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Congressman William Cohca (WSC) of Maine
June 17, 1975

DFS - This is the first interview with Congressman William Cohen
of Mailne on Tuesday, June 17, Present were Messr3, Lynch,
Mooney, Shea, and Congressman Cohen. We begin at ten min-
utes after 4 o'clock.

WSC = I had just written an article for the Boston Globe dealing
with the Bicentennial theme of "Alleglance to Whom™?, which
I thought might be of some interest to you in terms of trying
to write something in 6 or 700 words which point up some
of the lessons and® some of the morals of the experlence of
impeachment proceedings.

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

Let's go back to the Saturday Night Massacre in terms of what
the impact was and my relatlionship with Elliot Richardson whict
was key to me and our relationship after he left office., We
lived close together and I gave him rides to work periodjcally
and talked to him. He had an important role and influence
upon me Jjust from our discusslions. After the Judiclary Com-
mlttee had passed a bill to create an independent special .

. prosecutor, I wrote an article for the Washington Post about
two days before it came out on the floor. They also wrote an

i editorial endorsing the article that I wrote, on why we
-~ shouldn't set up legislation to create a new special prosecu-

tor. Much of that came about as a result of a conversation
that I had with Elliot,. just in terms of what the impaci vhat

" that would have onrJaworski and the proceedings at that stage.

" That would probably be a starting point for me because when the
article came out, the leadership took the bill off the floor.

Jaworski stayed on, I can get you a copy of that, David Brodezx
came up to me in the corridor and kind of fecetiously saids "I
Just want to shake the hand of the man who singlehandedly re-
versed the editorlal policy of the Washington Post®™ because up
to that point, they had endorsed the concept of a new indepen-
dent speclal prosecutor beyond the abllity of the President to
hire and fire from that position. .

DFS = Goilng back perhaps even three months before that when Drinan
introduced his resolution on the 31st of July. . . .

WSC - That was typical of him.
DFS - Frankly whaf was your reaction?

WSC = I had no reaction, I thought it was typical of him to do. He
has always been kind of outffront on a number of issues, perhaps
in some cases proven to be right by subsequent events and this
has proven to be one of them. But then I had not given any
consideration
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and it had no credibility at that point in my thinking... I kn
that he was a long time critic of the war, secret bombing of Ca:
bodia, impoundment policies., I didn't really give it too much

congideration, and I don't think it had any credibility at all,
even within hls own party or leadership untll the massacre.,

That brief article on "Allegiance to Whom™? describes an inci-
dent which had a great impact upon me - the evening of the dis-
closure of the 182 minute gap., We were sitting down and having
dinner and Walter Cronkite was on in the other room, I turned
to my oldest boy for some reason, I don't know why._ I°'ve never
discussed Watergate with him. He is very bright and intelli-
gent and he is in the Little League and reading spy novels and
things .

Is he the one who broke his arm?

Yes, and asked him what he thought, and without any hesitation,
he said "I think he 1s lying.® I looked across at my youngest
son, who 1s very impressed with the White House and who has bee
to the White House and who did stand in tremendous awe, I was
preparing a lecture to Kevin about the need to presume inno-
cence and wailting until all the facts are in and not prejudging
Before I could gett all of that out, (I was just putting my
thoughts together and a little bit irritated at myself in not
responding quicker than that) he broke in and said:s *Dad, I
wish we were living back in the days of Washington™ which I
thought was a terribly sophisticated statement for a ten-year
0ld to make, and I couldn’t respond to it, I couldn't say any-
thing. I was afraid that if I should say that things weren't

. all that great back then, that I might lose him forever; that

I would confirm the cynicism that was bullding up silently in
a ten-year o0ld boy and so that evening the meal ended in silenc
Since that time I've tried to go back and reconstruct and re-
flect exactly why I was unable to respond at that time or didn’
want to respond, I guess, and what the implications were of his
statement going back into yesteryear, in looking at cherry tree
and axes and honesty and so forth. The fact 1s that what was s
Important about the event to me was that throughout-all this-

‘process when I had thousands§ and thousands of letters-coming 1in

calllng me a traitor, a Judas Iscariot, and a number of other
things that should not go in print, that voice was still there;
the fact that the ten~year o0ld boy had lost faith with the Pres
and with the system, I don't know if we willl ever recover him,
but this was a concern tome, What he did was to remind me of
the 1deals that he saw 1n yesteryear. He had to go back that :
far to find some one who stood for honesty and I think it gave
me a great deal of support during a lot of the deliberations
when there were temptations to buckle in and be one of the boys
and conform my conduct to those of my colleagues on the Conm=-
mitteé on the Republican side, ' :
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I think you were widely commented upon as the first Repub-
lican who leaned towards impeachment., Frankly, do you think
it was Jjustified and if so, how did you get into that par-
ticular image?

Well, because initially the reaction on the part of the Re-"
publicans was that this was an 1deological war arl it was
"them against us3* there was no basis in fact for the im-
peachment investigationg that this was being used by the
Democrats solely to embarrass the RBepublican President that
they couldn't defeat, and they wanted to take away that which
the electorate had given him. And I didn't see it as that,
I guess 1t's because I don't have much of a political back=-
ground. I don't like partisan politics. I have never been
part of partisan politics, even when serving on the city
council, as a mayor, a non-political position. And there
didn't seem to be enough concentration of what's right and
what 18 really the truth. That they really didn't want to
goet the truth., There was always kind of a tenslion on our part
that they are out to get us and I did not feel that they were
out to get us even though there were some hard-core parti-
sans, I don't think there 1s any question about it, but I
found myself in a position thinking, should that prevent me
from trying to do what I think 1s right? And I must admit
that the firing of Richardson had a great impact upon me,
because I don't think he would have resigned if he felt that
Cox had engaged in gross improprieties which would warrant
his dismissal, Other aspects, I guess, from my own training
in the law influenced me, I did a lot of prosecution, I
knew how the defense worked, and I just felt that during the
course of the process that if we were really after the truth
that 1t would come out and I would have no heslitancy to
adopt procedures calculated to bring it out. I made that
clear, I guess, 1nitially when I supported Jenner. Ralls-
back and I were, I think, his only defenders almost from

the start. He got off to a very bad start initlally and al-
most before we got back from Christmas vacatlion he was 1n
trouble with the Committee and I think that Rallsback and
myself were the only two who would consistently stand up

and say that you know that these things have got to stay

" in and that what he is doing 1s right. I think the other

thing was the early vote on sendling the subpoenas to the
President when he didn't comply. The vote would have been
a 19-19 split, and that was when I felt that I didn't
really have much choilce but to vote for it because I felt
that many if not mostpagreed that the President had not in
fact fully complied. * Again most saw 1t as a political ploy
and a setting up of the President for a future count or
allegation of an impeachable offense and insisted that no
Republican should support that., There was a long conference
that afternoon, I can't recall the date, was it April, or
March and I think most agreed that he had not complied., I
made a suggestion that I send my own letter to the Presi-
dent setting forth fully why I don't think it’s compliance.,
And they sald no. Then I cameback to my office and wrote
that letter any-
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way and submitted it that night, It went down to glori-
ous defeat, 27 to 11, And then I came to the ultimate
choice of whether or not I felt that there had been com-
pliance and clearly it was no. I was disappointed with
my colleagues, frankly, when the vote came down they
saw it to say no as far as sending the letter and I
didn't enjoy being in the position of being the caly one,
but given the alternative of saying yes, he had complied
in essence, I really didn't have that much choice,

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

Well, I wasn't all that pleased with the Ford hearings,
quite frankly.- I think, again going back, you want to
know why I was always pegged as the odd one, go back to

the Ford conformation hearings., I really don't think the
Republicans were interested in goling into facts dealing
with the qualifications, because he was one of ours. They
had known him, they were friendly to him and they had known
him to be a good man and that was it. But, if you go back
and look through the records of the Ford confirmation, I
think that you would be surprised at some of the questions
being asked by our side and even on the other side. 1In
fact, I was criticised by some of my colleagues for the type
of questions that I asked, and I can recall being rather
tough on Gerald Ford in some of the questions, especlally

- over the notion of taping. We had a rather sharp exchange

at one point. I can dig that out, I saved that portion

"of the Ford confirmation where I was troubled about the

Judge. I guess that was really the first real point of dis-
content on my part with my colleagues. I was offended and

outraged by the notion of setting up a meeting between a

presiding judge on the case and offering him the director-
ship of the FBI, I felt that was one of the most serlous
allegations, frankly, that had come out during this entire
time and I wanted to know what Gerald Ford's attitude about
that was. He initlally passed it off lightly and sald,
"Well, I don't think it was actually an offer for promotion,
I think it was a demotion.” I recall not being too satis-
fied with that, We had a restriction the first day, it was
five minutes, and I didn't really have time to go into it
with him, ut on the second day, when we had ten minutes, I
went back to that point. I sald that I realized that he
was Just trying to inject some levity and I appreciated it,

- but really wanted to know what he felt of the &thics in -

that situation, He saild he was concerned about it, but he
didn't feel that it amounted to that much, as I recall. I
guess I used that opportunity to make a 1little speech about
what I thought about it and
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I know that Hutchinson was not too pleased with my remarks.
I got some static on the floor for 1it.

To you, was it similar to a Jjuror acknowledging that a
position from the federal government had bteen offered to him?

WSC - Yes, I felt that a judze approached in this way was wholly

DFS

WSC

DFS

WsC

indefensible., I carried on like Faust, I can remember. I
said Mr. Ford, you expressed some regret that the prosecu-
tion went awry because it obscured the fact that Ellsberg
stole government documents and had them published. I ask
you about Mr, Erlichman visiting Judge Burn twice, arranging
meetings to discuss his possible appointment to the FBI
directorship position. And one meeting in which the Presi-
dent dropped in to say hello. Could it be considered 1in your
opinion, unethical or 1illegal tampering with the judiclal
process? I'm concerned with the ethics involved in talking
with the presiding judge in the course of, perhaps, one of
the major trials of this decade. Ford indicated, at the
very least, there was a lack of discretion and perhaps poor
Judgment. And I said I would like to express my own reac-
tion to this, it's one of the most singularly destructive
acts of the judicial process that I can think of because

I think it was calculated to influence the lmpartiality and
neutrality of the presiding judge in one of the most his-
toric cases of the decade. It brought to mind another
quote, John Mitchell's statement — watch what we do, not
what we sS8¥.eee

In other words; it 1llustrates two points: your reaction to
Ford's answer and also another reason so early on you were
looked upon as —

I guess I provoked some of the senior members of the Committee,

on my side, perhaps, with that kind of question and 4id the
same throughout the hearings on the Ford conformation. I
took a rather aggressive role 1in questioning witnesses and
because I felt that 1t was treated as sort of a pro forma
thing and no one was really gilving that much thought to the
historical implications of the 25th Amendment. We were not
Just dealing with Jerry Ford, whom they knew and loved, but
what's the test we're going to use?

McCall'’s magazine quotes your wife as saying you were “most™
upset by the IRS evidence and by the Judge Byrne incident,
Is that correct?

Well, I had been involved 1n a case where the prosecuting
attorney had a unilateral meeting with the Jjudge to discuss
an item and it went through three or four years of litiga-
tion and we finally secured a reversal at the circuit level,
so perhaps I was a 1ittle bit more sensitive on that issue
than some of the other members of the Committee. Others
didn't see it as that. Chuck Wiggins, for example,
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saild "Bill, if you're right then no federal judge can ever
be approached for a position within the government without
being accused of compromising his position.” I think you
draw distinctions when you consider the Ellsberg case with
as much notorlety as that had. I wanted to see him prose-
cuted too; he should have been prosecuted for taking and
revealing government secrets, but we should do it within
the letter of the law and the spirit of the law., So I
wanted to see him prosecuted and I think that they inter-
rupted the judicilal process. It was one of the abuses that
I found 80 offensive and in fact, I had even suggested that
we should call Judge Byrne in to find out why he went to
visit Ehrlichman after the initial approach,

TM - Okay, you do recall February and March of 1974, when the
Committee staff, the White House and the Department of Jus-
tice staff 1ssued reports on "What is an impeachable offense.”™
How and when did you arrive at what 18 an impeachable offense?
Do you recall what that memorandum that circulated 1s?

WSC =« I recall, The first thing I read was the collected materials
on impeachment. I read Benjamin Butler's definition and so
forth, and read almost all the cases and commentaries Story,
and everybody else, I think I became satisfied fairly early
in the investigation that an impeachable offense was not
confined to a criminal offense and I recall Jim Naughton
came in one day and said "What's your Committee doing,”™ and
I sald we are trying to define an impeachable offense. There
are those who argue it must be strictly construed and I gave
him a very long esoteric discussion of the polar extremes
and there are those in the middle and I added light-heartedly
that perhaps 1t's like Frost said about love, “It's inde-
finable but it's unmistakable,” I'll know it when I see 1it,
Well, the New York Times for consideration of space or out
of malice, I'm not sure, cut-off my long dissertation and
they quoted me as saying that impeachment was like love,
it's indefinable, but it's unmistakeable, and that was re-
printed in every paper. It got to be a joke. So I learned
a good lesson from that, not to make statements of that
nature, I think that earlier on after reading the selected
materials in the cases that I was open to be persuaded the
other way., But I was personally satisfied that the meaning
of impeachable offenses was not confined to statutory crimes,

DFS - You say in your opening statement, quoting Somers in 1690,
that it 1s extraordinary, something not lightly used. Do
you conslder it to be an integral part of the check and
balance system? Extraordinary but integral?

WSC - Well, it's the ultimate waepon, it's the ultimate resort
that Congress has. If the abuses become so great there 1is
no alternative, I suppose an integral part, but it's like
the nuclear reaction capability that we have. You don't
push that button until it's the very - : R
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end and I think that‘®s the way we approached it, with a kind
of fear that we all had about what the implications were.

In looking at this, is there a degree of bellef when 1t
comes to a standard of proof, clear and convincing, beyond
a reasonable doubt?

Yeah, I came to clear and convincing as a test. I thought
it had to be more than simply probable cause for the rea-

. 8sons that I sald.

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

Yes, I was-prepared for it. I thought it different than a
grand’ jury situation, particularly in view of the fact that
was being conducted partially in public. This really was to
be differentiated from 1it; 1t had certain facets of a grand
jury investigation, but by the very nature of everything
being publicized in the news, it approached civil propor-
tions and I thought in view of the implications of what 1t
means, you just don't lightly put a President on trial
based upon probable cause, It has to be something more.
The preponderance of the evidence would be the next test,

I guess, but I went even further than that,

You have said that there were two standards of Judgment,
the facts and the Constitution., Well, let's pretend that
you have the facts and you have the Constitution now
about it if the American people had not agreed? 1In

other words, that it was simply not sellable, wasn't so
believed? 1Is that a third standard of impeachment?

Not to me it isn't. No, in fact I had fully prepared myself
not to come back to Congress. I don't know what the result
would have been had the President not resigned and had this
matter gone on or had I been asked to be a prosecutor.

There was talk about that at the tinme,

A manager in the Senate?

A manager in the Senate, if there were to be a vote for im-
peachnent, It had a violent reactlon when that story came
out back in my district. Sayilng it's not enough that he's

a Judge, now he wants to be a prosecutor. And what I said
was that I would have.to give 1t a very long serious con-
sideration before- I would ever agree to do something like
that, Many people dropped off the emphasis that I had placed
on it. I didn‘'t
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really want to do it. And 1t was looking like I would
really give serious consideration to beilng a manager. It
was pretty bitter.

DFS -~ Would you say that as a matter of fact between February,
1974 and the first of August, did the facts precede the
theory or did you come, however unspokenly, to a theory of
impeachment before the facts?

WSC - Well, first I started with the definition, in terms of do
we confine ourselves to conduct which 1s criminal? That was
really kind of an academic discussion, Because most of the
allegations were criminal.  But at least I wanted to have
a framework in which to deal with what I would be looking
for in terms of factual patterns fitting into that defini-
tion, so I started first with the definition and what I
thought it would entail. Within that rather vague context,
we then tried to assess how do these factual patterns fit
within that framework. I felt that I really never had much
doubt about the secret bombing whether that amounted to an
inmpeachable offense, because I felt that there was Congression
al complicity in it. Congress passed a resolution allowing
it to continue for 45 days. I thought it would be ultimate
hypocrisy to remove a President for an act which they con-
curred in substance, And similarly on impoundment, I felt
that he had clearly exceeded his powers by impounding funds
and in dismantling offices, but I also felt that Congress
contributed to the fact by continually overspending and 1
really wasn't about to vote for any impeachable act on some-
thing that Congress had some complicity in. So those are
the areas that I could weed out rather easily. The milk
deal,  frankly, was one that troubled me, It was even further
complicated by the fact that I had received a donation from
one of the milk cooperativesy; I can't recall what the name
is but we can get that., Gerald Ford was the one who helped
arrange to get me a contribution of about $3,000; I was in
debt when I first got here. I recall talking with him one
~day on the floor and he sald how are things going in Maine
eand I said fine, except that I owe an awful lot of money, .
And if he could possibly arrange for me to go on speaking
tours or doing anything which would generate money from
those who normally contribute to a Republican candidate,
I needed help, Then I saw him two or three weeks later and
he said: "Bill has anyone stopped by to see you about con-
tributing something?”™ and I saild, "No”, and he saild, "They
will because I put you on a 1list of people who need support
and shortly after that some people from the milk cooperatives
came in, I didn't talk to them., I was golng out on the floor;
T1aeT;. they sat and talked to my aide at the time and I got a $3,000
o - a short time after that — a matter of a couple of days ~~ I
received a call, it was from a Congressman, I d4idn't know
who it was, 1t was in the first two months that I was in Con-
- gress and I didn't know all the members — it was an intern
talking the call from a Congressman and I picked it up and
he said, "Hi, Bill, I understand you are interested in co-
Sponsorlng a bill to increase milk parity” and I said, "I
don't know who you have been talking to but you have got the
wrong man, the
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wrong guy. I have no intention in co=-sponsoring anything.,”
I hung up =— I came up fuming at the thing. I went out
and talked with my aide and sald, "Did you have any con-
versation about this?” He said, "No.” I Just did a slow
burn and I expected to hear back on 1t, that a complaint
would be made, that here we contributed $3,000 to this
man's campaign and he won't even support a measus3 to co-
sponsor milk supports. I never did recelve a call, it was
Just dropped. I filed disclosures of who contributed to
my campalgn and it never came up again until the Ford con-
firmation when there was a rumor that was belng pursued
by some reporters that Ford had been kind of a bagman for
the milk industry and I had received a call since I was
one who had received a contribution and I invited them in
and told them the exact story that I told you and so they
started writing it up at that point and it proved out that
he had not in fact been a bag man., Ee didn't intercede in
any way, he just put me on the 1lists this guy needs help
and that was the extent of it,

I was concerned as an element of an impeachable offense as

to whether or not they had in fact increased the parity as

a result of receiving the pledge of 2 million dollars or what-
ever 1t was, I was concerned about the conservatlion between
Connelly and the President.-

Would you mind, Congressman, in taking a look at number 4,
Some of this may have a rather uncomplimentary ring. When
we say political, we don't necessarlly mean political in the
sense of being bought, but voting one's district or having
a popular support, but you already answered that, you didn't
vote as you would think the people did but on facts and the
Constitution....? -

Well, let's put 1t this way, the political sltuation was such,

- the Republicans were opposed to s position with very few

exceptions, those people who had some trust in me as an at-
torney or how I had performed in office in terms of falirness,
There weren't all that many, The volume of mall that I was
getting after a while was such that I Just stopped counting
it. For a while there was jJust hundreds, thousands of let-
ters that came in and we were keeping a tally of how many

for and how many against. And I just reached a point where
I stopped countings I was satisfled that there were more
opposed than for, I tried to go back and articulate the
position without coming off as being arrogant and that I'm
golng to impose my own Judgment and not take into consider-
ation yours, I kept soliciting thelr views through my
newsletter and my radlo programs and so forth, But I tried
to make it clear that in the final analysis that I'm the only
one who could make that Judgment. I had promised them early
that elther just before I had reached my decision or just
after I would go back to the State and explain in some detail
why I reached that conclusion., I felt that if I made the de-
cision and I went back and I couldn't persuade them that

I had done the reasonable and the right thing, then I didn* t
deserve to sit in Congress.
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You did that on a Sunday night, as I recall -

That's right, but I told them this early, months ahead of
time and it was a continual process of goling back, news
interviews and programs, trylng to explaln to them that I
would try to do the right thing.

Your wife, recalled one of the less savory comments, "May
a thousand camels relieve themselves in your drinking
water."” :

Laughter.

Well, I'1ll tell you, the mall got 8o bad, that the staff
stopped showing it to me, 1t was so vicious and violent,
anti-Semitic, it was obscene. I got my share of rocks in

the mail. But it was really of a violent nature, I got

one threatening call, There was an ugliness throughout

the mall. The staff used to tape some of the pungent letters
and there was one of them which I thought rather compressed
a man's anger and outrage and it was a quote of a very few
words. I got his message!l

How about the various medla, for example Time magazine or
Newsweek or you name 1it? Did you read any of these consis=-
tently do you think or did they have any effect on you or
were they just for informational purposes?

I d1dn't read them other than when they were quoting me, I
couldn®’t move outside my door and my phone never stopped
ringing; there was always somebody wanting to know, what's
happened today. =What are you going to take up today? I
had a pretty firm rule that I would be happy to discuss
anything I could publicly. I would discuss moods, I would
discuss my own perceptlions of things, but I would not dis=-
cuss anything before the Committee. I wouldn't reveal any
information to them that was not a matter of public record.
I had a very embarrassing experience, shortly after we com-
menced the hearings or the lnvestigatlon. We got these
looseleaf volumes that John Doar was preparing. He used to have

.- a summary in the front part, & plastic folder to set it apart

so you willl be able to take it out and close it down. I
stuck the summary in the front part here and I was taking my
books back to my office over in Longworth and I went through
the door at the end of the meeting and I had five or six
books and I was really struggling with them and there was a
mob outside, and I just kind of pushed through and as I
pushed through I felt something let go on my arm and I
started to panic., I asked everyone to step back and I was
really angry about it, and they all kind of got back and I
looked around on the floor and I couldn't see anything so
then I started to walk away and I saild, "No, I better go
back,” so I retraced my steps back to the Committee room
looking on the floor and saw nothing., And
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I said, well, it must be my imagination. I went outside and got in

my car and drove over to ILongvorth from the Rayburn building, I went
upstairs and started to take the materials out and T looked and the .

entire middle section from the first suwwary of the second book was gone
and I remember breaking ocut into a sweat at that point, saying "My

God, you knowr someone is going to print that,” I didn't contain

any confidential information,..fuatFity because all statements would

have a footnote 1, 2 or 3, which were contained in the actuzl tabs.

The fact is that I was concerned about was my own credibility. That

I vould be labeled as a leak, that there would appear on,the.front

pages and the very first or second night out that this \-&ﬁf haopend.é

T ran back to the Committee office and I got them to open it up be-

cause all the roams were locked at that time. Ve looked all over :
the place and we couldn't find it. I didn't know what to really :
think at the time. I really felt scmeone had stolen it, but I wanted

to double check without accusing anyone., I couldn't find it, I

tried to get & hold of Jenner. I didn't locate him that night un-

til about 9 o'clock. and I told him what had happened and so he called
security and they went over and they opened it up and they-started the
search and he got back to me about 1llo'clock, 11:30, 12, 12:15 they -
were still looking and he called. Fe had called Doar at that point and
apparently had made a call to all the news media saying that the material.
had been taken and they would request that they not publicize anything
that had been taken. Well, it never showed up, wejcanned everything
for days, looking to see if there was any indication that someone had
sare material, and it never showed up. I told Futchinson the next
morning the first thing about it, Podino was informed about it, I made

a statement I guess the _folloerg day, but I was sorely embarassed

to say the least. From that point on, I refused to take my books ocut- ;
side. I left them at my desk and had them put away until the final ;
weeks., I was so distraucht about that whole episode that I felt very L
cynical about the reporters and=aldwthaé. I Just felt that a first :
class reporter would never have done samething like that, that it kind:
of soured me on the press. Let me get back to your original gquestion,
this is a little divergence fram it. The only thing I locked for from
the press is that if they cuoted me, I wanted to make sure that it was
accurate - that they would not take scme things out of context. Aside
from that I didn't read the long stories.

¢

Now the very fact that the press singled you cut being the new first
Republican to favor mrpeaJr‘ent - did that have any particular effect

onyez Tx wacla 1t more Ay Bt fin e

ell, sure, it had an irpact on me. AT found myself during the course
of proceedings taking a rmich more active role than most of the other
Members. Whens¥~}ock—back-—through.tbhe questionatiow, I'vas as=always
dlsapoomted with the cuality of the cquestions coming fram ocur side.
If they are really interested in getting the truth, thep\ they ought to
pursue these lines of questioning. From my ovn exoerlence, again as

CevTeainn » .
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a pro tor when a witness didn't ring true then I usually went
after amwmesess. Vith O'Brien, for exarple, I thoucht he vas lying.
So jas Bittman, in my opinion. But yo¥ vere kind-of constrai ed,

Y& only got yous five minutes and there was one point during the ques-

tigning of O'Brien where my five minutes ran out ard Dutler asked that
Coe be alloved to proceed and Hutchinson said "no." Thre oply reason

that I got rore time is that Trent was outside either making or get-
ting samething and he came in and I said "Trent (Lott) x-.mld"you vield
me your time." and he had no notion what was going on, and vielded
me his time and I pursued from that point on. 2nd plus it was embar-
rassing, I suppose, a little bit,that the members of the Democratic
side were yielding their time to me. It's not alveys exactly a plus
in your favor. But I felt that there were questions that had to be
asked that were not being asked and I was going to ask them regard-
less of what the other people thought abouf it. And the other thing
is, that knowing that you've been singled ocut creates counter pres-—
sures. The counter pressures being that you know that your questions
carry less weight. Even though you may think that you are getting at
delicate points that ocught to be pursued, if they @hve already dis-
missed you based upon press reports, saying "well, he's been singled
out"”, then you have the notion that no matter what the validity of

your point, no one is payi attention dur?_r?;r your side. But I just
never felt satisfied with questions being asked on cur side.

Or even on the other side for that matter. Waldie, for example, I
thought, was always a very good example, but- He vas so partisan that
even I ocouldn’t accept his questioning to really cet at the truth,
bg;'I knew that his questions would be dismissed just like many times
mine would be on my side.

waS

let me try to clarify that I don't,Jeave the impression that my

colleagues were less concerned about searchin§ for the truth. That was

my perception at the time, I think that I didn't fully appreciate in
the past how partisanship had colored perhaps the debates and the per-
formance of the Camnittee. There was a very strong unéercurrent of '
partisanship in Congress arnd also in the Camittee. Ik  never had
came into contact with it and therefore, it had never troubled me.
There were definitely partisars on the Democratic side, just as there
were on our side. They were concerned about the truth but they also
bad this feeling that somehow that if this situation were reversed, and

lLs%-they had a Democratic President and under similar ciramstances you

DFS -
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wouldn't have the impeachment resolution being heard by the Rodino
Comittee... That was always underlying.

I had one final question on the factors outside of ﬂ‘.e Corgress,
and that is your wife....

My wife is a very important factor—

[
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Would you care to comment on that?
I think that you should probably talk to her.

We've been thinking of this, What's your idea, when we

get to Hilton Head, of simply asking the seven wives with
prior okays to have a group session = group or individual =
much shorter of course = What would your reaction be to
that?

I say fine, I don't like speaking for Diane, She 1is a
small petite person with a backbone of steel, She watched
all of the Watergate hearings and knew more of the factual
information, I didn't watch any of the Watergate hearings
but one night. I caught a portion when Krogh was testi-
fying. Maybe just a flash of Haldeman., I didn't pay any
attention to it at all, where she knew every detall backwards
and forwards, She takes a very acute interest in national
affairs and she reads about everything. She never tried

to intervene but she is very strong. Even when the pressure
got really tough, she was always there to say, "You 4id -
the right thing.” :

Once the Doar evidence began on the 9th of: May, did you
discuss the thing with her?

I never discussed the evidence as such with her. I would
discuss some of the pressures that were generated from day
to day. She attended most of the hearings that were open

to the public, But I don’t recall ever discussing many
detalls with her, One night, after the vote on sending

a letter to the President, I went out to have a couple of
drinks with Rails (Railsback). I was pretty angry, frankly, .
at beilng out on a 1imb by myself. I was angry in the sense
that privately they saild that it wasn't compliance and when
it came to the public vote, they voted no. I felt that they
were putting me in a position of having been labeled a
maverick and then belng forced to then confirm it, And I
was angry with Rails in particulary/Taughter/, I just had
to get out of that room. The reporters kept running up and
they wanted interviews and I said, "no, I don't want to talk
with anybody.™ 8So I ducked out the back door. I tried to
go in the back door of the Longworth and the door was lacked,
Joe Pritchard was outside and said, "Bill, I think that they
are trylng to tell you something.”™ 8So, then I had to go aroun
up to the front 'door. In the meantime I got back to my of-

fice, Ralls had called up and said come on to the Hawk and

™ -

Dove and he was there with a couple of staff people and Bill
Hermelin., - '

Yes, I was there, too.’
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W3C - I was pretty down at the time and I think that I had two
beers and he was having a good time, kind of needling me,
I Just flnally got up and left and went home, And I remember
I got back about one o'clock, tiptoed up the stairs and I
guess I sald, "I've Just done the hardest thing in my whole
career tonight. "I know,” she said, "But it was the right
thing.” I tried not to wake her up. That was a tough vote
that night, as tough as the ultimate vote, I think. The
Presldent was saying, take it or leave it, on Monday night,
all the materlal stacked up and there was always that party
pressure and that peer pressure, It was the hardest thing
to confront. People coming up during the course of the de-
bate on something and saying, I understand that you're out
to get him — you are the one leading the charge against
the President., And I sald, "Why do you say that?”, "Well,
just because” and I sald "You mean because I'm trying to ask
the right type of questions to get at the truth,” But it
was always thz t notion of, well, here he comes and of
turning away, Isolation by the other Members., That was
the most difficult point, I guess.

SL = Which of all the evidence did you conslder the most helpful
and the most convincling?

WSC = The evidence assembled? I think the material dealing with
the agency abuse, was the most impressive. I wasn't at all
impressed with our investigating efforts, I guess. The
books were helpful in compiling everything, but I took the
Watergate Committee materials and I related that, I read
every one of those volumes, ' Before each session I would go
back the evenling before and read over the testimony in -
the Senate and then read what the Committee had done with
its interrogation and then related it to the book, I read
"All the President's Men”™ twice, I think just to find out
anything that might be different than what someone had said
in the Senate or something that we had, and had that all
integrated. I don't know if I can point_to any one thing
that was that impressive,

SL - Did you talk with any members of the Judliclary Committee
at all or the staff people that worked on 1t?

W3SC - I didn't even talk to any members on our side — that was the
strange thing about it. None of us really discussed this
until the very end. ,

TM - At one point you did engage with some briefings with Cates?

W3SC = Yes, at the very end. He came up to my house on a Sunday.
I think that Diane was back in Maine with the boys. Ham Fish
wanted to get together and we invited Cates, and we had two
or three minority counsel there as well.
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Cates rode his bicycle out there!
(Laughter)

I was impressed bg=thesway, with Cates on his presentation during that
long session; I made notes that day. I was irgressed with him going
back to the initial coverup facet of it, what facts to look for and
vhat was persuasive and what was not. I vas very impressed.with his
organization of that material.

How important were the tapes, in your opinion?

~ Oh, very crucial.

Crucial?
Crucial.

Could there have been a clear and convincing case built, having no
tapes?

I doubt it. Without the tapes you have no transcripts, right? | With-
out the transcripts you were left with John Dean and the President.

iIn your opening statement that Thursday night, you emphasized very,
very much the strength of circumstantial evidence.

Yes, vwell, I was getting concerned with my colleagues an the floor
sayving "what the hell are you-gquys doing over there? All you got is
circumstantial evidence." The layman's definition of circumstantial
evidence is a bit different fram that of a lawyers' and all I tried to
point out is that most of your cases are built upon circumstantial evi-

- dence, almost every criminal case. You rarely have an eye witness to

the crime and you build it upon solid inferences and circumstantial
evidence and finally trace it to the a_gcuseg_.* sYou rarely get that

eye witness. I-t—-gush%azfswer:th:.s’ = rounting criticism by some of
my colleagues, saying "what are you guys doing over there, you're tak-
ing so long, why don't you get this thing over with?" 2and of course,
that was because of their concern that the 1oLger‘£Et this went on,
the closer it came to election time, and vmmh-every vay they voted,
they knew that they were going to damage themselves with a certain part
of the electorate and that they would have that less time to repair
the damage, that eipOwld .ave~that-Tittle time—they-were-pushing for
a-quick_decisions And we would say, well we have got to take our time,
we have really got to do a thorough job, we won't be satisfied without
that ‘and then the criticism came: from all - you've got only circum-
stan{:lal evidence. Of course, Chuck Wiggins is the one,I think Itlad:;
who was promoting this. But what I tried to do is to say that, yeah,
we've got same circumstantial evidence, but circumstantial evidence
can in some cases be far more persuasive and what I tried to do i@-to
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WSC - point out the example of the Dean testimony. As we went cut the
doors after listening to the tapes on Dean we were st grakbed
by every reporter, "Did he say, get thetBefr 82-&f here, or god
damm it"? What was the expletive? The press was focused on tne
nature of the expletive. Was it "goddam-it" or was it "Jesus ;
Christ."” And I think you had 38 different versions of what was
=2id, and that is just about an example of the traditicnal falla- :
cies involved in terms of eye-witmess testimony. The old exanple
at Chicago University during the course of a lecture the professor
brought a scene where scmeone was shooting someone else and he asked
them to recound’ exactly what hacpened and he had almost total diver-
sity.

P(QJ“L“

WSC -~ Of course, those of us who were involved in trying cases, know that
' reasonable people see different things and=so~forth, but sametimes, you
get a piece of circumstantial evidence which is far nDre conc usive,
The snow was one anology that I tried to demonstrate that! With and I
found that the public reaction to that,even with the peooie on the gorcexa
floor, was overwhelming. "Gee, I've never thought about that before,
is that what you mean by circumstantial evidence?"

SLL -~ You already mentioned O'Brien ard Bittner, what was your reaction to
Mitchell?

WSC ~ Mitchell = I didn't think was entirely forthcaming, I went up and
talked to Mitchell during the course of his testimony, I had never o
met him before (I guess I didn't think that his statements were quite

L as flagrant as some of the others.}) O'Brien I thought was lying. Es-
pecially after I started asking him questions, he kept turning to -
counsel to see whether he should answer and Bittman vas a very sharp b
guy. Dean,Icldnttthktoldthetruthaboutthatltemthathe f
forgot that he had destroyed. P

|
|

SL - Henry Peterson, what do you feel his position was?

WSC - I guess I really.... he didn't say all thatnm:;h‘ I didn't agree ' i
with some of his conclusions, but I guess a.ny of the witnesses -

I really wasn't too satisfied with ’d‘:@i\' A

WwWAG\, *

|
SL. - Butterfield? !
|

WSC - Butterfield was a believable witness. Although I thought he jumped i
too quickly at the notion, that "I'm not Deep Throat". FHe called
Haldemann the Vice President or same thing of that nature, second in !
command, and said that I'm not Deep Throat, he obviocusly had read -.
A1l the President’'s llen very closely. But Butterfield was credible.
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TM - Kalmback?

WSC - Kalmback - he was critical, but I guess I was just dis-
appointed in him. This man looked to me like (when I used
to go to the movies as a kid) the man who had the white
house, a two car garage, & nice man really, and an in-
surance job or something. And yet he was golng &round
with a black bag and passing out the ambassadorships, sim-
ply on good faith, I dldn't really sympathize with him
much, I guess, But I thought he was really truthful.

Who else? La Rue = I didn't think was telling the truth,

DFS - Well, passing on to your own relationships to other mem-
bers of the Committee, For example, say on the 10th of
July and the 18th of July, there were two Republican Cau-
cuses, I believe. On both occasions, I think, Hutchinson,
for all practical purposes, sald he Jjust was unable to
understand the Rebuplican who could vote for impeachment.
Was that pretty much directed — the first time  at you?

W3SC - I felt so,
DFS - What was your reaction?

WSC - I was about to respond and Railsback said something. We
were then agailn defending Jenner, or I was defending Jenner
based upon something that he had done. He seemed to have
a capacity to get himself into more trouble — almost-
deliberately at times —= I was in the process of defending
him, That was not the original understanding under which
he was hired, we were looking for someone with academie
credentials, and trial experience, we didn't look for some-
one who was simply going to be a partisan advocate, I
think that was the point of the conversation on one of those
occasions, and then it came back to what Hutchinson said,

"I can't belleve that a Republican would vote for impeach-
ment, We'd better find out who they are.” I know that was
directed toward me. And Rallsback stepped in and sald, "E4,
I'm not sure how I''m going to vote, I might be one of those
who votes for impeachment.” It got even more heated. I
think Chuck Wiggins broke it off at that point. We then
had lunch, as I recall, at the Capitol Hill Club that day.
Rallsback, myself, Ham, and Caldwell had lunch at the Capi-
tol Hill Club that day to talk about the implications of
what Hutchinson had said., I think they were concerned

about what he was saying at that point. Caldwell was not
at the caucus that morning.

DFS = Would you comment on Jenner? So many people had taken
obviously different views on him, do you think he did the Jjob
for which he was hired?

- WSC = Yes, I do. As I understood it when he first came on, there
was no talk of simply belng a partisan advocate, as I recall,
They had some apprehensions about Doar that he would sim-
ply be what they called a “"Kennedy-Republican.® That was
the phrase they used to describe him, And that he would

not really be objective and would be a partisan and -
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WSC - they were looking for some one to balance him. There was
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discussion about his qualifications, academic credentials,
or trial experience, and that he be very well known, re-
puted and so forth, so that it would enhance our own position.
Rallsback was responsible for getting Jenner, I think Jen-
ner made some mistakes initially. He never should have
made the mistake of giving his view on what was an impeach-
able offense, He at least should have met with us, and at
least reviewed the material., But I thought Jenner made a
bad error in expressing himself publicly and I think he
damaged himself with the other Members of the Committee

who wanted to get rid of him immediately from that point
on, but felt that they could not. I think that he made a
mistake when on one of the crucial nights he took off and
went to Texas on a long standing commitment. That was the
night that Doar got torn apart when Wiggins destroyed him
and rightfully so. And Jenner wasn't there at the time,

He was down in Texas making a speech, and making public
statements, I think that he did enough things that could
have warranted his dismissal in terms of public statements
on behalf of his client which put him in a very difficult
position in terms of representing us, serving as counsel
yet going his own independent way. But I think as far as
what he tried to do 1n the investigation, I think was the
right thing, '

Did the White House ever have any contacts with you during
the spring or last summer?

There was one occaslion in which they invited me to go on

the Sequoia to which Rallsback made his famous statement.

Two occaslons, one I turned down, the other time they invited
me. There was one call I received, from the White House,
about an appointment or some position in New England as

to who I would recommend for the position. I belleve the
call came from V.P. Ford's office.

Weren't you kind Qf disinvited to the Sequoia the second time?

Something happened, I have to go back and review that, some-
thing happened where I was called and they called back and
saild that no there isn't any room or something to that ef-
fect. And I had no intention of going anyway and then Ralls-
back picked 1t up and said *"That if _ »u did go, it would be
the first time the Sequola ever travelled into shark infested
waters.” But I had triled to stay away from any connection
because 1t might be misconstrued. _

Just how did you view Mr, St. Clair's performance?

I think that he did an excellent job up until the final :
day. And then I think that he made one of the worst mistakes
of his career. And that was when, after making a beautiful
summation, I thought 1t was one of the most effective I

had seen, he offered a partial transcript of the tape that

we were after and it jJust provoked outrage and I thought

Just wiped out the effectiveness of the presentation that

he had made, I can't imagine why he did it, unless he was

instructed to
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man many months. And then McClory asking questions knowing that we had '

‘him!" That is why I asked O'Brien the question, "I've assumed that
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do it. As a trial attorney, I thought, he was superior to Doar |
or Jenner in terms of his examination ongl cross—examination in ‘
the manner he went about it, looking at it from a technician'® : ﬂw
point of view. Jenner I thought laboriocus as he was, was an old W ;
trial attorney who had been through a lot of cases ani,\yc*“ rot ~ |
dot every i and cross every t. And it was painful at tires. Our !
side was shout_mg at him alstost to stop hut he kept going and go- o
ing. So, it's a lot easier in terms of cross-examining especially |-
saneone like St. Clair who is very good at it. He is a very skilled . )
cross—examiner. But there were same things that I just couldn't -~ -
believe, like at one pomt he's askmg O'Brien did anyone ever men—
tion the words to you ‘quid _pro quo,’’did anyone ever call this™ -~ .~
"huish money” and he said, "no sir, no sir." Then you had people -

like McClary behind us who was saydng-that-we affirm What St. Clair La-p
just said that d&’one mentioned quid pro quo and no Sne mentioned

hush money. & 3% a copy of the transcript in front of him which

clearlys}nwst}’\]attheyhadbeental]\nxgakxmtthlsforagood

been through the testimony. I just kind of had to look over my
shoulder and say, "My God the transcripts are sitting in front of

you have read those transcripts?" "Yes, I have.™ And I said based
upon your reading of the transcripts do you still maintain that = .
Ehrlichman didn't know anything about it? And he said, which sec- -
tion are you referring to? I ]ust left it because I didn't want]

him to eat up my flve minutes going through which section.

In view of your, what alrmost happened early on when you lost same of
the papers, what was your reaction to the constant leaks?

I thought they would destroy the credibility of the Camittee. I was
oconcerned about it. LI made public s tafements about it,sE=thin®, to
several reporters,.l%rél they were ask¥fg about it, and I said that the
Comittee deserves to be criticized, it is an unfair thing that is
taking place, and I always had the suspicion frankly, that the news
media had access to the reports or the information before we ever
did. There was time after time, after I would came out of that roam
ard a reporter would ask me a guestion about which he had to have -
prior knowledge. He would then recite a line -— it was directly -
out of the transcript that we had just been reviewing. EHe had to have .
sane prior knowledge. I just felt that because of tl'e leaks and what
happening that the credibility of the Committee § serlously
eroded. I might say that my staff took quite a People
from the National Cammittee used to say to Betty that youcr boss is
the only ane; everybody else is together hut your boss ard this cre-
ated quite a bit of pressure on her, but she is a very strong Repub—-
lican and had to take a lot of aggravation.
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low the mechanics of the coalition? It was difficult to try to put
this together, I didn't really take notes as to vi0 was present

ard vho vas staying away at any one time. But going back a little
before the actnal first meeting on Tuesday rorning, to the best

of your recollection what was the earliest possibly informal con-
versation that you may have had with any memwbers of the so—called col
coalition about that type of activity?

The first contact that I had was with Railsback. We had a little bit
of a confrontation one evening when I got angry with him and walked
away.

At what time was this" In rela’c_lon to Monday or Tuesday’»‘ 7'_
It vas a llttle earlle.r than that This was duri ccxxrse of the
witnesses. We were actually having dinner with i% and Rails.

We had kind of a conversation and Tam at that point made some refer-
ence, "Who knows, I might be with you." And I won't repeat what I
said to him at that time. But I said that I remember how you were
with me back on the letter to the President. I don't put too much
stock in where you are and furthemore, I don't care, it was that

kind of a conversation. But that was probably the first meeting that
I had any contact.. We had never really discussed any of this among
ourselves. Tam got concerned with an article by Pinctms. In fact while
I was interrogating O'Brien, he leaned over to me after the testimony
ard said, "Gee, that's a great job, come on ocutside, I want to talk

to you." After hadj:' exanmining O'Brien, we went ocut into the
side roam, into 2 fice, and he showed me a copy of, Pinckus’
article pertaining to the turning over of information the _ ard
jury. Pinckus had written an article that had appeared in the Post

of the propriety of turning over grand jury informetion abbaf Peter-
son to the President. That was the first time Tam said, "this really
troubles me." - I don't recall talking about it, this was the first .
time that we had discussed any evidence. We didn't talk again until -
one time I was on the floor with Flowers and I said, "Samewhere along
the way we ought to sit down and perhaps talk akout it.” *You know
Flowers is the Democratic Railsback; they are very much alike in -
personality and life style. "Why don't we get together sometime and
just talk about this thing."” I haven't got the date, I'll have to go
back and look for it, but that was a week or ten days prior to our

meeting. _ -

Was to you the coalition a natural event? An inevitable occurance?
That these seven would came together? .

I never gave it a thought. I did not really think about a Coalition
I didn't thing about being with anybody else or how anyone else was
going to vote. I think that I had so steeled myself to say that what
ever I do, I'll probably be &fx alone er—that-there-vouldn™ Eany-

bedy-etse~there-who-eared-at—~that-poind. I had reconciled myself to .
the fact that whatever I did that it was going to be difficult for me
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back in nmy district, difficult to explain to my constitu-
ents, and as I said, I truly felt I would not be back. But
what I was more concerned with was that I did what I felt
was right. I didn't really care what others did.

I really didn't think about a Coalition., Two nights after
we sent a letter to President Nixon we were on television -
ABC network —— McClory, Kastenmeler and myself and McClory
was kind of backing away from his vote and saying "Well, I
didn't think it was compliance, but I don't think this is
the route to go.™ The whole thing sort of shifted at

that point. I just felt that I didn't know how they were
golng to vote and I felt Rails was going to have a tough
decision because of his district; Fish had problems with
his father; didn't know what Caldwell was going to do,
didn't even inquire. I knew that most of the other ones
were going to vote "no."

I think it was a Friday before the Tuesday when John Doar
circulated the so-called drafts of different articles in a
black notebook and I believe that was the first time we ac-
tually were able to see in written language the potential
articles of impeachment, Do you recall your reactions to
reading those articles?

Well, the first articles that I think I saw were Jack Brooke's,
Which I thought were horrendous, As I recall I made a state-
ment to Doar and Jenner one evening, a few days prior to the
presentation that I felt that if there were going to be im-
peachable offenses they could only come under two headings,
abuse and the other was the cover-up. Those were the two
general categories; you must set these forth in the we_ of

an indictment., In my own mind I had to separate the alle-
gations into abuse, and the cover-up.

Had you put anything in writing up to that point? Did you
have any thoughts of about that time: "Here are drafts of
potential articles, It's Friday, we're going on TV the
following Wednesday. Any of these or some of these?”

I had assumed that was already done. When we got together
we Just talked in terms of which one we thought we could
accept and which one we could not. But in view of the pre-
sentations by Doar from day one up until his final summation,
it just did not occur to me that they didn't have something
spelled out,.

14

Do you recall hoi you éot to Rallsback'’s office? BHow did
you learn of the meeting in Railsback's office.

I think that you probably told me, saying that there was going
to be a meeting over there between some of the people and I
was surprised at who it was going to be,
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You were surprised?

I didn't know who was going to be over there. I tiought ray be
Flowers, may be Ray Thornton. I had tremendous amount of respect
for Thornton — a kind of a mutual admiration society, I cuess. He
had agreed during the course of the hearings that if I ever wanted
any time, he would yield his time to me. So I thought that Flowers,
and Thornton would be there and I thought Rails, of course, would be
there and myself and possibly Fish.

What about Henry Smith?

No, I never thought Hernry would be there.

Or McClory?

- No.

o
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—~ This is the second interview with Congressman Cohen - present
are Congressman Cohen, Steve Lynch, Tom Mooney, June 20, 1975,
approximate tlme 1:45 p.m.

We
The special prosecator last time, that's the copy of the artlcle
that I was referring to. The other thing, is I believe the Ios
Angeles Times. I'll make a copy of this - this is the article
to the Globe, it will be coming out on the Fourthof July or on :
Nixonts the anniversary of 1is re51gnatlon. But I thought it might
be of interest to you. ~iyrls '

- It will, indeed.

" T don't know if you need that r‘aterlal on the Ford conformation or

not - the whole thing about Judge Byrne?

- Ithznkthatls-Ithlnkthat laysafour\datlonforscmeofyour
thinking in that area. It started considerably earlier.

- let's see, pages 44, 45, 81amiB2am183—tnatssr.eofﬂ'1e
stuff on Ford.

- TI'll get that out of my bock, very good.

- I think that covers the tone, the type of examination I would conduct.

™ - Yes, indeed. L

-IthmkIrecallrumungaroxmdtrymgtofmdthatbookforyou; -

durmg the Ford proceeding.

- VWe left off last time with the mechanics of the coalition. Going back
to when you first recall being approached and by whom and how you
ended up in PRailshack's office and I would like to direct your atten-
tion, if I may to, section "Chronology” in your book. It was diffi-
cult to try to put this all together, as far as the different meetings,
whether or not they occurred in some instances ard then who was present.
I didn't write down the notes that I would have noramlly taken as a coun-
sel to a subcammittee. Things being as chaotic as they were, I tried
to primarily get the substance as far as what people were saying.

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

very definitely there and would you want to corment on your 1mpres—
sions of that first meeting in Railsback's office. .

’ .

- I quess, I was surprised at how many were there and who u"é')rg’ there.
Obviously, Railsback would be there, I thought, Flowers were and pos—
sibly Thornton. I don't recall if I know whether Mann would be
there, I didn't expect to see Butler there. Mr. Froehlich wasn't
originally there at the 1st meeting, he arrived later. I just recall
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the casualness of it, I guess. I walked through the door and I
vent and sat down behind Teom's chair,  Sorecne Slicood -z, Toguass it

was you, flipped me a coffee roll. )
I did, it was a Danish or samething.

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

And everybody gathered arcund you.

I just kind of was impressed with the spirit of the place, it was :
very casual, "well, let's just sit down ard see where we are,®

it was very informal. If you shake it ALl dovm, I think that was
Flower's expression, if you take a bag,dup51de down and dump it all out
what have you got? Is there anything that we can agree on that consti-
tutes an impeachable offense. I think that we discussed Jack Brook's
impeachment articles that we thought were preposterous as drafted —
and could not be supported by any of us there. We just started a very
informal way of saying what our arguments are and what is troubling to
all of us and I think that is about all that I can recall of that meet-
ing. - -
Did you expect to see sanebody there who wasn't there? Other members
of the Camnittee maybe?

Was Ham Fish there, was he at the first meeting?
Yes, he was. - - o

I know that we—weres ”'I‘here was same concern on whether we should in- -

vite McClory. Ee-was-prettyinhnrmane-of-us—te—say-nes—atr Tom felt
under same obligation to inform him of what we were doing. -

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

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

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

WsC -

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

I think that I missed one of the afternoon meetings.,

S VRS
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I came back and I gave them the message, that Mr. McClory
was working on an article too and whether or not he could
join or what not and there was considerable discussion at
that point but it was decided by the group that they would
send over their work file at the date to McClory to 1oon at,
here it gets fuzzy. ,

I came in late E=thimk that day.

Okay. : SR ‘ . -

R , ] o R
I did come in gause we were discussing how we were golng to.
carry it out that night aad-still working on the asspnBFi
that all this backup data would be available. Wk ‘Bat rough
article one-and-then-we figured- that we wouLi still have -
enough time the next day to get through article two. VWe
wouldn't finish the debate that evening on article one so
we thought we would have some time as, I- recall not giveinf}
any thought to the strategy of Sandman. -

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

I wasn't too concer ed, McClory didn't matter to me, whether
he—started—or whaf . he d1d I just figured that there :
was a wasted effort to begin with. It was a case of --
well, I don't want you to record this so I won 't say it I
guess. : : - : S

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

Does someone else recall a statement that I made?

Several sources. (very much jumbled talk and laughter)

In particular you were very vocally concerned that it was
let out to Mr. McClory who you thought at some point might
have a tendency to disclose it to people that might not
beas interested in what we were doing as you would hope.

.

I'm sure that I said something, but I can't remember

"what I said though -- what did others say that I said?

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




' Wsc

™
WwscC
™

wsce

™

wsce

™
wscC
™

Cohen = 26

Why, when McClory didn't want any part of that particular
group., Should we communicate it to him. That just troubled

me, I guess,

Do you recall being at that afternoon meeting?

Only briefly., I know that I didn't go on time.

I know from my recollection you camé in late. Yoﬁ came in

late and you nodded and you were there working for awhile
and then you had somehow learned, discovered that the McClory

‘had received the draft., And my recollection that at that

point you expressed some discomfort at letting that out.

I'm sure that's true, As to what they say I said, I have
to reserve the right to disagree. Tone it down, I don't
know how we are going to write this thing up but he was
not one of my favorite people on the Committee, I was
upset with his attitude during the course of the examination
that we talked about last time where O'Brien would make
a statement that he thought it was the first time that -
Ehrlichman had learned any of this and the transcript is
sitting there and McClory 1is asking him a question, con-
firming his impression that Ehrlichman was Jjust getting
into it., That sort of question offended_me, I guess,

Goilng down through these meetings, do you ah, there were
two evening meetings, dinners, that you had at the Capi-
tol Hill Club, The first I do not have you listed as being
present, Thursday, July 25th, this was after almost at the
completion of-debate, but I think that debate was still
going on and prior to the Friday dinner that was so chaotic,

.What we: were doing at this dinner was putting the final

touched on article one; Hogan was there for the first time,

7Frank Polk was there for the first time.

This isn't the nlght that Diane and the boys were with me,
was 1it?

No, I think that was the chaotic night.
That's fight. I don't think I was at the meeting before then,

Then the third one, Friday morning you recall, the Sarbanes
Substitute was introduced and all afternoon on rnational TV,
Mr. Wiggins and Sandman were attacking the substitute, At
6 o'clock the full committee recessed for dinner and we
moved over to the Capitol Hill Club, Would you just givs
us your personal recollections of that meeting?
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WSC - As you say, 1t was fairly chaotic and the group was in
disaray. It had been routed by Sandman and Wiggins and I
thought justifiably so; I agree with what Sandman was saying.
I was pretty disgusted with our staff that to think we had
gone through this process of drafting these articles and had
nothing to substantiate the points. There seemed to be no
response that anyone wanted to develop at that meeting, and
I think that finally I said well "Damn it I'1l1l draft article
one myself i1f I have to stay up all night to do it or what
ever it was going to take, but it b€Eéer be ready by tomorrow.
I did say something to that effect.

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

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

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

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

SL - You talk about the staff, it is really amazing but I think
that they got to that point and didn't provide anybody with
any information. When you wanted to go to somebody, who did
you have to go to, just Doar and that was 1it, could you have
called someone right away and say listen we need this or who
are the experts in the area?

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

individuial members.
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Some critics have said one of the problems of the inquiry
staff, is that Doar was so much in command, that really every-
thing had to go through him, every decision that was made, do
you think that was one of the problems then?

kaﬂ*——
I think the decisions should, be® .made by him. I don't disagree
with that, I question some of his judgment® from time to time
and I had doubts about what he was doing but I really didn't
question his organization methods. I thought he was pretty
stubborn; once he got on a point you couldn't really shake
him. As you noticed throughout the hearings I tried to get.
him to attach something to a subpeona and he refused to do it.
Ans then he forgot, he said he would do it one time and forgot
to send them in another envelope and I said would you please
send in another envelope a copy of the items for the justifi-
cation, and he forgot to do it. He was stubborn in that regard.

Before we move on any further, just one more point about that
Friday dinner, do you recall for the record first of all, your
wife and children were present. Do you want to identify them?

Kevin and Christopher.-and Diane.

Do you recall the resolution of that meeting? It was, you
indicated chaotic¢ -

v O
It was angry and frustrated. The members had got, stung and they
didn't really know what to do. Who was going to ‘take what, how
do we respond to it, we got to go back an television that night,
how to cope with the assault being waged.

Do you recall the alternatives developed, the plan if any?

The plan was that the Doar staff would come back in the morn-
ing with justifications for the bases for the article and in
the meantime we were to fend as best we could for the rest of
the evening on nationadfwide television. Yeah, that was the
only plan. I had gotten to the point wher I said, "Look I will
do it myself, I intend to stay up all night, I can draft article
one to substantiate every portion.”" I was prepared to do that.
I was so mad. I just felt that it was a real snafu and that
was* I :was number one, embarassed, s8 I was one of those who was
working on it, was seen and had been perceived as supporting
the articles and yet there was nothing there to support it and

" had I known that they were not prepared, I would have done all

the work myself.

~ Do you recall the tactics that were developed later?

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

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

Yeah, it was about nine sub parts, I believe.

We just agreed generally that we were going to divide 1t up.

We didn't see what the justifications were, we got them first
thing the following morning, but nothing that night. Saturday,
I have to go back to my notes to find out what time in the

morning that I came 1in. But I got those In the morning and
then I went over them and changed ;5 somewhat. Then we agreed

that morning upon the strategy. e ﬁssumed that Sandman was
goling to Insist on his motion, then they would yfeld to me,

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

Do you recall a meeting in Railsback's office, Saturday, )
July 27th between 10 and 11:307 I believe Hogan was present
and Polk. :

Hogan was at the first meeting, wasn't he? E ¢ —+—ttreTe.

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

One day earlier, Tuesday.

On Tuesday, the first day we met, and he never joined the group.
until Thursday evening for dinner, at the Capitol Hill Club, the

first dinner.
I didn't gotto that dinner.

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

No, I don't recall.

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

I don't think that ¥ was at that -- I didn't really have that
much time. Once they had divided up the work om the part of
the Coalition between Ham Fish and J, Mann.and me and Ray
Thornton, I don't recall my workingxﬁp%*§gally don't work a
great deal with anybody else on anything, rather alone.

o - cmns i v ——
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I've noticed that over the years.

Over the years, I guess ¥I—pemgowmelly out of habit I tend to be

a loner most of the time and T just do not get Involved 1in

" work groups, work group activity. So maybe that was it. once

I knew what I had to do then I just assumed that everybody
would do what they had to do on their own and I didn't need to
be there, unless it was absolutely necessary for me to go, I
don't think I did and that's probably been true with everything
I've done here. Unless I really have to do it, I don'g like,

to sit around and engage in ._fj?g“philosophicaT éTgéussions,

I knew what I had to say and if they needed it fine, but other
than that I've got other things to do.

Before we move off of this issue, just the adjective has
been used to describe the coalition as "fragile."”

That's Railsback’'s. You recall he used that the first time
during the discussion on Article III and on Cambodia. He &g I3
a member of that "fragile Coalition" and had some second
thoughts, something to that effect. And I recall I spoke
shortly thereafter that as far as this member was concerned

" that coalition wasn't very fragile and that no matter what

happens with the article I intended to remain.
You know I don't recall that, really.

Oh, yes, that's from the debates, I didn't agree with that notion
that it was fragile and futhermore it didan't really matter to
me whatever it was. When I walked into the room I was full of
surprise and a little bit of relief saying that at least you're
not alone and there are some other people who share your views
as well. That is always comforting. But by that point it
really didn't matter to me whether Railsback stayed in or
stayed out or what anyone else was going to do, I had already
resolved myself as to what I was going to do. And I just didn't
want Tom to the characterization of "fragile.”

‘%s; bet=e g

78 .
Number 11 deals with involving drafts of artilces one and two

the last week, and we've got primarily the project down at
Hilton Head, when the group gets together and try to discuss
the drafts, some of the thinking of what was going on --

Well, doesn't Jim Mann have copies, we each have copies and

_they were all initialed and we turned them in *¥ause I wanted

mine back.
I've got a couple of yours, with your name on them.

Now that you remind me of it, this was probably my reaction
to sending over to McClory that here we went through this
whole process of turning the drafts back in, initialed them
and make sure that we keep them in one spot, sp if's not
disclosed and th~- they turn around, after wé"go through all

AN
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this work and send a copy over to McClory who wasn't a part
of the group and I thought that was kind of inconsistant to

say the least.

Maybe just one other point in recalling the final week, the
intensity of the work, the pressures, the press, the phone
calls, we may have covered this a 1little bit earlier but just
a comment on the pressures, time wise and otherwise, that you
may have been under that week?

I would have to go back and look through my notes and my day-
books in terms of what I was doing during the course of that
time. The pressure was building up following Jenner's state-
ment on the preceeding Thursday or Friday?

¥Yhen was that Steve? . " -~
The Saturday, the 20th, after Garrisonm was through with his
presentation.

The 20th of July.

I guess my own position at the. time was one, I was disappointed,
I was angry, at what happened those final days, Railsback and

I came late to a Republican Caucus, we walked in and were =°
advised that they had just taken a vote to replace Jenner with
Garrison as counsel and each of us said, please record me as
being against that, but we were the only two, Ham Fish may have
been the third, but I think that we were the only two that said-

no.

There is no record of that. : -

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

I see what you mean, but that's what happeneéd that morning.
And when Garrison made his presentation, I can recall making
some public statements about it. The press came and /s@ad what
do you think about this —-- I tried to gloss over it without
getting into any contest on I1t. But the whole shift of things
during the final days in terms of what was taking place, built
considerable pressure I thought. I've really got to go back
and looky/at my notes on what I was doing. It would be more
help®ul?Z I think. As far as the pressure, I wrote my speech
the night before it was given. I was up until about 2:30 or

3 o'clock, as I recall with Diane, and just sat up and just
talked to her on what was going to take place. I think she
went to bed around three o'clock and then I started writing it
and then that'?,éasa I started reading, abl~ I had a copy of
the Federalist'and’I was reading through that—aa ee—peing
beck—tdrsough 1t And I started writing about 4:30 or 5 o'clock
in the morning.
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TM - Where did you pick up the idea of the description of circum-
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stantial evidence, of traclng footprints through the snow?

Oh, I had a long talk with a former employer of mine, Thomas
Lambert, the American Trial Lawyers Assoclation, he i3 the
man that I talked to. He 1is probably my closest friend, I
had called him in the past about getting advice about Ja-
worskl, for example, Tom 1s one of the top prosecutors in
the Nuremberg war trials, and he was an outstanding man at
Nuremberg, he was a Rhodes scholar, he was the president

of a law school down in Florida when he was 26 years old.
Just an outstanding man, the most eloquent man that I've
ever heard speak, The most gifted orator, I think, in the
country. Anyway, I spent a year and a half working with Tom
and from time to time we call each other. And I called-

him one night and it was late and just stayed on the phone
and talked to him and told him what 1t was like down here
and we had kept in touch from time to time., And we started
talking about circumstantial evidence and golng back, I think
I recalled to Tom that classical example he used to give of

“circumstantial evidence was by Thoreau "when you find a

trout in the milk.” We talked for an hour and a half just
dealing with philosophy basically and Tom is really a great
philosopher. We didn't discuss any facts but only philoso-
phy that night and the whole discussion of circumstantial
evidence evolved }nto a long conversation.

After the vote and prior to the release of the last Nixon
tape, as a lawyer, anticipating the Senate trial, did you
feel that the case was defensible?

Yes, I felt comfortable with making that presentation to the
House without that tape.

And now ‘what about the Senate? Going to trial in the Senate,
actually? '

In the Senate, 1 would have reviewed the request for the tapes
and had insisted upon themj fallure particularly in view of
the Supreme Court's decision, to turn them over, I thought
would have warranted negative inferences, I did before anyway
but it was even more clear-cut after the Supreme Court de-
cision, But I felt that even without that particular tape

the case was provablef

Were you approached durlng that-particular time as a poten-
tial manager?

Bob Eckhart, as I recall, on the floor one day said he wrote
an article for some local magazine and they asked him who he
would recommend as prosecutors, the managers, of the bill

if it ever went to the Senate and he said, "I hope that you
don't object but I recommended you. You were one of those
that had the type of qualities that we were looking for”™

and he went
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W3SC - into a very complimentary dissertation of what they were
looking for. Who would make a good manager and what qual-
ities. That's the only suggestion that came; most of it
came from reporters. But no one ever asked me and I didn't
inguire, I d1dn't really want to be asked, Just avoided the
whole issue, I said that I would have to give it long
serious thoughts but I'm not inclined to, and thea some peo-
ple picked up that as saying that I would give it serious
thought, they just misinterpreted it, saying that 1 was
looking forward to doilng it and I wasn't. I didn't want
to do 1it. '

TM - What was your political situation in Maine at that time?

WSC - I guess that it was unpredictable at that point, prior to
his admission. I think I had very high approval rating the
first year in Congress and I still had one last year, even
after the thing was over, so I knew that I had strong ap-
proval with what I was doing and I had very low disapproval,

v very llittle negative comment. And I just had another one
done, confidentially, and I have about a one percent dis-
approval, So that's very low. But within the party, itself,
it was pretty bitter. :

TM - Did you say bitter?

WSC - Bitter. The letters were running against impeachment. I
stopped counting after awhile, I Jjust reached that point
where I sald that I'm not golng to get into a tallying con-
test, If I had to guess at it, I would say that the major-
ity were opposed to impeachment. Of the letters that I
recelved, the sentiment expressed to me, I think, that the
majority favored resignation but they were opposed to im-
peachment. -What I had done all through this whole period
saying that I would make a judgment based upon the facts
and the Constitution and that even if 60% (I remember using

T that figure) were opposed to impeachment and the facts
warranted, I'm going for impeachment., I would vote that way.
But if the facts didn't measure up, then I wouldn'ts I just
sald that I hope I can come back and explain to you what I
will be doing or what I've done and that I've done the right
thing and if I don't, then'don't send me back, I went to
a Republican Convention and spoke at the Convention. One
woman was down on the front row and said, "Have you ever
heard of William Pitt Tesseden” and I said, “Yes.,” (You know
Tesseden is the one who particlpated in the Jonnson ilmpeach-
ment, He was from Malne. He voted against impeaching Presi-
dent Johnson.) And she saild,"Have you read Him?" And she
was there shouting, and I sald, "Yes, I have.”™ And she said,
"Well, do what he did.” And I said, “Well, but he voted
agalnst hls party.” And she sald, '..at's not what I meant.”

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

W3SC - I felt that was true, I wasn't one of those who cried.
I guess I felt like the deed is done™ type of tning. Hea-
suring up to this, what you had to do, doing it a~d not
feeling particularly happy about it., Kind of asking "why
did I have to be in the middle of all this. But it's over
and I'm satisfied that I d4id the right thing.” I had no
regrets about the decision itself. I guess it's something
you come to a4t the end of a long ordeal and it's finally
over, And the hardest thing is to get over the first step
I guess, I guess we were all struck by the historical im-
pact that it was going to have, the historical and contem-
porary impact. And you are saying okay, the deed is done,
It is kind of a sense of rellef that you made the declsion
and 1t's done., Now 1it's irreversable and it 1s over, But
I felt that there was an awful lot of acting in terms of the
members of, not so much on our side but on the other side,
there was no acting on Chuck Wiggins part. He really deeply
felt sorrow, and when his head dropped when he heard the
vote, that was Chuck Wiggins. But some of the hard par-
tisans on the other slde were felgning., I thought that
their emotions were inappropriate. That may be ungraclous
on my part. You just know that there wasn't too much room
for sympathy or empathy or anything else for Richard Nixon
on their part,

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

WSC - You mean McClory ‘s article three?
SL - Yeah.

WSC = I had no intention of supporting that because I just felt
' that you can't rarify a faillure to comply into an article

of impeachment. If we had cited him for contempt, which
we didn't, then I think it could have been an article of
impeachment., But I had preferred and had announced for some
time all along that he had falled to comply with our sub-
peonas and I would simply draw the negative implication
that the information was damaging and that would be persua-
sive with me., But unless we were willing to bring a cita-
tion for contempt so that the House could pass upon his
failure to comply, then I just think we could not raise it
to the:level“of.ansimpeachable offense,

SL

e

In your assessment of the varlious éffenses presented, what
role did the offenses of past President‘’s play?

' WSC - Well, none. You mean Andrew Johnson?
SL - Any of the past Presidents.
WSC = You mean what action on the part of all past Presidents in

the fie~ 1 of abuse and so forth. It really wasn't a relevant
fact o me. I had lots of mail on this issue saying, “"Look

st.ybat Kf?gedluéidgj%rpv agughgg_Johnson had done.” And
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W3SC - I salq, “Yes; that's true, but is that the type of conduct
we want to ratify and say these are
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the standards which we would hold up for our children or
ourselves as the type of conduct that we want to let offi-
clals engage in. What was done in the past really didn't
have a-substantial bearing for me on this,

Do you think it possibly has been say from FDR's time a
gradual builld-up of Executive power, there has been some-
what lessened because of this exerclse of impeachment. Do
you feel that there was a concentration of power?

I think that there has been a growlng concentration of power
ever since FDR., That 1s one of the reasons why I would not
have voted for impeachment on the impoundment issue, It
wasn't so much the President's usurpation of powers, 1t was
Congress ylelding it up, turning it over. I just felt that
there were some abuses in past administrations and if there
had been an impeachment article, 1t might have warranted
their impeachment as well, But I didn’'t think that what
ever they had done in the past was dispositive of what stan-
dard we hold this President to. We are not talking about a
retroactive application of unfalr standards., Because Kenm
nedy may have abused his powers that simply didn't decide
the question of whether or not the President has abused his
power, We have-lost control of our appropriations process
because we don't have a system; only last year when they
couldn't overturn the vetoes, they decided to pass the bud-
get reform act, T didn't think we could turn around and
impeach him for what we had some complicity in. So the role
of Congress in all this was very important to me. They also
had the 45 day resolution which allowed him to continue to
bomb Cambodia, which I voted against. I voted to have an
immediate cut-off of the bombing and that failled and Congress
went with the compromise, but I felt that even if there had
been some secret bombing, if we had knowledge of it afterwards
and still gave it support, we coiildn't very well say that
the President should be removed.

Do you think as a result of the inqulry future generations
will have a clear definition of an impeachable offense?

I'm not sure that there will be any clearer definition., I
don't think we came to a clear definition of an impeachable
offense, other than the general statement that 1t 1is when

you have abuse of power granted or usurpation of power not
granted, There are some broad guldelines, I think it will
serve as a sobering thought to future Presidents. Remind

them that power 1s there and that it can be used if they-engage
in similar type of conduct.
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SL - Has your opinion about the news media in the country changed
as a result of your experience?

WSC - T don't think 1it's chénged much, I think it's reaffirmed
my original opinions. I think it's slanted., T think it
was slanted during this.

TM - In what way?

WSC -« I think there was a blas toward impeachment. Or aganist
Nixon or whatever, it was there, I think that there are more
liberals thah there are conservatives in the medla located
here in Washington. I won't say it reached the point of
being completely unfair but it was and is somewhat blased.

I find it in my own State too at times but I think there
is a definite bias toward the left and not to the right.

TM - Could impeachment have occurred without the press?

WSC = No, it could not have occurred without the press, As a
matter of fact, impeachment would not have occurred at all
but for a good many other factors involved, the press being
one of them. It would not have occurred without the Senate
Watergate Committee. If you stop and think of what we did
in terms of our investigation, we did very little. All
we had was a complilation of material that had already been
gathered by the Senate Watergate Committee., If you take
away the Senate Watergate Committee, 1f you take away Judge
Sirica, who I think even went beyond the bdunds of propri-
ety in some instances in getting at the truth of Watergate,
I think if you had any other Jjudge you probably would have
had a different result. Not too many would have handed
out a 35-year provisional sentence to make sure that someone
talked and told the truth. If you didn't have the Supreme
Court Ruling on the necessity of turning over the tapes
that's another factor I think that lent a lot of weight to
it. I would say that without all these other factors you
wouldn't have had impeachment on the merits of what the
Committee did on its own, It would not have voted for im-
peachment. The media was necessary I think in terms of the
coverage, It was an educational process to come from the %
thought of impeachment at one time being the equlvalent of
capltal puhishment of a President. The inltial reaction of
people talking about impeachment over that long period, con-
stantly writing about it, hearing about it, built up a certain
credibility hecause the more you talk about it the less
dangerous it seems in terms of upsetting the stability of the
country. The more pecple heard abeout it 2nd learne
it, and read about it, the more acceptable the discussion
of it becames And no longer was just something for cocktail
party talk by the elite., It became more familiar to the
people and less threatening.

SL - What benefits do you think came out of this for our system?
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WSC - Perhaps 1t's too early to tell, but I think it has had a
good effect upon the country as far as what the meaning
of the Constitution is and redefining our allegences. That's
what that article I gave you is all about,

TM - Why did you walt until May of '75 to make a declsion to
tape your recollectlons and your role in the Coalition?

W3C - Well, I think it's going to be important looking back, 50
or 100 years from now, As we look back over the Johnson
impeachment for some illumination and help and guidelines,
and so forth. I think that's important — an important
part of our history that the public understand how this
all came about: I told you I'm writing something of my
own because I want one day to disclose how in my mind it all
really happened, into what everyone else saw and all the
public posturing, but how I think it all came together. So
I think it's important, it's important that someday someone
have this., I'm not sure that now is the time as far as I'm
concerned., Because I think it would be lost in much of the
junk that!:has been written about Watergate and about ime
peachment and that is not what I want., I would like to see
someday that each of us write our own storles as how we came
to our separate versions of the Truth,

TM - Very good, thank you.

WSC - Okay.

END OF TAPE THREE
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Also you will have close by a chronology of the crucial days, the meeting
days, which might be halpful to lock at, as we move thru this.

There are also copies of the Doar drafts here,

Yes, that is one of the things that has been missing, Did we get the
Doar drafts on a Saturday or a Friday?

In the old black notebook, and there were five sets,...

And they are all here. You received them on Friday, July 1%th.

And I think we all fairly well ignored them.

Well, we pead them and saw nothing to jJustify retaining them.

Nothing to commend them,

I don't think I even read them.

I guess we need a little more information about the actual sources of
these drafts because one was by the impeachment staff, one or more, one
was by Brooks, and I don't know really the source of the cthers., But
they weren't all by the official staff, like Brcoks said.

Was his included in here about SarClemente [?]
7¥es, I am not sure about that.

Did Brooks do that by himself?

I think Brooks did it himself.

Here is the Brooks drafts. [Xerox copies on table].

Could I go back one step before that first meetirg? T was going thru some
notes that I made during the time on July 18th, ¥We had baseball practice,
Trw= at 8 o'clor” and 10 o'cloc I think it was the second time I had
aix8u ~1th you auring the entire' proceeding, Walter, and I know you [TR]
had talked with Flowers and Mann. They would like to get together with
six to eight people and discuss informally the standards to be used,
evidence, etc.

And that was just standing in the committee room....

I remember precisely the way it was: we were standing between the two
aisles |in the Committee Room].

/
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And Flowers says, I want to be sure we are not going to lose this thing

on the floor if I vote for impeachment. You got to have a solid case.

Mann says we got 98% of the evidence. Flowers said, you may have 105%

of the evidence, tecause some of this could never be used as evidence in

the Senate, That was the line of conversation, which we then discussed.. o
I said that there are only two areas of impeachment, agency abuse and _qmp*”
obstruction of justice. Jim Mann agreed. Not Cambodia, aidewsmees 17|,

not the sale of ambassadorships—that has been done by every administration.
That was standing right there in front of the committee room.

On the Republican side.

No} it was on the Democratic side.

No, it was on the Democratic side.

I don't remember being present at that conversation.
No, you weren't.

I said I had some problems with the wiretaps being left for 22 months.
Walter said that they would have been derelict 3f they didn't try to
plug the leaks and then Mann and Flowers and I left so we could get back
together without the hard cores. And you mentionsd something, Walter,
Kalmbach made a case on milk [?]....

You're jogging my '~ d. That same day, at a subsequent roll call, you
apparaently mentioned that conversation to Caldwell Butler, because the
next ime the committee reconvened and I sat out, Caldwell got up and came
over to me and said something about maybe we are going to have a meeting
—3some words to that effect. Do you remember?

I remember initiating a conversation with you sometime, but my recollection
is that I would have bemn talking with Cohen 2ll the time. I also had

a conversation with Jerry Waldie. You told me, riding over in the trolly
one day about the meeting—after the Doar articles came ocut.

Yes, itﬂwas.
That might nave been after the Waldie conversation.
At that time I do not know if he had talked to the Demccratic members....

One interesting thing ' can't put a date on it. In talking to Waldie,

who sat next to me, when I was particularly troubled and didn’t really
have any ideas who was backing what two or three weeks from the date we
finally put it together, I asked, "Jerry, howmany are going to vote for
impeachment?" He said, "I figure 26 or 27." And I remember how  ridiculous
I felt that was then. I felt that was absolutely absurd.

LAUGHTER
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JM - Two little items of interest. In spite of our chitechat during the
previous two weeks when things had kinda started jelling, we never made
a committment to each other, or had expressed any indication, frankly,
as to what we were going to do. We just knew we were thinking that it
was disturbing us all in the same way—the same things were disturbing us.

I had an interview Friday, a couple of days ago, with the little fellow
with the glasses that represents Newed-y,, Mike Waldman. He proably
came to see most of us to get recoiriections a year later. But he
reminded me that on Saturday when the Judiciary Committee had its

inf¢ |1 session, he ran into you [WF] and me in the cafeteria, and

at that point I ahd told him that we were going to start to work on some
articles of our own.

WF - Yeah, I remember that now; I had forgotten that.

8
!

And that Saturday there were only two or three Republicans around.

HF - You had a chance to look at the articles prepared by the inquiry staff
and perhaps thought they were not satisfactory?

JM - I have to admit it is my nature to art from scratch when I’ am doing
something, and so I didn't go back - 1look at these things and compare
them with even what we ended up doi . But we met and we so quickly
jelled on what the issues were that e didn't need to go back and fiddle
with some factional things; we were ust going to do those.

WC - The phrase I recall you using, Walt._, was, "Let's take the thing and
shake it down and let the pieces fa’" to the ones we can agree on. ILet's
get 2all this evidence and shake it ¢ wn and see what are the areas we

really agree on here.”

CB - When was that?

' WC - That was the meeting in Rails' offic on Tuesday morning.

WF - It didn't take long to get there, & it?

TR - Before we get there, I think that H: , you [WC], and I and Caldwell
did have lunch. This was about two :eks earlier in the Members'
diningroom. A% that point I had no ‘-4ea that Caldwell was about to
even consider voitng for impeachment It was a chance meeting.

WC - No, it wasn't. That was the day we 1id the blowup with Hutchinson,
and Caldwell was not there.

CB - I wasn't back to the caucus, but I was back there to lunch.

WC - That's right. That was the day we:were all upset when Hutchinson said, L””,

"Let's find out who is going to vote for impeachment."” And & said, "I
don't know how I am going to vote." l6v\

C3 - Hamilton and you and I had lunch and Rails came in with somebody and
Joined us later.
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WF - I think this was part of the immense burden that we were carrying in
that period of time, because you Republicans had the same thing. You
would vote for impeachment and thereby make it legitimate for every son
of a Republican to look at it closely. Rails, you are out there in
the midwest, Ham and Bill up East, and you, Bill, a first-termer at
that time, and you, Ham, your dad was a Congressman and a noted Con-
servative, Everybody had adifferent kind of burden that they were
carrying, but it was not just your own bulk that you were really in
control of, but a whole lot of things on top of yours,

HF - Bill Cohen has remained silent, but we met every Wednesday evening
with the Wednesday group which at htat time was some 33 members, I
think. The normal practice was everybody contributing to the dis-
cussion, but that was put aside for a much more detailed report on
what happened in the intervening week, and Bill had the labor there
to keep the group abreast, so that they were pretty well informed.

WC - They were informed. But I will tell you what the problem was., Walter, v

you point to me—TI carried very little weight bascially, no matter u

I voted. It would have little impact, except maybe on a few of the

younger members in the Wednesday group. That was the hard reality, so

far as I was concerned, and if I was to s» agg part lf'thls, I had

to somehow hold Rails.... hase

s had

LAUGHTER

TR - You know something? He never treated me better and he hasn't since
either, You were pretty nice to me all during those troubled days.

WF - They all gave us a wide berth during that period of time, didn't they?
Even yesterday, Jack Brooks and I were sitting next to each other in
the subcommitbéee meeting and he said, "I know what you all were up to,
Flowers, you bastard, you and those other guys had 10% of the stock
and you were vating the whole corporation!”

LAUGHTER

WC - Oddly enough, Tom was not a member of the Wednesday group; Caldwell 0/,/”’
now is. What was important, Tom, about your role was t you ca (’
in and addressed the Wednesday Broup after speaking Sperling reabfes
That was important, because it was one thing for me to sit around saying,
"Look, these are what the facts are." Frankly, the Wednesday group
was not inclined to support impeachment, Guys like Bill Frenzel 2]
said, "What the hell are you guys doing? You're taking too long.

It's all circumstantial evidence....” And he's a fairly enlightened
mod type. He would say, "You're dragging your feet—you have't
got a case—you guys are going to put us in a box." It was just
disbelief at that point. And you, Tom, were the one who gave it
credibility I guess. Tom, you have to verify this, but I recall you
came in on a Tuesday morning, and your words were, "CK, I have only
a few minutes, so let me fly with this thing.” Then you laid out

all the allegations which you thought would warrant impeachment. And
that was a kind of stimulus to that group. "Yes, it is not all eir-
cumstantial, for RAils is in—then it must be more than just Cohen.”



Tape I, plO

TR -

WC -

That morning we didn’t make him [Nixon] a part of the break-in or any-
thing else, but what we did is what we did later: we showed that he
had lied., You kmow that was the case against him, he lied and we had
the facts to document it.

You all had a lct more scheduled meetings than we did. I remember one,
Jim, that just came to my mind then. Ray, I think you were there, too.
Southern Democrats were oragnized thru that little research organization.
Nobody was hardly there but there were 8 or 9 guys that were in a

boxed up time frame with the votes going on. We were in some meeting
room in RAyburn and they all wanted us to tell them what was going on,
and we kind of put them on notice that there was a distinet possibility
that the President of the U.S. was going to be impeached by our vote

as well as by the Waldies and Drinans—and I think it started them Just
that quigkly to think most seriously then.

Can I just add one thing that I think is w _ significant as far as the
Republicans are concerned? I think it helped us, and certainly gave me
some support, that I was meeting with George Bush, the Republican
National chairman from the very inception and keeping him informed, and
I think that helped to moderate his position. And I finslly started
meeting with my friend, Bob Michael, who is row the Whip, to tell him
what I thought and where there were problems., I met twice with John
Rhodes., He had finally a case of laryngitis, because he didmt't want
to talk. All of a sudden, he was worrying. But I don't know if that
helped us, because we had a communications problem.

Tom, I think the members on our side were always fearful that you might
go for impeachment, and what that would mean on the floor. The whole
strategy was to kind of hold you in line, isolate me, and kind of
discredit me once that was done.

And Ham too. They were a little worried about him, too.
That's right.

But you must remember that none of the Members spoke to me about that.
The closest I got to Rhodes was the series of leadership meetings we had
starting back in April.

We sure had no pressure€....

There was very little external pressure from any of our colleagues,
even from the White House. I didn't get any from the White House.

The pressure was different, it was peer pressure, Tom. I disagree with
you about the meetings—I didn't find them to be very beneficial at all,
with the leadership sitting around a table and say, "OK, guys, what's
haprening?)| Then have Hytchinson burp his way thru the meeting—that was
pretty gross. LAUGHTER.| And sit around and have Sandman carrying on,
and then say, "Well, gee, whose left here, no one is speaking up." No
one whould really raise their voices except one guy, Wiley Mayne, who
said something in one meeting where Rhodes had said, "Let's not get into
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this whole personal tax thing."” Mayne said, "Well, wait a minute,

if there is fraud in the taxes, that would clearly bte an izreachable
offense.” That was said in one of the early meeings. Beyond that,

no one got up and raised their hands and said, "Wait a minute, I thank
he has done something wrong.”

I think it was obvious from our silence that those who did sreak were
not speaking for all of us and I think that Rhodes at least xept loose
as a result of those meelings., I agree with you, we did not speak out.

The purpose was to pull us in with a kind of herd instinect.

Let me ask this, you guys: how many of your colleagues on the Republican
side did you think were in their own way in and in their own mind committed
against impeachment, regardless of what the evidence would have shown?

That is a doggone tough question to ask, because what you are asking

us to do.... The evidence we had obviously satisfied us, but I would
almost guess that had we the June 23rd tape, the one that came out
after the fact, and after the whole momentum was in ocur direction, it
would not have made much difference to some guys. Would they have come
along even then? I don't think so, That June 23rd tape by itself did
not make that much difference.

I hadn't thought of that. Well, all of them fell in after the fact.
Let us say if the June 23rd tape had been lost in the other evidence,
the so-called smoking gun, had been lost in the other evidence, just a
part of it, rather than singled out after the fact, as the way it came
to us, I'm not sure..,..

I think it would have been rationalized away just like everything else
that came out.

It might have brought along one or two others. It was an otwious

prevarication that he got himself into that shape. You know that the

President way lying, and here he is now — they had no choice. But if

they had not put themselves out on that limb by hanging themselves so

much on those smoking guns.... I think you're right, Bill, there are a

lot of them still rationalizing themselves. _‘}#'
s

I thought thru this whole thing, and take the March 21 tape. Their f;:\r‘

whole thrust was this is the first time that the President re
any knowledge and was starting to get inmto it. People 1li Brien
would come in and testify, "I talked to Kleindi in SanClemente

in April, '73, and it appeared to me that this is the first time he had
any knowledge about all this.™ We were just getting into it and then
McClory would say, "Well, accourding to your testimony today, this

is the first time that Ehrlichman had any awareness of all this,” and
O'Brien said, "Yes, of course.” And the transcript was sitting there
in front of O'Brien. But it is this kind of attitude that could
rationalize anything away, as long as they had time to think about it.
You could even take the March 21 tape, and by the afternoon session
change that around and "it is not altogether clear.”
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CB - Besides, it is not admissable evidence.

HF - To support that, I think that Wiggins and I were the only two members
of the committee who were present at a meeting after the vote, between
then and the release of the June 23rd tape, in Rhodes' office with a
peculiar group., It was Just a group of Republicans, not just the lead-
ership, and we were talking at that time about hi 1g meetings with the
Republican memebers in the next couple of weeks before the proceedings

arted in the full House. Wiggins kept referring only to the March 21

pericd or after, and I think at another time he referred to Dick Cates'
analysis of the events of June and July as only a theory.

TR - Yeah, only a theory.

HF - I think you are right: I think he did zer® in on the March 21 tape—
it wasn't conclusive, it wasn't satisfactory, thRerefore....

TR - But there were two differenmt rationales used to get away from the
evidnce for impeachment. One of them was without a doubt held by
some of the guys, that other presidents had done this—in other words,
the Mayne thesis. Wilie said, "Look, they're hanging just this guy,
and LBJ was even worse. Then the lawyers' argument, by Wiggins and
Dennis, that there is no real truth. In other words, the admissibility
in the evidentiary problems. So it was really two differemt rationales.

WC - There were three. The otherone was the partisianship. I think I may
have mentinned to some of you—don't take offense, and I'm sure you
won't—but at one time, we were getting ready to vote on a procedural
matter which seemed to me to be eminently fair, and Harold Froelich
was going to vote "no" on it, and I said, "Harold, this seems to be a
fair procedure, don’t you want to support this?” And his answer I
think captured the whole sense of tension between the two sides as to
why there wasn't more of a concentration of effort. He said, "Bill,
it is like the story they tell of the little girl who wanted to go to
heaven., The teacher asked the class, 'How many in the classroom want
to go to heaven?' And everyone but Mary raised her hand., And she
said, "What is the matter, Mary, don't you want to go to heaven?'

And she said, 'Sure I do, teacher, but not with those bunech of bastards.'”

LAUGHTER

And that really was the feeling on our side; they wanted to do the
right thing, they wanted procedural fairness.

TR - Ancther good one!

WC - They wanted procedural fairness, they wanted to sse if he was guilty, /
to convict him of impeachable offenses and sp forth, but there was
that underlying feeling that if was giy other way arounq,that
if a Democratic Presidnet was sitting in that office that day, you ’////
could have the same facts, gﬁﬁ'you wouldn't have any committee hearings
going on right now.
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For the second meeting of the coalition, I came up with draft five, and
to this moment, I have not been able in my own mind satisfactorily to
conclude whetker or not the group met Tuesday afternoon. The first
meeting was with the definite intent of getting back together at some
point. I recall drafting in my office when Railsback called and asked,
"Would Hutchinson fire you if he knew that you were working on articles
of i , ichment?"

Certainly.

And that kind of took me by surprise.

LAUGHTER .

™ -
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Do you have any indication that he is thinking that way? What happened,
I believe, was that one of the Post's writers, Cannon, had contacted
Railsback, saying he had learned that there is a group of members
gathered and were drafting articles one and two. And that this was a
quiet, silent, secretive group. By noon the press had had this and of
course it was overshadowed that same day when Hogan had his press con-
ference and announced his position.

As a matter of fact, after our first meeting, didn't we sneak out the
back-door becasue the press was outside?

Right.

May I go thru my notes on what happened, Tom? That first meeting I
arrivedabout 8:30. It lasted to about 10:00, Railsback and I went
to a caucus and we were late getting there. There was a udnanimous
consent that Garrison should take owver as cheif minority counsel, and
Railsback and I asked to be recorded as "no" on that, So at 10:00
they were still caucusing with the Republicans there.

I was. not there with you at that time.
I wasn't there either,

The meeting of the Judiciary Committee started at 1C:30 or so. They
were anxious to get the caucus over to get down to the meeting, and
at 11:35 I have a note here: "meeting of Judiciary started. A mess,”
"No one knows what is going on."

It was supposed to be aninformal meeting.

At 11:35 Hogan received a call from Jerry Ford, the vice-president.
WC -

I don’t remember that. /Hogan had scheduled his press conference that

afternoon, and he got up and walked out and then we had a general dis-

cussion.

You didn't know what Hogan was going to do then?
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A continuvation of Tape I: those present, site, and time - same.

HF

WC

CB

I sat right next to Dennis and Wiggins, and I had never seen two people,
no matter what came up in that evidentiary presentation, who were less
moved.

It seemed that St.Clair _ his demeanor kinda acted like Wiggins should
cave in. [?]

No, I think those guys and some other politicians had given him too
much credit., I think we had virtue on our side. We had it. They knew
it. They were on a losing team, and they found something they could
grab hold of in St.Clair.

That's what I thought,

They got him where he [St.Clair] was the only one out there.

Carlos Morehead was another...

Stl.Clair killed himself. All that talk about national security....
I'd just sit and fume,

I was fuming all along. Caldwell and I were talking most of the time
in this entire proceeding, and yet I didn't know what you [CB] were
going to do. You shocked me one time on Kalmbach.... I felt sorry for
him. He was a pretty decent fellow, and he was on the rocks like
everybody else, I heard your comments, Caldwell, you 2aid, "Bullshit,
he’s stuped, £ven when they tell him what the facts are, he would still
simply go out and do it."™ Your reaction was that the guy is not that
dumbo

That's right.

You know I still can't beleve that they haven't indicted Bittman.

I don't get it either,
and O'Brien, that poor fellow.

Tt was the soldier with the commander-in-chief. Pat Gray was a
political operative to start off with. He wasn't a career civil
servant; I put them in a little different category. In fact, Gray
was not one of our witnessesand I never did see him in the place, so
I didn't feel the same way about him as I did about Peterson.

Maybe not, but he was a career man, wasn't he?

Gray did something and tﬁen they wack him in as an FBI man - that
was something!
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WC - I had a differemt perspective on this from the outset — on whether or
not a Presidemt could be held responsible for acts of agents, an agency
theory. You simply can't have it both ways. You coulldn't do what
Nixon was trying to do by concentrating all the flow of the power thru
Haldeman and Ehrlichman with the supercabinet that he had tried to
develop and concentrate power in your executive office. And then when
it came time to be accountable for what was happening, % be in a
position to deny knowledge of whatever they were doing. I didn't think
they could have it both ways. I just felt you could not just set up
this man; you had a positive duty to know what's going on.

HF - I think it's grounded in the language of the Constitution: to "take
care” in the oath of office, You cannot just walk away from it.

TR - Can I just express my different feeling about what you are saying? If
I understand it, my feeling is that under article II, he does have a
duty to faithfully execute his office. My feeling is we could prove
he had violated his ocath of office, because he did or did not do certain
things we could prove, We could prove that he tried to misuse the CIA,
we could prove he was a party to a misuse of the IRS, in other words,
I am not conceding that a man can be impeached if his subordinates do
something completely without his knowledge, even if those acts are
wrong. You might say he should have known, I am saying the bureau-
cracy is so big that I don't think we should impute that.

WF - I don't think we disagree., He has a resonable duty to check on his
subordinates, He can't substitute a lead wall between him and Haldeman

and say it stops here, He has a duty to take care that his alter ego
is doing what is right.

TR - Then you are talking about misfeasance.

- Appraoching malfeasance.

E
|

He cammot position himself to avoid knowledge.

WC - You are talking about an isolated example. Someone commits an offense
and it might be on your own staff and you don't know about it. How
can they hold you accountable for it? That's not what we are talking
about. This is where the "plan®™ comes back. This was a course of action
over a period of years, of holding meetings, and the tapes and so forth.
That's what you have to consider. There is a difference, isn't there?
The Presidant used the word in his March 22, '73 discussion with
Mitchell: "up to now our plan has been one of containment”™ and with
additional references to "we are adopting a new plan now" to wuse
executive privilege. That is how we bailed you [TR] out.

LAUGH._!.

T™M - Before the Thursday night meeting about article I, I had a difficult
time convincing Doar about the use of "unlawful."” We finally got that

[, & ”
changedrrom illegal.
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DS - Yeé, we had thought of that. Perhaps one of you could set the stage
by writing to them. That is important to get their recollections,

CB - When did they join the group and so forth?

.— = I heard Froelich on the floor of the House, just sitting there, saying
to somebody — a kind of tip-off to me —— several days before this, that
he was really bothered by the interference with the agencies, particu-
larly the CIA., ..iis was really the thing, it seemed.

TR - Yes, that bothered him all right.

TM - Do you recall Wednesday afternoon, after the McClory-Frank Polk call,
I think, that we did talk about brining other pecple into the group
and at that point you [TR] got up from the table and walked behind your
desk and called Froelich?

TR = Yes, I did. When I first talked to him, he did not respornd affirmantively,
but he was not disinterested, in other words, he didn't turn it off but
he ¢¢ “in't come over that first time I asked him.

WF - Now Polk came in strictly at McClc _ 's request to do his work, didn't
he? He was working in MeClory's office. I hadn't known that before,

HF - Yes, Frank Polk was working with MeClory.

WF - Polk sorta appeared with us from then on, didn't he? He was very helpful,
too.

TR - John Davisson [?] wasn't that his name? — wasn't he helping you and
got into trouble over it? 7

WC - I tried to get Davi*son to prepare some stuff for me and Garrison found v’
out about it, and asked him to stop what he was doing or get off the
staff, And I told him that Garrison did not have that power, that he
couldn't dec: = at that point. He was to complete whatever I had asked
him for. I was still doing the agency theory.

DS - Was there a similar probdem with Tom here?

WC - No. See, he [TM] was not on the impeachment staff, while Davisson was.
That became the question once Garrison succeed Jenner. I guess my
antipathy to McClory goes back to his shift around on a Friday. He wanted
to take over the Republican leadership role and he was going to be the
new leader of the Republican Party as such, and Hutchinson was no longer.
He would be ranking —— it's been a long-standing thing, since Hutchinson
and McClory came on the same year and flipped a coin and Hutchinson became
ranking »

TR - I didn't know that.
HF - I didn't either.

WC — And because of the lack of leadership, McClory was simply goimg to take
over the reins. That's the Friday when they thre®¥ Jenner out. There was
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WF ~ All during that period when he and Hutchinson were going thru the trans-

cripts hours and hours each day, it kind of boggles the mind — them not
communicating at all, doesn't it?

LAUGHTER.

CB - And those insidious remarks about the Italian-Americans, you know.

RT - It's been mentioned on numerous occasions, but I think deserves repetition

WwF

TR

WC

TR - Sure.

here, that one of the key decisions made by the leadership was to have
the inquiry conducted by the Judiciary Committee, rather than forming a
special blue ribbon committee for that purpose. It may well be that by
letting that burden fall on a committee which was not specifically
selected for that purpose, you got among that committee a group of
people who approached the problem as those here and some others on the
committes did appraoch it —— namely, trying to do so objectively. I
think that was possibly one of the key decisions of the emtire process,

I don't think we can overemphasize two things: one, the fact that

Rodino did not do any arm~twisting with the individual members of the
committee to my knowledge, and two, that the Democrats did not act -

in concert on but very, very few issues -—— the only one I can really
recall is when we recessed the meeting and went back and had a little
brain session and came back and voted the other way. But ctherwise not.

We were not in concert even then; I was on the cther side of that issue.
Yes, but it was about the only part of the "plan™ that I can recall.

It was a 20 to 18 vcte.

Now you Republicans had a little difficulty understanding that.

Well, I will tell you, Jim, that is not exactly right. There were some
procedural things where we got into fights about....

Early on, too.

Let me tell you that I think Rodino almost blew it one time. That was
at the beginning of the issue of St. Clair's participation in the
sessions. You recall that was very crucial as far as the Republicans
were concerned. The Democrats mostly said at!ﬁhat time that St.Clair
can't come in, you can't cross—examine. 1ssue eruptede s Well,
Peter was outside the speaker's lobby one time and advised me\that

about any bi-partisan approach to this whole thing."
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WC -~ Virtually nothing.

WF - Compared with what the Senate did in about the same amount of time, you
know, thank God that the Senate cut the mustard, because we borrowed of
their investigative work ~1 the way, all the way.

WC ~ The fact of the matter is, there would never have been an impeachment
process if you didn't have the Senate's work.

WF -~ And the tapes.

WC -~ And Sirica, because what other judge would have given out 35 year"
provisional sentences provided you talk — not too many that I am aware of.

WF - You all remember the matter that preceded impeachmert®’} think had
something to do with the ultimate outcome. And I'm going to make myself
a hero here, but Jim just got caught in the crack there. I refer to
the matter of the Hungate subcommittee trying to backtrack on Jaworski.
You remember that? The committee voted on partisan lines except me
voting with you guys, 20 to 18, to report out a bill that would have re-
quired a new special prosecutor.

RT - A court-appointed special prosecutor.

WF - Which in effect would have voted Jaworski out, and they never even

brought it up.
ar /

WC -~ Well, I don't want to engage in any self otheosis either, but you may
recall it did come out of the full committf® to go to the House.

WF - It was never brought up in the House.

WC - No, but they passed it out of our committee, it wemt to the House.
And I had the opportunity to write an article which the Post printed,
and wrote an editorial one or two days before it came out, saying, "Don't
do it, don't put a new man in." My reasons were entirely different.
I had been talking with Elliot Richardson, doove him in from his house
one day to downtown, and asked him about what the situation was with \/
Jaworski. What had happe&g 2:_3_5 3 t the White House originally intended
when thew—fired Richardson got rid of Cox and Ruckelshaus, they
expected Peterson and Bork™\o take over the prosecution. And when that
didn't fly after about two days of public vitriol being ¢ _ -essed, they
decided they had to come up with some guy..rThey picked Jaworski with /
a long, safe tradition, “President of the ABA, chances
are, representing a lot of corporate fat cols .

WF -~ A wolf in sheep's clothing.

WC - OK, when they appointed him, they expecited him to can all of Cox's men.
He didn't do that, so once he came in, he then became the captive of
Cox's staff, and that is why the White House was upset with him. They
expected him to fire everybody, bring in his own people and start fresh,
So now he cuuldn't back away from anmy issue that Cox had begun without
them blowing the whistle. So the White House wanted him out, and that
is the article that I wrote for the P~=+, saying why you shouldn’t create
a new special prose« ‘.or.
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HF - We might just contemplate what difference it is now from a year ago:
two to one plus one — there is a lot of difference between that and
21 to 17.

JM - There sure is.
TR - Peter was trying to control the crazies.

CB - I don't think the matter would have been referred to the present com-
mittee, do you? -

HF - It might have been. But the Republicans would not have been shown all
these considerations.

CB - Well, I feel that now it is not that representative of even the whole body.

SL - What if Cellar had still been chairman?

WF -

WC - What if Jack Brooks had been chairman? /If Cellar had been chairman, it
don't think he would have brought it along. He would have stifled it
somehow or another. I don't think he ever thought that Nixon should have
been impeached. What do you all think?

TR - I Jjust saw him the other night. He is locking seniie. Good guy.

LAUG...;.B. *
*q,"lb“g

WC - A"Railsback remark.

DS - On that autobiographical remark [TR - That was great, thank you.], I
would like to make one more comment. Do you recall that in most of
your imterviews, I told that little analogy of Lincoln saying that

if you want to stop religion or a church — well, this is the time to
give the credit to the real author, Ray Thornton. Tell 'em right.

APPLAUSE.

RT - If you want to stop the construction of a church, don't start an argument
with the religion, but over the location of the building.

DS - We showed that again tonight. Shall we adjourn? Yocu know the agenda for
tomorrow.

END CF TAPE IV AND OF SESSION II.
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Ray, if you'll yield. I want to congratulate and compliment your state-
ment, which I thought was excellent, and this is very, very important, I
think, in our meeting this morning. I don't agree with you, but I thought
your statement was just excellemt. As far as going to court, I was voted
down, you know; I think we got six votes to go to court.

Reascnable men can disagree.

But I just wanted to add a postscript: that Alex Eickel, who I think knows
more about it than Bill Cohen —— he was a hell of a great constitutional
expert —

I hope so.

wde

about ten days after that vote was taken, came out with an article that
siid that we should have gone to court. Very strongly arguing from a
constitutional standpoint and then shortly thereafter he died. But there
was a very important part of the precedent-setting....

Being punished, probably.

The whole question that you are directing us to is really that we didn't
Just go far enough down the road. ‘

No, two things, altho that was part of it. We didn't exhuast our tradi-
tional remedies. In not exhausting them, we in effect, took away scme of
the rights of our due process that I think are guaranteed to other possible
persons to be held in contempt, in other words, witnesses. We didn't pro-
tect them by us seeing that they had the traditional rights. And the
second part is executive privilege. All during these prccedings, the
Presidnet was arguing executive privilege., That is where you get into

the court tests. Is it proper to test that argument by going to court?

I think we would have won and settled it. I think the Surreme Court

would have held that we did have a right, and executive privilege would
give way in that case. We did not see fit to do so.

And summarily so.

I think your position was best expressed on page 16 in the report where

it reads, "Before the Presidemnt’'s refusal to comply with committee sub~
peonas can be raised to the level of an impeachable offense, the com~
mittee at a minimum should wait until the House of Representatives has
found that non—-compliance tobe wilful, contemptuous, and illegitimate.
Since the committee did not pursue this course of action, it should not

now seek to raise non~compliance to the level of a separate and independent
act.”
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~ But by then the House would not have voted articles of impeachment.

- But he argument that you keep advancing is the failure to cooperate and

to comply with the subpoena is of itself impeachable, and if that is the
case, you can hang a man not for the crime but the failure to cooperate
in his impeachment as such.

" 9 _—

:KYou could do it, but it would be wrong....You're saying "crime",...
A
- I'm using the word rather loosely.

~ The point is, whetker there is an attack on the constitutional system of

government itself, at least that is what I think it is. That is what the
question is. If there is some evidence to support the idea that the
President is about to dissolve the Congress by an executive proeclamation,
because it is noi longer needed to carry out the affairs of the United
States, and if the Congress hears of it and has some reasonable basis

to conduct an inquiry as to whether the President is indeed about th
issue such an order, I think the Congress would have a right to inquire
into it and to subpoena whatever documents the Congress needs to deter-
mine whether he is about to ¢’ isolve it. And if the President refuses
to honor that subpoena, even by the production of ex culpatory material,
then T think he has committed an impeachable offesne, because he is in
effect denying to the Congress the sole power of impeachment.

You can make the analogy in our work just as well, Ray, you don't have

to make up this story. Let's say that he had just totally refused to give
us a damn thing, totally, and the courts had not come to our aid on the
tapes, but they just stood mute totally and disregarded it, wkere would
we have gone?

If they had denied jurisdiction....

Yeah, what we are saying is, what would we have done if we hadn't had
the tapes?

The situation in India today, by virtue of having the majority of parlia-
ment, the prime minister can incarcerate political ernemies. Now if this
started happening here, and we did not have the impeachment power, we'd
be in the position of the parliament of India.

If you don't have encugh evidence to impeach the President aside from he
has in his own limited domain, then you got no business impeaching him.

Even if you have identified with precision, as we did, the tage, the hour
on which it was on tape, the people present at the conversation — not
Just a fishing expedition?

You're entitled to access to it, but you are not entitled to : , tach him
for invoking executive privilege.

I just don't think that executive privilege applies in an : _‘achment pro-
cess to the extent that it does in the normal legislative process.
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WC — My concern was that we had, in my opinion, a fair and impartial
investigation. Let us suppose you go back to the Johnson impeachment.
You got people 1lke Benjamin Butler leading a charge against the Presidant,
not, in my opinion, on valid grounds, but for purely political reasons.
Say you have a heavy majority in Congress who is opposed to the presi- _
dential policies, whether it be impoundment or dismantelling of OEO, or L/
/whatever, suddenly saying, "Here are our subpoenas,v&t got to bring it

in or otherwise jmpeach you." onie
wt
JM - That's the danger.

CB - Suppose you had two to ons plus one.

RT - That is exactly the hypothesis that Raoul Berger poses in discussing
Judicial review. And I want to say that your posiiion seems to me to be
identical with President Ford's in the Douglas case — that impeachment
is whatever you make it. Let me tell you Berger tocok Ford tc task there.

HF - You raise a good point, just make it two to one plus one, threse to ore
totally politially hatchet job. But first of all, we do have a standard
of what constitutes an impeachable offense, and what you're saying would
not measure up.

TR - You disagree with Ford, then?

5
(

I also disagree with it.

E
]

Secondly, to see your argument, you have this impeachable offense whihh
is a crime against the government, the structure of the Constitution, and
so forth. Clearly what you are saying it would nct be that, but never-
theless, the Senate votes it, the trail held, and they convict the civil
officer. Now the court of review is the people of the United States in
the next election, as it is in so mamy of the things we do. You are
posing a most extreme position, a most extreme breakdcwn in the civilities
that are essential to our system.

WF - I agree with you,Ham. The only and final recourse is the peorle.
TR - Ham, you are stating the argument very well. I think it is very important.

WF ~ I think Y%%ould have a totally political impeachment.

=

Sure, that's possible.
WF ~ When you get down to it, the system is no better than the pecrle that are

operating it. If you had even two to one plus one Republican, that could
impach a Democratic President.

CB

They would.
DS - That was Butler for the record.

LAUGHTER.
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I doubt it.

After the later eveats, I think it might have. I beiieve after the 23rd
tape, if that had not been followed by resignation.

I thought about that since you asked me the other question the other day.
I feel that it would not have passed the House, because the pride of the
Judiciary Committee was at stake when we passed article III thru the -
committee, but the pride of the House would not have been there, and for
that reason I don't think the House would have had the same feeling.

Good point. It would have made a difference whether the three of us would
have been on the same side of it, too. I think if Jim and I had changed

at that point, the southern Democrats would have gone aleong with us. Don't
you think so? If we hadn't, it would have been a divided thing.

Aren't we still talking about the possibility in terms of the House, that
it might amend I and II ourselves to insert the essence of III?

Bill and I had agreed that if it came to the floor, we would make an
effort to add article III to preferably I.

There is another thing that I noted in my talk about that article. I
actually put the question to McClory. That we were still hoping that
the President was coming acrcss with the documents, the Supreme Court
decision had made it seem perhaps that we would get some more subpcenaed
material, then I asked, if we did, prior to going to the floor, get the
response m the President to our subnoenas, would we then withdraw
article III? And he said "Yes."

Ray, in my remarks to Article III, I said tht even if the President

stated reascns fcor his refusal t %omSE? cur subtcenas, tne evidence
tefore the committee even before the releaseof the June 23, '72, transcripts,
was more than sufficient to find the claim of executive privil ege was
illegitimately and improperly invoked, not to prctect the office of the
President, but to rrotect the particular Presidemt frcm the disclosure

of his personal varticipation in the obstruction of justice, accordingly

the President's non-compliance with the subpoenas formed an integral

part of Article I and possibly Article II, and rests more soundly there.

I agree,
I agree,

Don t you all think our colleagues in the House are due a great deal of
redit — I am thinking provincially here, I admit, but even my Republi-~
can colleagues from Alabama specifically avoided saying anything critical

of what I was doing, and they were very strong Nixon fans, and their
constituencies were. Even a right-winger like Bill Dickenson never
stated anything iike that. You all undoubtedly had about the same ex-
rerience. They were unusually kind in terms of the highly charged
tolitical atmosphere that we were operating in,
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HF - We all thought that through. That wasn’t our jcb, was it?

RT - That's right, | .
HF - It was always a possibility.

TR - What we are showing right here ncw is that we each reached our individual
decisions differently, and there is nothing wrong with that. I made up
my mind, as I told Father Shea, after hearing John Dean give direct evidence
of presidential involvement in what I thought was a very heinous offense
as far as abuse of power, That influenced me, plus listening to Cates,
and then taking that summary of information which for the first time, as
far as I was personally concerned, put everything together so that I could
form a judgment that the President had indeed lied to the American people,
and that he had done certain other things that I thought were so serious
at that point that he should be impeached,at least held to account by the
Senate. That is what really motivated me.

JM - My decision arrived 90% of the way during the time of the oral testimony
of Dean, Kalmbach, and others, and then the summary helped bolster what
was then a kind of an emoticnal feeling, but up umntil that time I had
Jjust absolutely refused to let my ownself consider the possibility.

WF - I refused myself the luxury of forming an opinion until all of it was in.
And I way I thought about it, we travelled a long road in which there was
a stop. here and a stop there, and after the oral testimony, that was it.
You know, that was all of our evidence, but the summary was coming later,
but in my own mind I looked back down the road and there were just too
many bodies layirng around. I didn't necessarily think about one thing
or none of it; theee was Jjust so damn much there. There was so much
smcke, there had to be that big, rcaring inferno that we krnew was there,

HF - Did any of you think during this oprocess differentially between our task
and the responsibility of the Senate? And of what would result in a
failure of the Senate to convict? Did amy of you think of the possibility
of being a manager on the part ¢f the House?

WC - Ham, let me go back to something. I came across in my notes something
you probably won't recall. One time you and I were walking out of the
Rayburn Building, and we were told, I think by Mike Waldman, that the
Republicans had had a meeting, and I will get the date — we were not L__,__——-
present at the caucus — where it was suggested that &% Republicans
should not support impeachment tecause it was not going to carry in the
Senate and there would be two years of unmitigated hell for all those
who voted for imreachment to ray, and then you quipped back to Mike at
that point something to the effect, "Well, hell, you are looking at two
of the prosecutors in the Senate right now." And Waldman said, "Can I
guote you cn that?" And you broke cut in a big laugh.

5
I

We were standing in the horssshoe drive ocutside, getting into the car,
and there was Sam Donaldson of ABC there also. I remembter his expression

-

when he said, "Can I guote you?"

LAUGHTER.



Tape

WC -

g
l

z
I

2
|

VI, p9

Here is one the things that you disagreed on when we talked with you in-
dividually. Could there have been a case without the tapes? Now Mr.
Mann just got thru saying the thing that was most convinci-z to him was
the oral testimony and so on. Would you direct yourselees to that?

Without the transcripts, all you had was John Dean versus Richard Nixon.

Yeah., I can speak to thats If we did not have the tapes, hers is waht
I think would have happened: the cuestion of giving immuniiy to Ehrlichman
and Haldeman and other witnesses wculd have been raised.

Where did you get the evidence even for that?
I think we had Dean.

Ch, God! Evidence warranting immunity for Ehrlichman and Eaideman came
from the tapes. :

They lied in theSenate. Does it make any difference if they would now lie
to us?

No, what I am saying is, I think it would have teen a very difficult case
frankly, but I think in asking that question, ycu have to assume that we
would have conducted our ingquiry much differently. You would have had the
question whether to call other witnesses.

That is so removed from reality, In terms of what that cormittee would
have done.

Well, it is a difficult questicn.

We did not do any investigation on cur pvart.

I know that, we already had it.

But the point is, we were overating under time pressure. You may recall,
we took the vote we had to get this thing over ty April or May: "Come
on, fellows, hurry up. You are drazging your heels on this."” We were
under tremendous pressure to conclude this, quote,"és expeditiously as
possible{’'and so if we had to conduct our own investigation....

I agree with yuou.

If you hadn't had the tapes, you wculd never have had any Inquiry.
That's right.

There would never have been any Saturday Night Massacre., W¥:th no tapes,
no one would have gotten off the ground. You would have had Drinan's
reolution flying around, that would have been it.

I hadn't thought of the question that way. I thought you meant, if we

hadn't the tapes, did we have encugh evidence ctherwise? But I see we
might never have gotten to the initiation of the incuiries,
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You ain't got the President tho, You got everytcdy else. You got the
pay-off, you got Humt, you got Liddy, you got Bittman, O"Brien, you got
all those birds, but you ain't got Richard Nixcn.

Going back to what basically Bill said, those guys were tough enough to
make up their minds that they were not going to tell the truth, and stiek
it out. But they are also tough enough that when they make up their
minds that the ship is sinking and I had better get off — unload the
whole way., And I just think in time this thing would have developed and
come out.

a
You need/credible, corroborated informer.

Another stoolie.

But we did noct have the time.

What do you think you could get out of John Ehrlichman today if you promised
himimmunity? You could get the whole God damned world. I dcn't know about
Haldeman.

That is because he knows you got the stuff,

Listen to him today — everything is peaches ard cream — lcvely people
in the White House,

Ehrlichman is working for the Indians in New Mexico or Arizona.

He figured out we hadn't fleeced tne Iadians a 100% yet, but there must
be some way.

HEER.

Under new areas for discussion, does anyone have acomment cn the kind
of report that came from the Committee?

I had some complaints about it., I thinx my initial reaction was that it
was handled like everything else — we got it at the last moment with
about 24 or 48 hours to make our comments. And it was a document which
couldn't even be read in that period of time. We had a_very legitimate L//’
complaint on our part that we were always getting thinéigt the last
moment, and without any real opportunity to have aqag}nput. You either

ou

take it or leave it. "Here it is, fellows, and y ,\cm to go with it.,"™ v~
When was the final report filed?
August 20.

I don't thirk it matters,
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RT - If you want to Jjustify the charges of history ard get worrying about your

WC

CB

™

individual opportunities, I think you are flattering yoursel? when you
think anybody would pay any attention to it. I am just glad that John Doar
took the time to set out the facts, and I am sorry that he did overshoot

in many instances, but I think his greatest value is in terms of history.

It was a compilation of a record here that it was nct an impeach ment

that was politically motivated, but Jjustifed by the facts. Ard if the facts
are a little bit fictitious, that strengthens it in value rather than

hurts it.

But those opinions expressed are more important when you get the ten who "
voted against it, saying let's make it clear for history’ “We did not

drive Richard Nixon out of office.

Would you modify the use of the word "fictitious" and say "overdrawn"?
Overdrawn, overstated.

In your absence, Mr. Mann, there just for a moment, I asked the question,
what were your reactions to the final report of the Ccmmittee, and Mooney

says that you had some at the time.

He had a lot of irnput. I think he may have drafted it!

RT- I had an input on the portion cn article III.

JM - I'm looking for the conclusiocn of the repcrt.

RT - The orimginal report language did not seem to me to sufficiently establish
the theory that I tried to articuviate, so it was necessary to correct it.

TR - I'1l tell you truthfully that I don't think that the final recvort had much
to do with this coaltion. By then it was all over.

CB -~ My view is the same. As far as I was concerned, I was sated with the whole
business.

WF - I was on the banaquet circuit trying to explain what I dore.

LAUGHTER.

WF - I hadn't thought about my next election until about June 27, late in the
evening, and then I really did.

DS - The second item here is I have only two very poor copies unfortunately
— the Jure 28th letter of David Dennis, concerning tke five minute allow—
ance to all members to question witnesses. Did that play any part in your
thinking or procedure then?

RT - Nct much.

CB - I doubt if anybody paid any attention to it.

DS - Rails had said Just then he thought it affected none of your tactics or

votes,
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TR - Well sure, he's in jail.

WC - He said when he was in the A.G.'s office, he had to twist arms to get
members coming in to serve on that committee, because under the leadership
of Manry Cellars it really wasn't all that interesting to serve on.

TR - I disagree. I certainly wouldn't switch.

HF - That is because Manny Cellars kep the goocd stuff for his subcommittee,
you can bet on that. He packed a lot of power.

WC - I wouldn't change either,

TM - There are periods and trends in this. When the commitiee was working on
the Civil Rights Act in 1964, it had the nation's focus, and it was de-
veloping a lot of controversy. It wasn't a prestigious committee, tho.
However, it is a ccmmittee which has a lot of tough prolitical issues,
the death penalty, abortion, amnesty, gun control, and dewn the whole list.

WF - You get the nuts and bolts, you don't get to authorize any morey. It is
a whole lot of tough issues. They might not get ycu ary votes.

RT - It was not at all sy first choice, and I was frustratec in not getting
my first choice of committee assignments, and after I failed to get on
the appropriations committee, Wilbur Mills called me and said, "Well,
Judiciary is a nice quiet committee. You get on there and serve and get
some experience.”

LAUGHTER. Alarn g-\'

WC - That's good! Ray, here's how I got on the Jufiiciary Committee. This is

the Harvard influence. I wert to that SDE al course they hacd, an ex-
verimertal one for freshman Corngressmen 1972. There were fcur of

us, Barbara Jordan, Ivonne Burke and [ 2?7 and mysel?. Ard one of the

people there told me that in selecting committees, what you really should
do if you want to get on a commmittee of your choice Is to put 211 the
other cnes first, and the one ycu really want last. Zecause they think

if you warnt that one first, it is for some ultericr - mctive, arnd they will
check you out too close, and you wen't make it, I put appropriations,
ways and means, armed services, and Jjudiciary last, horing the strategy
would work.

CB - Same as in World War II -—— Mr. Roterts.

JM - Let me make one statement here for the group that I made privately., I was

not satisfied that the drafting ability of the impeachmernt staff was enough
to write an appropriate summary or conclusion to article II cn the aktuse

of power. I thought it should be done philosovhically and so forth, and
when expressing that opinicn to John Doar, we 2zreed to call Phil Kurland,
the professor at the University of Chicago, one of the constl utional
lawyers of national repute. Jonn Decar seemed to think he was a betber

man for the job than Berger or Tom Bickel or Tom Atchinson [?] from Yale.
Sc I called Phil Kurland, but he was Jjust leaving for his home in the

north woods up in Michigan, and he said he just couldn't do it. So then
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Do you think it would beneficial if after we correct our versions of
our tape that we share them with the other members?

Perhaps not quite yet, so that not tco many copies are flcziing around. -
After we get it back, then what are you going to do with it ultimately?

When I came to this project in February, and then on the 7ix ci May when
we met for lunch, my frank impressicn was that when we got thru with today,
it would locked uc. So I would feel perfectly comtent and not at all
disappointed if nothing else haprened to the corrected transcripts. But
I want' to be frark that among the three of us, there is scme disagree-
ment., Steve feels differently, in other words, that this should go on,
so we may take different views on this., My view is that I frankly don't
care, I am an historian; I think the historical record is essential.
I'1]l give myself a little compliment and say that I think what I've done
so far has gone well, but I am notcompetent to write a best seller, a
journalistic sort of thing, that just ain't my area. And I xnow this.
Plus the fact of the time factor: in six weeks I am going to te teaching
full time again at St. Joseph's College, and this is not going to be a
half-time job for whoever puts it tecgether., This is a major job. Ancd I
am just not going to have the time to devote to this ppoject. I'll be
most willing to help anyone to. Meanwhile, I am geing to get the trans-
cripts ready for you by the time you return next xonth.

Father, after we correct and edit, I personally think you cught to be
able to do with it whatever ycu want. I think what we are discussing
also is whether we want to take part in it. It could te a very, very
worthwhile thing. Whether it would sell, I don't xncw, tut I do know
this, there is interest.

I would like to direct myself to that, because, Tcm, mcst ¢ the memcers

know. that I had given strong ccnsiderziion to wriiting a teocox myself,

just about my own tarticipation, hcw I got there, what I rerceived to be

the truth, and sc forth. I had agreed to do a beck with Jim Naughton

who I think is one of the finest writers in Washington, anc who had

ccvered the Watergate thing from the Senate side ard our side and is

really a gifted writer. We had written five or six chapters actually,

and I submitted it to a number of publications. I had a lct of

reservations about this — the timing, and the market is sc zlutted

right now with a lot of junk. Frankly, I had given strong consideration

of not doing anything for several years, ten years, just waiting and c:k,SfJ
going back and doing it from my own notes. And so we just kind of L
pursued this crn an experimental tasis, let us write scmething and see ,7
if there is any interest cut there. We contacted most of the major v/”‘é>f
outfits, and I talked to David Obst srvecifically myself, and he said,

"Look, it'?z great idea, but frankiy there is no interest in it. The

market is filled rght now.™ Woodward and Bernstein'coming cut,”Nixon's

Last fundred ﬁays, Sam Dash is trying to write a book. #7+ isn't going

to make it." And I talked to Simon and Shuster, Ferrar Strauss, Little

Brown, and all said the same things: great material, but we don't think

it will sell, and we don't want to make any investment." Frankly, I

think it is Jjust as well it came out that way, I think this q;%;ééi gect

t0o shake up and settle down, to use your phrase, Walter, 2 ook back

in some years. I think it will have more impact from ;} Ristorical view tken.
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