article I and I believe the only meeting there was

just one of a touch-base meeting between Jim Mann, Railsback, Butler and

you...
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And John Doar.

And John Doar, generally proving the final product -- I had seen the
product, it seemed all right to me and there was no reason for me to be
in attendance at that session. Then, on Friday evening that was another
dinner. Were we not in session on Friday evening?

Yes, that was the recess., You recall Article I - the substitute

by Mr. Sarbanes was introduced around noon on Friday and for all afternoon
Friday, Sandman and Wiggins were attacking the substitute for its lack

of specificity. There was some real concern at that point whether the
article written would stand that kind of attack and I don't recall whether
you were there that night or not ~- that evening. It was a little chaotic
at the meeting,

No, I wasn't., I wasn't there. I feel confident without knowing -- I'm
really having trouble recalling ~- I don't want to force my memory on it
to -- as to what my concerns were but I was working on something, Either
my continuing concern about Article III, the subpeona feature, or some
aspect of the debate. We were back in session, weren't we, on Friday
night?

Six to eight was just the dinner hour. A recess of the full Committee,

Well, I connot recall exactly what concerns I was working on but I feel
confident because it was the routine,, I had was to head over hLere to this
office and you went and got sandwiches for all of us, you and Julie, and
somebody would go out and get sandwiches and come in and lay out what we
needed to be working and I'm confident that that's what we did but I don't
know why I wasn't at the dinner, unless it was that I didn't know about it,

That's possit 2 because it was kind of announced at the moment, Railsback
would say listen we've got to get together after that Wiggins/Sandman
attack to put some kind of strategy together, Then I would go around and
tell Mr, Mann and Mr. Flowers, maybe you were gone at that time,

I really suspect that that's what happened, because I think it was a little
surprising to me when I saw this dinner mentioned here in this memorandum.
It seems that I've heard that there was a dinner but I don't believe I
knew about it before it occurred. I really don't.

Then it was not a planned omission.

Right, right.

wWell, that's important. And it illustrates the off-the-cuff hurry harried

“affair of it all,

Yes, we were working on it a dozen different times,
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Well I think that's all that has to be established, Before we leave the
beginning of the Coalition, was the looseness as you phrased it of the Doar
articles be one of the motivating occasions that the Coalition met wnen it
did, was fromed when it did?

I think so, y that I do not mean to be overly critical of the articles
but I think somehow there was a failure on the part of the drafts that
we had seen to meet the concerns which each of us felt,

Now, once the people met Tuesday morning and as people drifted im and out,
do you recall any discussion or using your own thoughts, on why so and
so isn't here or why is this man here? 1In a dense, did you ~--

No I wasn't surprised by anyone's being there or that I think particularly
about -- I think loocking back on it now it may have been that the newspaper
accounts that had listed us as the undecideds may have made the group seem
to be a logical ore.

All right, fine. You already told us about sandwiches, running back to the
office, but can you think of any other examples of the intensity of your
work that we¢ ? Perhaps, the very fact that you took a hotel room or
apartment for a month illustrates that.

Well, it was just a full time occupation, for instance, starting out
that week and maybe in some notes or sketches that I've made just previously,
toward theend of the previous week, after getting the Doar thing was the
working cn the of the articles, you know, which you have, and then the
Thursday night speech, I probably started working on that, Susan, when?
Tuesday or Wednesday? And I dictated a number of thoughts and then I
took a yellow pad over to the Coronet Apartments and drafted language
over there, I think it was Thursday morning that I came into the office
with a lot of the dictation that you had transcribed for me, with my
yellow notes, all in a kind of a bundle and gave it to you and basically
that became the outline of the talk I made that night. We worked on it
most of all that day, I think this article right here --

Do you all have a copy?
What article is that Congressman?

This is the Sunday Arkansas Gazette article I mentioned some time before.
In the first paragraph, "Some times in the gray hours before dawn during
the last several weeks, Representative Ray Thornton had awakended thinking
of the case. He's reached for a pen at his bedside and made a note, some-
times about evidence he's read, sometimes about evidence he won't.

Then he tries to go back to sleep.' And that's correct. That's the way
it was., It didn't leave here at the office, I took it over to the Coronet
with me, the case, as everybody did. I did, I'd bring in notes scribbled
out and we'd work together on them.

Also, about the press, was there a lot of press following you around?
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No, no, not a great deal., I have very good relationships with members

of the press. They treated me fairly from the time that they finally
recognized that I wasn't going to decide the case ahead of time until and
through the conclusion of the case, They didn't tend to follow me around
very much but this is the article that I think you might be interested in.
Which then goes on to say, ''Saturday night made an irrevocable decision
climaxing mo ‘hs of anguish. I said firmly, with assurance, it says here,
aye. Then I left the hearing room for my office in another house office
building, his personal secretary, Susan Nash, his legislative assistant,
Julie McDonald, and the only man who works for him Lynn Thompson, were
waiting," and it goes on to tell about the Gazette reporter who was here
in the office for a short time, -

Perhaps, this was covered just now, did you feel any disappointment that
the Coalition as such, the same people such as Flowers and Mann, did not
g0 along with you on the McClory Article?

No, I felt they had no obligation to do so, no obligation at all. I had
made the point several times that I thought that the refusal to obey the
subpoenas should be included in probably in the obstruction of justice
article, although it could have been an abuse of power as well. It could
have been under either of those categories., There was a little disappoint-
ment that it was not included in one of those articles, because I thought
it fit more logically there than standing on its own as a separate article,
but I never felt that there was any effort to reach a consensus in the
group as to a set of articles tha: we would or would not support., I didn't
look on it as a group setting out to decide the case, But rather an effort
to draw artic :s which the people who were inputting into it could vote

for in good conscience and believed stated the cause of action. I guess
what I'm saying is this -- that I have been concerned and was concerned
even from the early meetings of this group that it might be, in my view,
wrongly suggested that the group met as a Coalition to shape or to decide
this historic case, I do not believe that that was the situation, I know
that in my own mind, it was not and, therefore, I had no reservations at
all about pursuing the article on the subpoena power, even though the
other members didn't agree with it, I had no commitment not to pursue it
-- I believed in it, they recognized ‘that, I recognized that they didn't
think that it rose to that stature, If I may I'd like to continue to
develop a thought that we were on a8 moment ago and that is, in filling

out the role of the Coalition, I had expressed a concern that it be
perceived wrongly as being an instrument for developing a compromise or
consensus view and that I do not think this was the case but rather an
instrument for developing a set of articles which each of the members
could support in good conscience with no restraint upon any member to
support another article or to suggest amendments or further improvements

to this. But, in doing that, I feel it's also important to point out that,

"when I came back to the office that morning, I felt less lonely than I

had felt until that first meeting and that there was, even though’I had
pretty well come to the view that articles could be drafted stating a

cause of action which would constitute high crimes and misdemeanors and
should be adopted. I felt reinforced at having come away from a meeting

where 6 other people, who I believed to be solid, responsible people,

good thinkers, had come to similar views. Now, I don' mean by saying that
to overstate i either way, but it was a reinforcing experience for me.

I do not mean 3 say that I think it shaped, and getting back to the same
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that the first thing we did on Monday morning was that I called you in
and dictated a draft or a set of drafts.

Remember when you and Julie gathered that meeting, was it that Saturday?
Might have been.

Because we worked.

Yes, we did work on that Saturday. The 20th?

What, a briefing?

Yeah,

With a staff membexr, I think, and we were working, it might have heen
after that meeting.

I would nott surprised at all if we were working on the first draft
on that Saturday, but I can't tie it down.

I think you're doing very well,
I can't tie i down more precisely than that.

If I may say, what's significant is that you seemed not to have started
drafting until you saw these drafts of the Doar articles. That, I think,

is the important thing.

Would you be able to pick out which one or two you may have written at
that meeting on Tuesday morning?

Yeah, let me try.

Unless you prefer to do that at your convenience, .

Why don't we turn that off just a second. Let's see, let me get the copies
that I furnished to you. I will mark "A" for the earlier draft and "B"

for the draft which I believe I had with me on Tuesday morning, although,

I must say that I thought I had a smooth copy and it may be that I took

the smooth copies with and destroyed them, Or didn't get back with them,
or put them somewhere, or lost them, But in any event this is correct as
to "A" and "B" but as I say my recollection was that I had a smooth copy,
but I may not have. This one is still marked up and in the process of
being revised. Okay, does that help?

It sure does. Well maybe just a coople of more questions. Did Articles I
and II reflect all of the concerns of you in particular?

Well -- no article could reflect all of the concerns I don' think, but I
thought they fairly stated the heart of the concerns -- Article I and II.
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