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COral history interview with H. R. Haldeman
o coriducted by Raymond H. Geselbracht
in Mr. Haldeman®s home in Santa Barbara, California
o April 13, 19848

All right, Mr. Haldeman, we’re going to discuss the theme from
your gJournal that I’ve called Nixorn'’s attempt to create a
responsive bureaucracy. I’ve beew trying to think in my mind,
last night and this merning, bow to organize this, and I can’t
quite manage an organization that I'm msatisfied with. The
conecept is consistent, I think, throughout the thivmgs [thatl
wa'll be talking about the rext while. My thought is that there
are tws things involved in oreating a responsive bureaucracy.
The first is the structure of the govermment. The second is the
peaple put inm positions of responsibility in the goverrnment.
I’ve decided, since structure is almost always simpler than
pecple, that I would try looking at that first. See how that
wor ks,

During the transition, Roy Ash got a telephone call from
either the President, or youwrself, I'm not sure whom.
Im vnot sure which, either.
He was asked to come, be part of the administration, and do
scmething rveparding management. Now, for persomal reasons, he
wasn’t able to come at that time. He did agree to caome o a
part~time, occcasional basis, and head up the Ash Commission. As
far as he was aware, there was rna preparation for this. He
didn't really krnow Nixon, very much, pric to receiving that
telephore call. Do you know why Nixon picked him, awnd what Nixomn

had in mind For phim to do?
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I hadrn’t realized that Nixorn didn’t know him. I¥v's quite
possible that he didn'ts I dor't remember that. The main impetus
for bringing Ash in was a strong recommendation From Frarmklin
Murphy, who did know Ash very well. f{Hel had sugpested to me
that Ash was a superb management structure-type persor. IT we
ware getting into areas of review of management structure, C[hel
would be an cutstandingly good persorn to work with in those
areas. '
Flease remind we who Franklin Murphy was.
Franklin Murphy was the chairman of the Times—Mirror Corporation.
Had beers Chancellor of UCLA [University of California at Los
Angelesl, and a long—-time friend and associate of mire. St rong
suppovter of the President’s, and a person that we had talked to
about coming into the Cabivet. Didn’t feel he could do that, at
the time, so he didn’t. He was the omne we put own the
[President?’sl Foreigrn Intelligernce Advisory Board, so that he was
participating from ocutside.

He was the one who had recommended Ash. I doni?t kviow. ...
It's quite likely that octher pecple did. If the President didn’t
kriow him, I'm sure they had a lot of common Friends. Feople that
did kriow both of them. Sa, it may well have been that he was
recammended from other directions, also.
Do you know what Nixonm had iv mind foorro him in the adminmistration?
I'm vnot suwre at the cutset (it's furmy, I don’t remember), except
to work with us on organizational structure. He was irvaolved
during the transition periocd, was he?
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I didn?t think so. This was early in the administration, then.
Well, I think he received the invitation ir December ?68,
something like that.

OK. Ultimately, cbvicusly, we set up the Ash Courncil, which bore
his rname because he was Chairman of the Council. The purpose of
that group was reocrganization of the executive branch, looking to
overall reorganization on the basis of a legislative proposal to
re-structure.

Why was Nixon interested in this? What were the origins of his
interest?

The origins, at least, and I'm sure there were oather
participating factors, were primarily his corncern that the
executive branch had proliferated. He felt there were probably
towy many Cabinet offices and agencies. It was sort of
inmstinctive. It was rnot an intensive study that had convinced
him of this. It was instinctive, arising from his experience as
Vice Fresident, and his observation of the growth of the
executive branch under the "Breat Society" development, and all
that.

Soy it was, I think, more a gut feeling than a reasorned,
plarming kind of thingy, that led him to the feeling that we
should at least be looking at the concept of reocrganization. A
little [Herbertl Hoover Commission type-thing-—-or a big MHoover
Commission type-thing. It was along the lines of the reasoning
for the Hoovey Commissicorn, in much earlier days, which wase simply
that the.... I think it?’s a very scund point that, in a gereral

sense, the executive branch-——and the legislative brarch,
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gaverrnment in totality, really—-—-grows like "Topsy" onm a piecemeal
basis, rather than a plarmed basis. Corporations do this, tooe-
big corporations, to some extent——but not to the sawme degree, I
don?t think. I think corporations have a conmtinuing, long—range
plan, pgernerally, and they are working along the lines of that
plari. When they add or lop of f segments of their structure,
it's, at least to some degree, in accord with that lang-rarnge
plar.

With the governmental apparatus——certainly the executive
branch, which charnges every four years, or every eight years, and
somet imes more oftern, because of circumstarnces——a lot of its
structure is dictated by legislative action that is viot directly
responsive, and may rot even be in any way in accord with
executive branch intent, or programlsl, at any given time. Plus,
gach rnew Fresident coming in——and the executive brarnch is the
Fresident, from the Constituticomal viewpoint—-—each new executive
branch, therefore, starts its 1life on Inauwguwraticn Day with
inheriting all of the apparatus and structure of its predecessar,
and accumulation of previous predecessors. Is vt dealing with a
structure that if, given its own druthers, might recessarily have
put together. Irnevitably, alsa, because of the Conmgressional,
and sometimes the Fresidential, tendency to throw a new agerncy,
or a niew Department, or a new commission, o something, together
to deal with each riew problem as it comes along, these thirps pet
created. There's rno established procedure for [dissclvirngl them,
in many cases, if not all cases. Therefore, they acquire lives

of their own. The problem that they were oreated to deal with
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may well have gorne away twenty years ago, but the commission is
still goirng on. The big ludicrous example was the tea—-taster
aperation that everybody used to use, that is a minor point, but
it applies im major points.

These agerncies, Departments, segments of Cabiret
Departmenrts, Cabirnet Departments in totality, tend to come and go
onm an irrational, ad hoe basis. They ternd to come more than they
go. I think there really is a mneed-—-a very valid rneed—--for what
I would suggest is socme Kind of zerco—based budgeting sovrt of
concept. Something that requires, on some sort of pericdic
basis, a review of all gaoverrment. Executive branch at least,
and I would say legislative, because I think the staff and
committee growth in the lepislative side is worse tham on the
executive brarnch side, but that?’s based on pregudice, nrot
knowledge, really. I think there should be a review. There
should be a look at, "Do we really reed all these things?”

The most constructive way to approach it might well be a
zero—based thing. In other words, we don’t have any agerncies
now.  What agerncies do we need? Theny given a definition of what
we meed to deal with what we are dealing with today, what of the
existing structure fits that need, and what doesn’t? What could
be modified to fit it? Then get rid of everything else. That's
in effect what we were—-—that's oversimplifying it vastly-——but
what we were trying to accomplish with the approach of the Ash
Council, with the ocriginal concept of the reed to reocrganize.

So a newly elected Fresident comes intoc office and he conmfromts a

goverrmental structure that is likely to be both irefficient, and




HRH:

RHG s

HRH s

RHG =

HRH:

structured in such a way to accomplish the goals of his
predecessar.

Right.

Do you know how focused Nixan’s thoughts were? Was it a gerneral
feeling?

I would say it was gereral. I'm suwre there were, i his mind,
specifics. I don?t recall what they were. I don?t krow that his
writings, o anyone else’s spell them out, but they may very
well. I think the impetus was more on & gereral basis tharm on a
specific basis. I dom?t think he had any specific thing in mind
that should be added o taken away, but rather; a pereral
feeling, as 1I’ve jgust articulated, that there were lots of thirngs
there that we didn’t wneed anymore, and some that were
counterproductive. Many that were wasteful, and guestiormably,
some that were useful. He wanted all that evaluated.

There’s a [Haldemard jourmnal entry, February 6, 12692, right in
the begirming of the Fresiderncy: "Nixon spent an hour with Roy
Ash, who agreed at that time to head the Ash Council.” You say,
"The President really wants to accomplish something on re-—
crganization, and has great faith in Ash—-type’s ability to do soy
but doesn?t exactly krow how."

That reflects Nixcn?sS.... It’s interesting. Nixonm is rot a
natural manager, and he?’s not a skilled marnager even whern he
tries to be, or tries to learn how to be. He didn?’t realize that
i the early parts of his career. Most peocple don’t,. Mt
pecple don’t analyze themselves to determine whether they’re

managers o not. They simply go ahead with trying to deal with




whatever task faced them. Nixor, having been a lawyer, and
lawyers are traditionally rnotoricously bad mamagers, simply
because the skills that make cre a good lawyer are rnot the same
skills that make one a good manager, in many cases.
Conmsequently, people who have lawyer’s shkills tend to become
lawyers, and pecple who have managerial skills ternd to become
managers. Nixor became a lawyer. He became, early on in his
career, a political lawyer——a politician. Rurmiirng for Congress
as a youny marie. Even in a lot of his lawyer days, working in a
government agevncy, the OPA [Office of Frice Administrationd, rnot
as a lawyer, but as a low—level goverrnment bureaucrat. Then
became an elected goverrment official, as a Conpgressman, then a
Senator, then Vice President.

The only managerial tasks that presented themselves to bim
during that time were managing political campaigns, his own. He
proved himself to be a bad political campaign manager, without
realizing it. I think arnalysis of the "6A election, his first
natiomal, majgor, big campaign that required real managerial
skill, when he ran for Fresident, suffered badly from his
insistence on managing the campaign himself. Thereby, wviclating
one step removed, an adage that lawyers use, which is that the
laywer who handles his own case has a fool for a client. One
could extend that conmcept to the political candidate whoo marnapes
his own campaign has a fool for a client. He didn’t realize
that, but I think a lot of the analysis of the 64 campaigrn was
that although Lern [Leomardl] Hall and Bob [Robertl Finch were co-

managers of the campaign, the real manager of the campaign was




Richard Nixovi. And the campaigrn was, because of that, in many
instances, not well manapned.

I don?t know whether caﬁscinusly, or subconsciously, Nixonm
came to realize thaty but he did. To a degree, he did rnot manane
the [1962] California campaign, totally himself. He did let me
do some of the campaign management iv California. Not a lot, and
he still was strongly a factor in campaign managemernt im
California, but by 1368, when he was to run again forr President,
he had a clear recognition——and it may have evolved out of his
years as a practicing lawyer in New YorkK.... Because he was a
practicing lawyer at the high level in New York, he was dealing
with big-time busirness management, Ffor the first time iw his
life, on an ongoing, busivness basis, rather than as a politician,
who had to deal with big-time managers yvig-—a-vis their political
interests, but wot their managerial interests.

I think he came to realize, more clearly, during those New
York lawyer years, that there are people who are good maragers
and peaple who aren’t. The pecple who aren?’t, are very wise to
hire pecple who arey, to do their managing for them. That?s
traditionally what is dorne. That?’s exactly what he did in the
68 campaigr. He decided he shouldn’t, and coculdn’t, and
wouldn't, therefore, manage his owrn campaigwn, and brought Jobhwn
Mitchell in as the campaign marager. Jahr Mitchell did, iwn fact,
manage the campaipgr. That flies in the face of an earlier part
of my thesis that lawyers aren’t good managers, because John

Mitchell was a lawyer.

Johwn Mitchell proved to be a good campaign manager. He had




a good organizational senmse. Also, he had the willingrness to
bring in other managerially oriented type pecple, and let them
manage their segments of the campaigrn. 8o, that trarnslated,
through that experiemnce, irn the campaign being successful, into
recogniticon that relinquishing management was a good thing, on
Nixon®s part. I think that, for a rnowm—manager, he had some
interesting mamagerial instirncts, or insights, way back deep in
him, that led him to realize that there were skills, talents, and
insights, approaches, to managing that he didn’t have, but that
cther people did have. When I said, "He has great faith in Ash-
type's ability,” I'm using Ash as a protatype. Roy Ash, a
skilled mamager. He was the chief executive officer of Litton
CIndustries, Inc.l, which was a very complex conglomerate. The
whole skill in conglomerating, and existing as a conglomerate, is
managerial skill.

That's what Franklin Murphy was saying. This is a man who
krniows how to manage. He's not a politiciang he's a manager. IT
you need management skill, Roy Ash prototypically would be what
you should be looking for. Soo we went right to Roay Ash. Nixong
I think [partlyl] because of my views on the subject, arnd I'm sure
others who had talked with him about management, and led him to
have a much better urderstanding that there was a difference
betweern a good marager and a bad manager, was ready to turn to
management—skilled pecple to work out management problems. It's
the reascyr he made me be the manager of the White House staff.

He did not try to manage it. He pgave wme the prablems, the

assigrments, the tasks, the responsibilities, and the



authorities, and then said, "Marnage it." QAdmittedly, as this
indicates, he got into his dissatisfactiorns with various results
on a very specific basis, and thewn presceribed, frequently, his
view as to what the management sclution to that dissatisfaction
was. But he didn’t try to get into marnaging it himself. He was
willing to step back, and let someore else run it.

Ov the reocrganization thing he recogrnized that it was
managemernt skill that had to bring about the recrganization. He
had the political insight to kriow the structure and the asystem
was wrong, he felt, in various ways. He had the manapgerial
ingight to realize he didn’t know how to make it right, but that
it had toc be made rigbht. That’s really precisely what I said
here. "He has faith in Ash-type's ability to do so, but doesn’t
exactly know how.” He didn't know how Ash was going to doo it.

Just like you canm compare it to your going to a dentist.

You have faith in the dentist’s ability to fix what?’s wrong with
your tooth, but you don’t krnow how he’s going to go about doing
ite. Or the auto mechanic’s ability to fix your enpine. Even
though you haver?t the fopgpiest rotion of how to doo it. You know
the engine?’s rot working right, because the car's coughing, or
ot starting, o whatever the problem is. Yo don?t know why-—-—at
least I don®t, because I'm wot a mechanic. I have no mecharnical
inclination, so I go to a garage and say, "My car doesn’t work."
He figwres out why ngt, and does something about it. I come back
and drive it away, and it’s working. I've got a toothache, 1
don?t why, but I go to the dentist. He does something to my

tooth, arnd I come home without a toothache anymore. That’e what
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{the Mresidentl] was looking for. A dentist or a mechanic.
Somebaody to put the car back together so it would run right.
That's what he saw Ash as, what the whole reorganization concept
was about, in simplistic terms.

Why did he have such faith in Ash? Simply because of what
at least 1 had told him, and I'm sure others had, about Roy Ash.
Plus, simply the fact that Ash.... LThe Fresident] had a lot
more Faith iv me, in a lot of ways, after I was appointed as a
Regent of the University of Califorrnia, because it was a
vevification to him of the recopgnition by ather pecaple of
importance and vision, and so fordh, that I had some abilities
that he thoupght I had, too, but this sort aof endorsed that
thought. The fact that Ash was chief executive officer of
Litton——he kwvew about Litton, he krnew the company, he knew
[Charlesl "Tex" Thornton, who was the co—Ffounder with Ash of
Littorn. Ash had the record as ore of the whiz kids under
[LRabertl MeMamara at Ford [Moter Companyl, price to coming into
the Littorn thing. Bo, he had credentials that were easily
understood by Nixon. They were like the dentist's degree—-—his
DDS——that sits up on his wall wher he went in. Or the mechanic’s
certification that he’s a certified GM [Beneral Motorsl “"Mr.
Goodwrench", o whatever it is. So that the credentials were
there, and the stature, the accomplishmert. Ash had accumulated
a substantial personal fortune. Not as an entreprereur, but as a
marager. So, it was those Kinds of things that gave him the
faith im it and his interest in doing it.

My part in all this was one of encouraging the thing. I
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had, as a managerial type persor, a strong insight—--—which I
later, ivn working on the theoretical side of management, right
oW on & current basis——have seen validated in conceptual and
methodolopical terms. The key to management is, first, to have a
proper stucture. Secondly, to have a process by which that
structure works, that is well adjusted to the structure, to the
needs. Then, to have the peaple to carry out the process within
the structure. In pood management techrgiune, you start with
structure, go then to process, and then to people. You don’t
start with people and try to build around them. So, that’s where
we were, at that point.

Orne of the first recommendations that the Ash Council made
regarding the Executive Office of the Pregsident, and I think
there was more tham one set of recommendations reparding the
Executive Office. I think the first orne involved the Domestic
Cournmcil amd the Office of Management and Budget. The Domestic
Council idea, as we’ve discussed in the last two days, is one
that seemed to grow, organically, as it were, ocut of the
personalities and the circumstarces that existed within the
administration in its earliest days. Yet the Domestic Council
ended up as beirng a formal recommendaticon of the Ash Courncil.

How did Ash and the White House staff work ocut this proposal?
Where was the origin of the idea there?

I’"m vnot sure——and I don?*t krnow that anybody knows, even Roy Ash——
precisely where the ocripgin is. It’s like a lot of thirngs in the
advertising business, there’'s always the question wounld arise,

"Who?'s idea was that great slogan?” o "that great name for the
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product?”, or "that great campaign?" You don?t know. Those
things evolve, and the precision of whose idea it was, is aften
impossible to pinpoint. I don’t krnow, on this. Someore else
may, and I wouldn’t question anybndy‘else’s better knowledpe in
that. The fact of the matter, from my viewpoint, was that the
Ash Courncil wWas.... They did a lot of talking to pecple within
the executive branch, so they were getting input and feedback
from our people, anmd from the bureaucracy——the career pecple in
these various areas--that would give them readings ore what the
status of things was, and how they worked and soa forth, and how
they didn’t work.

The membership on the Ash Council was such that there was a
lat of insipht already built irv. [Dearn Gecwgel BRaker, from
Harvard Business Schocol, was one member of the Council. Jahn'
Covmally was a member of the Council, a former Governor and
former Undersecretary of the Navy. There were a couple of other
members. It was origimally Ash, BRaker, and Covnally, and I
wanted to call it the "ARC" Council, but then octher names were
added and they couldm't limit the rname to the three. BSop they
ralled it the Ash Courncil, because Roy was the chaivrman. The
pecple there had their ocwn irnsights from their own experienrces
and analysis and exposures, and then they did research. They had
a staff, and the staff did accumulated proposals and analyses,
and that sort of thing. Out of that, there acbviocusly was input
from our peaple, who at the same time were in the staff meetings
with me we've talked about earlier, in which this concept of a

Domestic Council of some sort was evolviwng. Whether that came
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from us, and the Ash Council adopted it, or whether it came from
the Ash Council and we adopted it, or whether it came from
general discussion, or within the bureaucracy, the career staff
itself, I don’t krow.

The fact of the matter is, that clearly we were on parallel
paths, the Ash Courcil here, and our ocperating sernicr staff here,
in some of these ideas, at least. We were in apreement. That
was important. It was recognized by the Ash Council that what
they came up with had to be doable, so they were loocking at what
is possible as they were going along, also. Not just what'’s
desirable.

My guess, from what I’ve seen in your rnotes and in youwr journal
and elsewhere, would be that [Johnd] Ebrlichman’s position,
because of all the things we talked about yesterday, evolved into
a domestic palicy advisor—like position, and that the Ash Courcil
gave the idea a bit more formalization and definition. That
wonld be my guess.

I think that'’s basically right. I would tend to categorize
Ehrlichman riot as a domestic policy advisor, however, in the
sense of looking to his expertise for advice. Rather as the
director or staff leader of the Domestic Council. It was the
Courcil that was geverating the advice, or the sub-committees
within the Council that were gernerating the substance of the
advice. Ehrlichman’s task, primarily-—he did have awn advisory
rale, obvicusly, and he did have a viewpoint (he bhad experiewvce
in some areas of domestic policy things that gualified him very

stronpgly to have a viewpoint). But conceptually it was that the
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Council was what was looked to as the advisor, o the individuals
that composed the Council as advisors in specific areas, and so
forth. John’s job was & staff furnction of coordinating,
implementing, and brivnginmg to fruition the Courncil?s work.

Do you know the crigin of the other half of that proposal, which
was the Office of Maragement and Budget? What was it that was
lacking irn the Bureauw of the Budpet, and who saw the lachk?

My view is, and again, I would willingly stand to be corrected by
others more knowledpeable, but my view of that is that that did
come cut of the Ash Council, per se. I dow?t Rviow who, what
individuals within the Courncil, but that was the result of Ash
Couricil observation and development. I assume that it arase out
of their analysis of the then Budget Bureau, and how it worked
arnd what it did. It’s my understanmding from conversations I had
at the time with Roy Ash, primarily, because I did rnot meet with
the Ash Council, as such, but I did talk with Roy guite a bit, as
he was moving along through the process. Ash's view, and I
assume it was the Courncil’s view, was that the Budget Bureauw, as
such, was simply a huge bureaucratic apparatus that cocllated a
budget. It didn’t provide the kind of value to the executive
that a budpget can provide as a control mechanism, as well as a
finamcial mechanism. As a management control mechanism.

A gowad marnager uses a covporate budget, mnot just as a
finmancial tool, but as a management tocol. It’s a method of
contral, and Ash saw it as a very valid, as I understand it,
method of comtrol of the executive branch by the President, were

it to be structuwred more with a mamagerial orienmtation than a




financial orientation. By looking at it from a managerial
view, then you can marage by budget, in a lot of ways. You set
budpets, and you require that monmies be spent. That?’s in a sense
what Congress tries to do in it’s exercise of it's Constitutionmal
responsibility for appropriatiorn, which is to set the amounmt to
be spent, and thereby establish and marape the programs that the
gaverrnment is carrying out.

That was a radical charnge. The domestic policy courcil was
a bringing together—--it was a purely structural thing of brinping
together some people to try and do better what they were doing
independerntly, already. The corncept of changing the Budget
Bureau to the OFffice of Marnagement and Budget, and I think from
the ryrote here, and it conmfirms my recollection, that the original
propasal was an Office of Executive Managemert. Tradition and
Congressiomal reality and a lot of other things caused that to be
modified to become the OFffice of Marnagement and Budget, which it
is today—-—the OMR, rather than the Office of Executive
Management, arn OEM-—because it was breaking too much of the
existing structure to, in effect, destroy the Budget Bureauw and
create a new Bureau. Rather, it was evolved that the Budget
Bureau was expanded, let’s say. Revised, revamped, in order to
become rwot only what it already was, a financial budgeting
ertity, but alsc a marnagement control entity. The name reflected
that combination where it was therefore a less radical, and I
think, not only in name, but in actual content, the OME structure
was a less radical charnge than the Ash Counecil’s original OEM

concept.

1g



RHG:

HRH:

As I remember, it Just says in an aside there was some discussion
of your becoming the first director of OME.

Right. There was. That was, I forget whose idea it was. It was
certainly not mire. It was an idea that I obviously considered,
because it was intriguirg, because it was the managerial job for
the executive branch that was an intriguing challenge. I apted
not to do it I dam®t krow that it was ever offered to mej; it
was sugpested, and I shot down the suggesticon, I guess is [al
more accurate way to put it.

My reascn for not wanting to do it was that 1 felt I was
better, more umiquely qualified to furection as the President’s
chief of staff, in the serse that I had worked so closely with
him for so long. Understood how to work with him and how he
worked, and so on, and that I could perform a more unigue service
there. There were many good managers, better qualified than I,
to rurn the OME. There were few, if any, pecple as well gualified
as I to furctionm as Richard Nixon'’s chief of staff. I don®t mean
by that.... ] specifically say "Presidernt Nixon’s chief of
staff, " because I don’t thinmk I wonld have been well qualified,
at all, to serve as either President L[Lyndonl Johrnson’s o
Fresident [Geraldl Ford?’s chief of staff. My gualificationm was
based on the personal knowledge of Nixorn, and my ability to worbk
with his way of working, and my rapport with most of his pereral
conceptual thinking, which I would not have found that 1 had with
either Ford on ore side o Johnsorn on the other. Or, one step
earlier, [Dwightl Eiserhower, or [Jobnl Kermedy, and a couple of

steps later, with L[Jimmyl Carter, ore... [Romaldl Reagaw I might
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have. I might have been a good chief of staff for Reapar,
because 1 had also worked with him, cut here in California. I
krnew how he worked. Very differently tham Nixorn, but I think I
could have worked with that, in many ways, as well as I'cmuld
have worked, and did work, with Nixcon.

Can you briefly characterize the ways in which the two mer worked
differently?

What two?

Nixcews and Reagan.

Nixoon and Reagan? Nixon, first of all, was a consummate
politician. Reagan is & consummate performer. Nixorn understood
the give and take of politics. Reagan did rat. Nixeown understood
the concepts of most things are gray. Very few are either black
or white. Reagan, consistently, used to get furiocus about
anybody talking about, "This is in the gray area."” He said,
"There is na gray area. It's either this, or it?’s that. It?s
either black or it?s white. It's either right or it?’s wrorg. It
ign’t sovrt of right, or sort of wrong. It'"s either pregrnant, or
it isn't pregrnant. There is v half way."

Nixor had a totally different conceptual approach that way.
Reagarn was much more willing to rely onm the substarnce produced by
cothers. Nixonm was much moree involved in substance. Reagan was
much better at presentation, in a personal way, thanm Nixon was,
although Nixorn, in a substantive way, I think was better than
Reapan. He kriew his subject. Reagan studies hard and does a
good job at press conferences, as long as it stays within his

area of study. Nixon studied hard. Nixon prepared for press
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conferences carefully, too. But, you could come up with
something from totally left field with Nixow, and he could handle
it with the same skill that he handled something that he was
fully prepared or. Reagan is rot able to do that.

It sooct of boils down to the thing [Franklynd Nofziper said,
which I still think is right: if we'’d had my man’'s [Nixon’®sl
brains, and his man’s [Reapgan’?sl appeal, charisma, personality,
we would have had the perfect President. I think I could have,
recogrizing that, worked with either orne of them. They share a
lot of common principles and internal pgut instincts, as to what’s
right and what?’s wrong, what should be dorne, what shouwld wnot be
done. Reagan doesn’t have anything like Nixom’s grasp of global
gecoplitics, and his, therefore, creative contribution to that.
Putting that in one framework, the Nixorn—I[Herryl Kissinger
relationship was totally dominated by Nixon, with HKissinger as a
very strong adjunct to the Nixon foreign policy development and
implementatian. If Kissivger had been at the same stape of his
existence, pre-Nobel Prize, working with Reagan as FPresidernt, I
think Kissinger would have totally dominated both the creation
and the implementation of policy, with Reagan’s oversight and
consent and agreemernt. RActive, but vt with his input, other
than as the basic principle: Communism is bad, and democracy is
good.  There they stand, clear. But the ruarnces of how to evalve
and develop and work would have come totally from Herry, I think,
and rnot from FPresident Reagarn. Where with Nixon, they came
initially from Nixon, very much in turnme with Hermry, and aided and

abetted and implemented and expanded by Herny.
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When arnd where did you work with Reagan?

In California, 1 was a Regent of the Urniversity. As president of
the alwmi association, therefore ex officio, I spent twa years
o the Board of Repents, and became very active——and loved
working on the Board of Regents——during that time. At the end of
the two years, I was no longer a membey, because my post as
alumni president had expired. At that time Reagan was getting
ready to run for Boverrnor. I, as well as a lot of people
invalved ivn the University, [wasl concerred, that Reagan’s view
of the Urniversity was distorted by some of his black—-and-white
positions, and that he might be a detrimental Goverrnor, to the
University. Whereas Pat [(Edmundl] Browrn had been a very
beneficial Governor to the University——and he really had been.

He had a very good appveciatiaﬁ of the value of the University to
the state, and therefore was very helpful in the Universityls
growth. There was comcern that Reagan might robt be, and that
Reagan probably would wirn. I shared that corncern. It was
cancern by Democrats and Republicans, rot a political concern.

It was a substantive interest in the University concern.

Because I did, I established contact with some of Reapan’s
peaple, a lot of whom I knew well. Arnd I knew Reagan——rot well-—-—
but I knew him. Established conmtact, and said that I would like
to be helpful to the candidate, and his people—--the staff,
whoever was working o it——in developing his insights and views
oy the University of California. I prepared some papers and did
some work with them to try and expand his view, as I was afraid

it might be vnarrow, o the University. As a result of that,




after bhe was elected Goverrnor, and because there were a rnumber of
the pecple onm the Board of Regents, both Democrats and
Republicans (appointed Regents, not ex officic), who felt that I
had beern a good Repgent in the time that I had beer there. Wi,
and this is what happens within that scrt of thing, made it known
tx the new Governor and his people that they thowght I wounld be a
goad appointed Regent, which was at that time a l&-year
appointment. Was considered, and still is, the most prestigious
appointment that the Goverrwor of California can make, octher than
possibly the Chief Justice of the State Supreme Court.

In any event, there were rin regental appointments available
to the Governor immediately uponm his taking office, but he
recognized my contribution to the campaign in the sernse of some
position analysis on the University, and this other activity on
my behalf, let’s say, for regental appointment. So, he appointed
me to the Cocerdinating Courncil for Higher Education, which was
the state board assigned to the implementation of the master plan
ferr higher education in California, which is a unique plan that
assigns and monitors the roles of the University of California,
the state colleges, and the community collepges. The three
segmevits of the public higher education system in the state. I
served on the Cocrdinating Courncil for awhile, and ther when the
first regental appointments came up, I was one of the first two
Regents that Reagan appointed to lé-year terms on the Board.

I then served with him on the Board of Regents, and he

of California, to a great degree, and I spent quite a little time
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with him on guidance on regerntal matters. At Regernts meetirgs
and in between and so faﬁth, unmtil I left to pgo into the Federal
Goverrnment.

Thank you. I krnow that was an aside, but youw’ve been in a very
special position to see both these two magor Presidents at work,
and I appreciated that.

Yeah. I have, of couwrse, not worked at all with Reagan as a
President. My time with him was as a candidate and as Goverrnor
of California. When I went into the White House, of course,
Reagan was still GBovernor of California. We still had some
rapport, and there was communication back and forth. Reagan was
a very supportive Goverroe of President MNixorn, and we maintained
gtrong ties during that time. RAlthough he was very disappointed
that I had decided to resign from the Board of Repernts. I think
he felt 1 let him down on that, because he thoupght I should have
kept the jJob as pecple earlier had. Fred [Frederickl Duttorm,; who
had been appointed by Browr, stayed on the Board of Regents even
while he was orn the White House staff, with President Kermedy,
and I think alsc with President Jobnsow. Bill [Williaml Roth,
also had Federal posts, but stayed on the Board of Repgents as an
appointed Regent.

I felt there was a conflict of interest, first of all,
because one—third of the funding of the University comes from the
Federal Gaovervrmert. I algo felt there was a confliet of interest
o a personal basis in jJust allocation of time. Repgental worlk,
to do it right, takes a lot of time, and I could see I wasn’t

going to have time available.
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At the time that the OME plan was formulated, Robert Mayos was the
Director of the RBureau of the Budget. He and NMixon did vnat have
a very good rapport, as I wnderstand. Can you descoribe that just
a little bit? Thewn, there was a proablem with forming an Office
of Maragement and Budget, and having Mayo as its first Director,
and maybe you could desceribe that, too.

Well, my recollectiore... Boing back to the Mays background, Bob
Mayo was, as you say, Nixon's first appointment as director of
the Budpet Bureau. That was an appointment that Nixorn was rnot,
at the outset, particularly bhappy with. WMayo was not really a
Nixom appointment, he was a Hernedy appointment. Not John
Kermedy, David HKernedy, the Secretary of the Treasury. As I
recall, it was almost a guid pro guo. HKernedy was a highly
desired appointment as Secretary of the Treasury, and, I think
that Hermedy almost put a condition upon his acceptarnce. That
conditicor being, that Mayxs be appointed director of the Budpget
Bureauw, because he, as Secretary of the Treasury, wanted a EBudget
Divector that he was simpatico with. As I recall, the two of
them were associated in their banking careers prior to coming
into the goverriment. I may be wraong on some of that, but that’s
my reccllection.

As a result, Mayos was vot a Nixon perscon, Trom Nixon’s
viewpoint. He was a Hermedy perscon, a David Hewnedy persorn, who
had come in because Kermedy wanted him there, wnot because Nixon
had any strong feeling he wanted him there. He becamne a
disputative, argumerntative Budget Director, rather than a

cooperative Budpget Director. He had some sovt of petty



characteristics that didn*t ingratiate him to the President. He
seemed very much conmcerrned with his own position and preraogatives
and all that sort of thing, rather than with the substarce of

getting his job dorne.

[Evnd cassette one, side ornel

[Begin cassette ore, side twol

HRH 3

We were talking about Mayo as the ariginal Budpet Dirvector who
was geoing to be the head of the rew 0Office of Executive
Management, which became the Office of Marnagement and Budget.
Mayo was wnot the first choice, and was rot a welcome choice, to
head the rnew office, because rnobody felt, I don’t think-—-the Ash
Council people, the Nixon administration people, or anybody else
felt——that he was the person you would really want to ruan this
rnew office. He was not a managerial type. He did wnot have the
scoape or the breadih of vision or the'stature, cor anything else,
to really bring to the new OMEB what was contemplated.

The problem was, that the first step was tow... The natural
questiorn would be, "Then, why would you put him in to rurn it?"
The answer is, because the Tirst problem was to get the rnew
Bureau born, get it through Congress, and into place. It was
recogrnized, by the Ash Council, and by us, and by [Brycel Harlow,
im working through his schmoozing to see how getting ready to get
this change put through, that it was going to be hard to do.

That there was a strong level of resistance within the
bureaucracy, and a bureaucracy expressing its views through the
Congressional staffs to the Congress, to making this chanpe.

Because, it was going to break some china, it was geoing to change
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lines of communicaticon. It was going to change the vision and
the mission of the Budpet Bureau, substartially, and the Budpet
EBureau was a device the Congress used, and Congressional
committees used, to work their will, in many ways. It was seen
that this was going to break that up. That was one of the
cbjectives, as a matter of fact. That ocbjective was clearly
understood by some of those who thought they were going to be
disabled, or disadvantaged, by it.

So, orne factor in making this charnge that might make it
easier was seen to be the mainternarnce =f the present Director.
Iv other words, not to chanmge the persocormel of the Bureau. Make
the charnge in structure. Going back to the structure, process,
and peocple thing. Make the change in structure, but leave the
pecple question [for thel end, rnot to Fight both battles at once.
Naot to Fight the battle of structuwral change and also, try to get
confirmed a riew Director at the same time, but rather to take one
bite at a time. The firet bite beirng, get the new office set wup,
but leave Bob Mayo as the Director, o the Chairman, or whatever
it would be-—the chief executive-—of it at the outset, with the
understanding internally, at least, that that was vt going to
cornt inue. I thinmk that we were, as I recall, a little bit
Machiavelliarm iwm that thing in the sense that I dov’t think we
told Mayo that that was cur intent.

I think we felt——arncther problem was that Mayo, as the
Director of the Budget Bureauw, was rot in Ffavor of the chavpge,
because it was charnging his empire, and he didn't like that. To

charnge him too, would have made him an active oppovent of the

X
(]



RHG =

HRH 3

RHG:

HRH:

RHG ¢

HRH

RHG:

change of the structure, and he might have been a very effective
active copporent as the irncumbernt. 8o, that was seen as
undesirable, tao. It was seen that a way of buying his support,
perhaps, was sayirng that we wanted him to be the Director of the
new thing, so that was the approach that was used. And that was
the reason for it.

In March 1973, as I recall, President Nixon delivered an address
to Congress in which he ocutlined the plan. I think he was
sending the legislation to Congress to approve the reorganization
plan that appraoved the Domestic Council and the Office of
Management and Budget. I dem®t have the wording with me, but in
that address he made a very clear demarcation between the areas
of responsibility of the Domestic Council and the Office of
Manmagement and Budget. The words were something like this: that
the Domestic Council was to be corncerned with the formulation of
domestic policy. The Office of Mamagement and Budget was to be
concerned essentially with the implementation and management of
domestic policy. Ehrlichman, of couwrse, became the first
Domestic Council——I don't kriow what his title was, head of the
operating part of the Domestic...

I think he was the Director of the Courncil.

e Courcil, and Bemrge Shultz and Caspar Weinberpger became the
Director and Deputy Director of Office of Management and Budget.
That was later on, though, after Mayo left obviocusly.

Yes, I don’t remember when Mayo left. I gust don’t recall.

He was still arcund ivn March of ?7@.

Yeah. Well, the Office of Management and Budpget didn’t actually
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become in place in law urntil July 197@.

Oh,; OK.

Can yocu describe a bit how particularly Shultz and weiﬂbEﬁger
fell into place, and how they begarn undertaking their positions.
How they related with John Ehrlichman, and whether or not the
clear demarcation that the Fresidert had set out, in his address
in March, was in fact followed.

I can’t very well, because I don’t have pood recollections inm the
mechanics of that, because it was an evolutionary process, in
which I was not dirvectly irnvolved—--I was peripherally involved in
that along with everything else. The deliveaticorn that the
Fresident made in the thing that you’re talking about, I'm sure,
came fraom the Ash Council?s recommendation as to how the thing
should be structured. He was simply making his statement on that
basis. That, I guess, in March, was probably at the time we
launched the program to make the change. It had to go through
Covngress, and the change was rnot made aatil July [of 197@l. In
that process, the evolution——because evern though it wasn’t
statutorily changed, we were, as we've talked about earlier——Ffrom
a staff viewpoint, we were moving toward Ehrlichman taking more
responsibility, or taking the responsibility, for a domestic
policy unit. While that wasn’t statutorily cr officially
established, let’s say, that de facto, steps were being taken in
that direction, and we were working on that kind of a basis.

That gave rise to—-1 krnow I had a note in March of 780, and I
don?t know whether that was before or after the President’s March

speech regarding the recrganization, but a note that the




Fresident had a terrible session with Bob Mayo, in a meeting that
day,; in which Mayo had laurnched into a very petty kind of a
diatribe against Ehrlichman. The diatribe was on precisely the
point that you?ve raised, that Mayx and Ehrlichmarn had reached a
complete impasse an the question of where policy was to be made.
Mayo?s contention was that the Budget Bureaw, or what was
going to become the OFfice of Executive Management, carmot be
divorced from policy development. Mayo was trying to maintain
his status and his pogition in the process of development as well
as of implementation. The President’s feeling about that,
afterwards, was that the real problem was that Mayo doesn't
realize that policy has to be comtrolled by the President?s men——
policy development——because it's the Presidemt’s policy that'’s
being developed. The Fresident’s men are riot the pecople of the
Budpget Bureau. The Hudget Bureaun is basically a career staff of
pecople wha are rot the President’s men. What the President
didn?’t realize in making that point is that the corncept of
shifting to the Office of Management and Budpet was that you
would shift that covncept of the Budget Bureau to where it became
more of a President?s mern——an organization more focused on
developmenrt and implemewntation of the President?®s policy, but
delirneated.... Develaopmert came from the Council, and
implementation came from the Bureauw, or Office. You weed the
Fresident’s men in the implemevtation side, too, but you
certainly rneed them in the policy development side. That was an
issue, an issue that was battled as we went through that pericd.

A week after this first uwpleasant session with Mayo that I




was gust talking about, where Mayo turved the heat orn Ehrlichman,
I had a talk with Mayo, I'm sure at the Presidert’s direction.

It was the kind of thing where when the Presidernt got into
unmpleasant relationships with people in his goverriment, he

usually tuwrred them over to someone else to hardle, and I krnow I

got the Mayos problem o handle. I talked to Mayo, and my
cornclusion from that talk was that Mayo’s real problem was a
purely persconal, egs kind of thing. It wasn’t a questiorn of
which was right and which was wrong substantively. It was how
mueh power, posture, position did Bob Mayos have. Mayo?s concern
even wernt, in my view, to a paranciac covicept. He was convinced
that Ehrlichmarn was obsessed with a determination to acquire
total control over the govervmment. HKrowiwmg Ebrlichmarn, I knew
that was not the case at all. What Ehrlichman was doing was
carrying cut what the President had told him he wanted done, in
the way the President wanted it dome. Mayo was really caught up
ivn his own ego problem and his concern about his own status. It
was that personmal thinde...

I think it?’s important to cover some of these things,
because I think it?’s important for people in the long haul, as
they look at govermment, to recognize that poverrment is a group
of pecple. Like a corporation, or a church, or & school, o
anything else, those pecple are human beirngs with human talernts
and abilities, and humarn foibles and frailties. Those that come
into goverrmert, maybe more than others, tend to have some of
these egon praoblems. That may be the reason that a man who can

earn a lot more money, and live a much more comfortable life,
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with a lot less pressure, outside in the busirness world, pgives
that up and comes into goverrment. There’s ro question that most
of the people who do that are primarily motivated by a desive (o
be of service. They feel they carn make a real contribution to
the berefit of the nation and the world. That?’s their basic
mativation, I really believe that. I believe that’s true of most
of the people ivn the buweaucracy, also. In the terms of
pxlitical appointees—-the people of this kirnd that we’re talking
abouwt——there is also, I'm sure, in many of them, an ego
gratification and status building kind of thing that is alsoc a
part of their motivation.

There's rno question iv my mind that it was in terms of Bob
Maysy who was an unhbeard of, unkrown person in the banking world,
who had shot into great fame. With & guy like Governor (Beorgel
Romrmey, he didn’t gain any fame by becomivng a Cabirnet officer. I
daon?t think there was an ego thing involved in his doing it. It
was an ongoing development in his career of publiec service.

Other people did get ego boosts from it, and Bob Mayo certainly
was ore of them. That was part of the problem. That?!s again a
diversion, but it’s a point that I think you?'ve got to recognize.
We tend to think that people go into government and becoms
different than they were before they went in. Obviously,
everybody does become different. Any one of us becomes different
as we go into any vnew Job, but cur basic character is the same.
Our basic motivatiorms and ouwr basic way of working and way of
thinking changes some, but it doesn't change totally. We aren’t

different people. We are different, but we aren’t totally

d
=



RHG s

HRH:

RHG 3

HRH

RHG s

HRH:

different pecple, when we come ints government, or when we come
ot We learn and progress all the way along, but you?’ve got to
recognize that there are human imperfections iwm all human beings,
and those are going to be reflected in the human beings in
government as well as the human beings outside. You canm’t expect
perfection. You can’t expect everybody-—-—o» anybody——in
government to do everything right, with the purest of motives, at
all times, with flawless execution, and judgment that's
absclutely unimpaired in every respect. It ism®’t goding to
happew. You might as well be ready and expect the imperfections,
and be prepared to deal with them, without getting unduly excited
about the fact that they exist, because they’re going to be
there.

One of the most unforgettable proverbs produced by the Nixon
administration was on this topic. It’s in yowr Jouwrnals I1?ve
also seenn it in Ehrlichman’s rnotes. I'm viot sure of the period.
Roy Ash, speaking to thimgs like the Bob Mayo problem, said,
"it?’s all vight to be a prima dorma if you can sing.” CLaughter]
Mayxs couldn’t sing.

That's right. That's exactly right. Orn the other hand, [Darniel
Patrickl Moynihanm could sing, s he couwld be a prima dovma.

Arnd [Hervryl Kissinger.

Kissinger could sing, o he could be a prima dorma.

Hissinger could sing a beauwtiful song, on occasicor.

In his own wayy Ash could sing, so he could be & prima dormma.
CJohnl Covmally could sing, so he could be a prima dovma. That’s

a pgowod point.
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How did [Georgel Shultz and [Casparl Weinberger divide the
responsibilities at OMB when they came into place? Did either
one of them satisfy the basic concept that OME was created to
produce, that is, an agency that used the budget to marage?
Shultz came in as Director; Weinberger as Deputy Director.
Shultz moved te that post from Secretary of Labor, which was his
initial post in the administration.

And Weinberger from FTC [Federal Trade Commissicon].

Weirberger had come in originally as ChairmanAnf the FTC and
moved over to Budget from there. Weinberper had beerwr [Rornaldl]
Reagan’s budget director, prior to that. Right——or wrong?
Right, I think.

Yes.

Because he stayed ivn the Federal Govervment after he came in,
didn?*t he? 1 think he hades..

Yes. He had been, for a brief while, I think, what's called the
Finarce Director in California, for Reagan. Then he came to the
Federal Trade Commission pasition. Stayed only about six months.
Judging from your jJournal, was not bhappy to leave FTC after that
short an amount of time. I was rather surprised, actually, that
Nixenm felt so strongly about him——that is, wanting to bring him
inte the administration. I would have thought he may have been
somewhat suspect as a Reapan person.

Noy o Weinberger was a Nixon man, who, if you wanted to be
surprised, be surprised that Reagan took him into his
admivnistration, not that Mixon did. Weinberger was Republican

State Chairman or something like that at the time that Nixon ran
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for Goverrnor. He was very much invalved in the gubernatorial
campaigr. I worked very closely with Cap during that time. He
wotld have been ace... He was very highly regarded by.... He was
State Chairman. A guy named Joe [Josephl Martin was the Mational
Committeeman. They were the twa political party leaders in the
state of California at the time Nixon ran For Governor.
Weinberger very definitely was a MNixonm man.

He was a San Francisco lawyer, but also interested in
palitics. He had rur or had beew in Corngress or in the State
legislature at some point.

That®s right.

So he’d had some political background, o that basis. Cap was
definitely regarded as a Nixorn man. It was not at all
surprising. He was a talented.... He's a brilliant manr. Very
god mind. An astute politician, in many ways. He was brought
irnte the Nixon administration as a part of the talent bhurnt for
good pecple. He probably came into the FTC because it was
probably something he said he wanted to do. I do*t remember why
he was appointed to the FTC, but I suspect that was probably it.
He was rnot seen, at that time, as Cabivnet level, but was seen as
real talernt for development and movemernt upward, withinm the
administration.

George Shultz bad come ivnto Labor from a position on the
faculty of the Business School at the University of Chicago. Was
regarded as &c... Nixon did rcot know Shultz, at all, but he was
extremely highly recommerded by pecple that Nixon highly

respected. I donm't remember who, but I know that Shultz was
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regarded as a real saint. "If we can get Georpge Shultz in the
administration, that would be a real coup.” But he came in under
the cloak of an acadewmician, of a busirness school faculty. i
forget what his labor qualificatiorns weres there must have been
some, labor relations, or something, qualifications that
qualified him to.... He was, wasn’t he, Secretary of Labor? Am
I vighty, o am I wrang?

Yes. Noy, that?’s my memory, tToo.

That was his first appointment. I think that?’s right. Because
then we made—-the second appointment was a much more labor
coriented guy, the guy that replaced Shult=. Georpge, I think, was
seen as a pgood candidate for the OMB-~type of position because of
his business schocol training, and his, therefore, academic
gualifications as a busiress manaper—-—as a student of busirness
management. That?’s what we were lookivng For was bringing the
disciplines of business managemernt intoc the OMB. Obviocusly,
Shultz has gove on from there to a fantastic career in a wide
range of povernment posts.

I think he was seern as a very pgood person for OMB, and 1
think Cap was seen as somecne wha would bring a strong political
orientation, a recognition from his legislative experience in
California and his finance department experierce in California, a
recognition of the interrelationship between goverrmernt, finance,
and legislature. Executive, legislative, and the world of
Finance—-—Ffinancial managemert and plarming. They were seen as a
very good pair to bring in, counterbalarncing each other. Orne

fraom the Midwest and ore from California, and with different
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kinds of vision and scope, but both highly qualified, highly
capable men, as individuals.

Did Shultz satisfy the managemenrt part of OMBR's mandate during
his directorshp?

I think partlys; I don’t think totally. I'm riot sure anybody
conld have, totally. I think he got it off to a good start. it
would be interesting to get Roy Ash's view on this, because he
was the ome that had the concept, arnd I’m rot sure, totally, bow
the concept was defired....

Excuse-me. Ash’s view is very strongly that until he became the
director of OME, that the management side of things was igrored
totally.

Igrioved totally? OK. I would guess that that’s an overstated,
but wvalid, statement. He would krow; I would defer to his
Judgmernt on it. I would say that he would praobably be a little
more extreme tharn rnecessary in the statemert of his evaluation,
and prabably in the actual evaluation. I would guess that Shultz
brought mere of the desired managerial approach into it thaw Ash
is piving him credit for, but less than Ash expected to be
brought ine

I'm very likely overstating his position, but that's how I
understand it.

Well, it sounds Ash-like. It may be accurate. I would guess
that it’s rnotv... A more objective appraisal would be that he
did some, but not as much as was haped for, and that that was
maybe partly because he didn’t understand, or have the ability to

push it as far as he wanted. RAlso, that it probably wasn’t
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possible to push it as far. Ash, with rno palitical experierce at
all, would look at somethirng from a busiress viewpoint, which is,
you decide to make a change, you make the charnge on Tuesday, and
it’s implemented on Wednesday, and you go forth from there. In
goverrment, that doesn’t happer. You don’t move things that
easily.

As we’ve already talked about, there was strong resistarce
to this charnge; anyway, intermally. Certainly within the
bureaucracy, and in Congress. I'm suwre that.... George Shultz
is not a radical mover forward, anyway. George Shultz is a low—
key, "Let'’s get it going and gradually moving into it" L[type
personl. Which in many cases is a better way of achieving
change, more effectively, than saying, "This is the way it's
going to bey " (bang), "do it." Shultz may well have greased the
skids for change in ways that made it easier for Ash too bring
about some of the chanpges he warnted to bring about when he got in
there, than would have been the case had Ash been the first
Director instead o=f Shult=z, and had to deal with all the existing
inertia and cppositiorn.

All »ight, let?’s comsider OMB and the Domestic Courncil in place,
as being the first important reocrganizational change in the
Executive Office of the President.

OK.

I"wm vt going to talk about some of the essentially efficiency
oriented changes, sueh as the coreation of EFA [Envirormental
Frotection Agencyl, and things like that. Just to go back to

some thinps we were talking about in the last two days, and
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comsider for a momevnt the part that the Cabinet had iwn the
executive branch. Nixon felt, initially, that he was selecting a
very strong Cabirnet and one that, I'm sure, he intended to work
closely with. Ps we discussed, for a variety of reasons, members
of the White House staff were increasingly put between the
Fresident and the Cabinet. To the outside world it may have
looked like the Fresidernt.... Some people may have said, "Tha‘
Fresident?s being isclated by his staff," (we talked about all
this), and others may have felt he was isolating himself with the
staff. But there was pgood reasorn, because of the way the Cabiret
worked.

The second major recrganizationm proposal made by the Ash
Courncil repgarding the Executive Office of the [Presidertl was the
Reom~ganization Flan Number Two of 1271, which was the plan to
recrganize the Cabirnet into four super agerncies. I didn’t bring
the rames of these with me, but the fouwr oldest Departmernts were
to stay as they were. That is, State, and Defernse, and Justice,
arnd the Treasury Departments. The aother Departments were to be
organized into several functionrmally designed agencies. I think
they were Community Resources, Natural Resources——I'm forpetting,
but the corcept is clear.

Now, let’s step away from that for gust a moment. On page
twa of the jouwnal notes I have here, February 11, 1972, there’'s
an entry that the President is intrigued by an article which
Geocrge Rommey byought him about making the Goverrnment work. Now,
this is over a year into the administration, and by this time 1

think it’s fairly clear that Cabirnet BGovervment is rot succeeding
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ivm the Nixon administration. This article, that Romney gives to
Nixcw, makes the pitch for using the Cabivnet Departments as the
lead agewncies o programs, jnstead o f hav;ng the White House
staff do it. Do you remember anything abouwt this? Nixon's
reading this article, or his interest in it?

I really don?t. It"s sort of, as I see this jJournal entry, it
sort of strikes a distant chord, but I don’ t remember anything‘
abocut it. I see the entry the day before was that Rommey left an
article on the failings of trying to run the executive branch out
of the White House. The concern that we've got to salve some of
these problems, or it’s going to build up, especially in
Elrlichman’s area, because he’s moving forward and there’s
resentment of that. [Brycel Harlow thinks that the press is
already =zercing in on Ehrlichman because of that. There was
concern on that. Obviously, the article interested the
Fresident, as he's telling me the rext day, on the 1ith. He read
the article and was interested in it.

The thing of using Cabiret Departmernts as lead agencies,
instead of White House staff direction, applied the right way,
was exactly what we were talking about, too. Except thnat yow
still had to have some means of coordinating that, and of
assuring that it was following the track that the President
wanted it toc follow.e That it wasn’t a horse rurming of f on its
cown steam, and in its own direction.

I don?’t kvow what the article was. I cam’t help you on
that. I don’t kvrnow that this was necessary.... I daon?t think

that this article was, per se; the initiating force on this. It
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undoubtedly was a factor. It was gsomething that came up, and was
talked about at the moment.

Do you know, was this something that Nixon, yourself, and others
im the White House staff worried about, that is, the fact that
the White House staff had a lot of responsibility and the Cabinet
clearly had, in some respects, been put at a remove from the
Fresident? Is this something that you jgust kind of chronically
were worried about?

Not in that serse at all. It was the opposite sense, really.

The problem was there, but it wasn’t that we were worried that we
had a 1ot and the Cabivret didn’'t have any. It was tnat the
Cabiviet wasn’t doing what it was supposed to be doing. We
weren’t getting the initiative from the place where the resources
were, arnd where the talernt theovretically was, which was the
Cabirnet Departments. We had a very small staff. Very limited
resources compared to any Cabinet Departmernt, let alorne all of
them together.

The hope was that you could get sufficient conmtrol of, and
provide sufficient direction to, the Cabinet Departments that
they would develop these programs and take these inditiatives, and
come up with the ideas, and cavry out the implementation of their
segments of the Fresident?’s overall program. That they would try
to understand what it is that the President’s trying to
accomplishs what his privciples were; what his objectives were.
Then, to evalve programs and policies that reflected those, and
then carry them out. Get them dorne. Which they had the means

and the funds to do, and the people and the talent. That wasn’t
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happening. It wasn’t terribly surprising that it wasn’t
happening. Nixcoon, especially, recopgni=zed that "It ain’t bloody
likely it?’s gonna happen, " because it Just doesn’t.

What he was trying to do from the cutset was find ways to
cause it to happen, that way, and all of the thirngs that we did
in re—-structuwring, moving arouwnd, within the White House staff,
and externally, changirng of both structure and process and
pecple——all three——was aimed at that end. The ultimate re-—
organization plan--the orne that we put forth later, and that got
shot down by Congress, and that we then revised some more and
intended to implemernt in the second term, and anncounced that as
arn Executive Order process, rather than a legislative process....
We modified it in order to rnot require any legislatiorng; but to
evalve a plan that would leave everything legislatively mandated
in positicorn, but would restructure it in its lines of reporting.
Chavnge the structure and process of the existing apparatus,
without legislation, but by Executive Order, by Presidential
action, sco as to accomplish what we were trying to accomplish,
which was a rnumber of things.

The ultimate objective, to get a coordinated executive
branch, moving forward together, in devising and implementing
palicies that were in furtherance of the President’s overall
proOYan. I crrder to do that, we were trying to narrow the span
of conmtrol, One of the incredible management problems in the
executive brarnch is that too many pecople report, by law, o
arder, or whatever, to the Fresident of the Unitea States,

directly. The heads of all the Cabinet Departments, the heads of
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many of the executive branch agercies, and, in a sense, the heads
of even the independent agencies. The Federal Reserve, and
places like that, whoy, in scome ways, report to the President,
although they?re theoretically independent. There are too many
pecple, Just in numbers of individuals, reporting to the
Fresident. Because it’s all those people, plus the President’s
aown staff that are working directly with him.

The ultimate cowvicept was to try o narrow that span of
control to a workable span of combral. T structure within the
workable span of control a ratiorally allied grouping of agencies
and Departments, based on missiomn and capability. Ther move
ahead, with both program development and implementaticn, in ways
that would further the FMresident’s program. Get control of the
bureaucracy, to the degree that that was possible. At least to
get some responsiverness as to carrying out the things the
President wanted carried out.

You? re referring to the so—called "Super Cabiret” proposal, which
Nixcw did vt like, as you poinmt out in your rotes.

He didn’t like it, but he bought it.

I mean the——he didn’t like the proposal itself, you mean? O the
name?

Oh, Super Cabiret name. He had some objecticons to the proposal,
tom., He had concerns about the proposal.

What were they?

I don?t remember. The fimal proposal, ocbviously, he liked erncugh
to approve and to buy. It was the process, as we were trying to

get to that, we had to make some changes to deal with concerns
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that he had. Super Cabirvet was not the right rname. It was the
inevitable rname that you come up with, because you have tow...
We were creating fowr Cabivet officers into a separate category,
and there rneeded to be some idemtification of them. Super
Cabirnet was the inevitable, I think, but wrong, handle. Just
like "CREERP" [Committee to Re-elect the Presidentl]l was the
inevitable but wrong vame for the electicow Committee.

It was catchy, but it didn’t make those who weren't in it feel
very proud.

Well, it didn’t make anybody feel very proud. I don?®t think the

pecple who were in it wanted to be called Super Cabinet officers
either. It wasrn’t a good term.

Do you know the origins of that proposal, because it’s quite
different from the recrganization plan that failed?

What it did was, it started from the reocrpanization plan that
failed, o from the objectives of that plan, and recognized that
the plarn had failed, because Congress wouldn’t pass it.

That Congress wouldn’t pass arny plan that was sweeping encugh to
accamplish what we were after. Therefore, we had to devise a
plarn——or there had to be devised a planm——that could be carried
cut by Executive Order, and still rnot fly directly in the face of
legislative mandate.

The evolution of that plan was really worked by Ehrlichman
and a task force that Ebrlichman put topgether, with strong
participation, on an in—and-out basis, by me, and scome of my
staff people. We used our key staffs, and a lat of that, as I

recall, was dorie in the post—electiorm.... Some of it must have
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been dove prior to the election, because we had a lot of that in
place, really, as of the time of fhe electicorn. A lot of the work
was done wup at Camp David, and I have the feeling that it was
done during our month at Camp David in November of 72, right
after the election. Whew Ebrlichman and I, our key staffs, and
the President camped cut at Camp David, almost solidly, for a
mort e Really took the Government apart, and put it back
together, o took the executive branch apart and put it back
togetheyr, was what the plan was.

The plan itself was really the President participated on an
in—and-out basis. I participated more ofter, on an in—and-out
basis, and it was Ehrlichman and a task foree unit that he put
together...

OFf his staff?

«sodm iy, that developed it. Now, of his staff-—it was an ad
hoe staff. I think he pulled some people.... Ed Harper was of
his staff. I think Ed Harper was involved in it, and later ended
up over at OME. I think we had somebody from OMB involved in it,
oo, I really can't remember. I dar?t krnow whether anything in
my viotes here gives any clues...

I dom?’t think so, specifically.

ceed@sB to who put it all together. Basically, that?’s what it was.
It was an inside White House staff program that was put together.
Here's &uec..

[(Examires documertld Now see, Navember lst of 782, which would be
Just before the electicon, I had a meeting with Ash, and my notes

indicate that it was regarding a recrganization combining the
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Department s, Now, that would be owr recrganization—that's the
Super Cabiret plan. I say there that "After going around, we
came out pretty much full cycle, back to where we pretty much are
riow. And where I was four years agoy, which is that there should
be a senioc assistant for domestic, ore for foreign, one for
ecormmic. We should work the other plans inmto that kind of
framework. Ash is pgoing to give the White House a week of his
work after the election, trying to gpet a reorpanization plan
finished.” I don’t remember——I donm®t know that he did. Maybe he
did work with us, for awhile, after the election.

He came on the White House staff ivn December 1972, so it was the
next mowntha. I dem?t really krnow the day.

He did come orn staff?

Yeah.

Full-time?

I believe so. In December, arnd thern begimming in early February,
he became also the OMEB Director, and he alsc stayed as an
Agsistant to the Fresident. I guess the Super Cabiret peaople
were called Cournsellors. I'w rot quite clear on that.

I think you're probably »ight.

He was one of the Super Cabinets. Weinberger...

But then, following my rwotes througheo..

«oxtily, Vi he wasn’t. I take that back. He was an Assistant, and
the three Super Cabiret pecple were Weinberger, [Jamesl Lyrw, and
[Earl] But=z.

Was that 1it?

Um hmm. Ash was there, as well, but not representing the
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Cabinet, of course, because he was Director of OMER. He, by the
wayy and maybe I’m averstating his views again, but as I
understand his view, was that the Super Cabirnet rever had a
chance. That it shared the fault of the Cabinet positions in
that the Super Cabirnet people, the idea, although it reduced the
runber of peaple that were reporting to the President, did not
change the fact that those pecple were basically representing
comstituencies, and speaking for those constituencies to the
President.

Yeah. He may be right on that. As I?7ve gotten into this whole
maragement methodology thing in the last year, 1 see that it was
ot yight For another reason. Which is that there are styles of
management, and there are Departmental furnctions of manmagemenrt,
such as marketing, and sales, and production, and engirneering,
and firnance, and accounting, and R & D [research and
developmentl, and that sort of thing, that when you're putting a
management structure together, you have to be suwre to put the
entrepreneurial type pecple together. Not put a producticom
coriented, production style Department and people together with an
entrepreneauwrial type, because the production types crush the
entrepreneurial.

Therefore, marketing and sales shouwld rnever be combined,
because marketing is entreprereurial and sales is production.
Researcih-—R & D—or engirneering, and production, should rever be
combined, because is production is producticnm, and engineering is
entrepreneurial. Or R & D is entreprerneuwrial. Finance and

accounting should wever be combived, because Finarnce is




entrepreneurial, and accounting is producticr. Instead, if

you? re going to combine any of those Departments, you shouwld
combine sales, and production, and accounting together, and
combine fimance, and marketing, anmd R & D together, because those
are entrepreneurial types that will thrive with each other,
inter-communicating.

By that theory, loocking at our thing, we lumped Deparitmernts
together on the basis of their task, rather tham om the basis of
their style. We put the wrong ornes together. It’"s interesting.
I"m working riow——will be working rnext week——with the theorist in
this field on an article that analyzes the assuwrarce of failure
that [Mikhaill Gorbachev is pgoing to have on his combined policy

of glasnost and perestroika for some of those same reasorns, and

got to have the structure in place first to deal with the

Freedom, o he’s not going to be able to handle the freedom.
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because they have the freedom to do it What you?*ve got to do is
first get the irterests combivmed so that you have supportd within
the structure, arnd a structure to carry it out, and to cortbrol
it, before you let the glasncst, the freedom part, take place.
We're working with the paper on that theory.

Ivn going back, we refer to the fact that the Nixon second

term recrpganization plan makes some of the same evvors, not in

the glasnost questicn, but in perestroika, in that the structure
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is wrang. That we combined the wrong elements. We combined them
by missiowv vather tharn by orientation or style. I think there’s
something to that. I think there’s something to Ash’s point,
towey, it was doomed to failure. That’s anm oversimplification,
because anything youw do along that live, in that context, is
goivig to be doomed to failure. What yow?ve got to do is.... It
isn?’t doomed to total failure. It?’s jgust doomed to nornm-—total
suecess, and youw?ve got to be satisfied with some degree of
success in this kind of thing, rather than expect total success.
Now, the other factor iwv this reorganization, besides the
management work that helped to bring about at least the Super
Cabivnet part of it, was the degree to which the President
supported it. I donm®t remember where these rotes are, but I can
recall many entries where the Fresident is speaking very stromgly
as someorne who will have to run for re—-election in 1972, and I
suspect under the influerce of L[Johnl Cormally, to a great
degree, that reocrganization is not a good issue. "Drop it.
Forget it. Do’ t talk about it. It gust wonm?’t sell. Nobody
cares.” Did he...? Now, the managers are going forward with
these reorganization proposals. Did Nixorn in fact just withdraw
from this entirely, and let the thing attenuate?

Not entirely. He recogrnized there was v political benefit to
it. It was something that he had to take thiwmgs in proper ovder.
First he had to be re—elected. Then he had to recrganize. It
wasrn’t that he wounld be re—elected because of recrganizing.

So he still believed in the concept, but he...

Oh, yeah.
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sea JUBE wanted to kind of put it aside for a moment?

Absalutely. He believed in the corncept structurally. He didn't
believe in it politically. He didn’t see any political merit in
it. He saw political disadvantages, because it essentially
creates ernemies.

OK.

cassette ore, side twol

[Begin cassette two, side onel

RHG ¢

HRH:z

RHG s

HRH s

Just a few last words on the structure of reocrganization. One is
that I fournd an entry in the Jouwrnal here, January 9, 1973, that
was on a topic we were talking about. See if you have any other
comment on it. MNixon speaking to Ash, who?’s just recently
arrived onn the White House staff, that OME under Shultz and
Weirnberger was jJust a glorified Budget Bureaw, with a little
mavagement. Ash shouwld get a good budget manm to rely on, so he
carn concentrate on management. Any thoughts about that?

That?s cbvicusly pretty self-explanatory. Nixor?s view coincides
with what you said was Ash’s view, expressed earlier, that Shultz
and Weinberger had kept it as a Budpget Bureauw. Frabably a valid
view. I think they probably made some progress. I think they
prabably ran into some very tough buzzsaws. The next point, that
Ash should get a good budget man, I assume is premised on the
thought that Ash is going to be made Director of the [Officel, or
has beern, at that point.

I think the romination had govne forward.

S that the intent was at least there, and so the President is

really counselling Ash o how to conduct his new position as head
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of the Office. Waking it clear that he’s loocking to him to
exercise his management thing that the whaole change was desigrned
to accomplish. I think that makes sense. It affirms what you
said Ash said, and it?’S.o.. I would be suwrprised, still, if it
were, in fact, that Shultz and Weirberger hadn’t done much.
Rlthough, Shultz being as easygcoing as he isy, may not have beewn
as agoressive as clearly needed to be dove because of the highly
entrenched resistance to change that, I krow, they found in the
affice.

You had a totally different kind of team. In the wnext round
you had Ashy, but not only Ash, but Fred [Fredericl Malek moved
aver there, who is total bhardrnosed management, anmd totally—-—-both
of them——urpxlitical. Shultz is wot political in govervmewntal or
partisan pslitics, but he’s pzxlitical in an academic—--he's gone
thyoupgh the academic political machive. Weinberper is a
poalitical guy and a lawyer, not management oriented, and was wnot
really in there as manage——. Shultz was to provide the
management side, and Weirnberpger the financial side, I thirk, in
that team. It may Jgust be that Bhultz didn’t really hit that
that way.

But on the other hand, Shultz and Envlichman apparerntly had a
very pood rapport.

Oh, absclutely, and s did Shultz and 1. George was a very-——he
was a good manm to work with and worked well. But he may vt have
beern strong enough to overcome the irertia.

Did you have any sense in youwr last monmths in the White House as

to what kind of L[aml OME Director and Assistant to the Fresident
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Roy Ash was, and was poing to be?
Not veally. From the time he took the post til the time I left,
I was pretty much absorbed irn the problems that led to my
leaving, and I don’t think I had a lot of very clear thinking
about that sort of thing, at that time, really, at all. I did
some, and cbviously I was still very much inmvolved in a lot of
the ongoing opevation of the Gaovervmernt and the office——the White
House—--but, I was certainly also strongly diverted.
Yes.
Ash is rot a charismatic marnager. He’s vot an inspirer. He’'s a
dogmatic, by-the—bonk marnager. That may be exactly what was
needed there. I would certainly think that the combirnation of
Ash and Malek would accomplish the champges. The problem they had
to have run into, though, is the prablem that the entire White
House certainly—-—the executive branch, really——ran into. Whnich
was that certainly from March on, in ?73, vnot only was I strongly
diverted, and Ehrlichman, but the President was. From then on,
he was on a downhill rurn, that was rot always totally recoghnized
as such, but was Frequently. I think that the weakening of the
President by his having to go through all that, and then into the
impeachment thing, and thern the resipgnation, that it made it
highly wlikely, if not impossible, for any real accomplishments,
in any area of the executive branch that required Presidential
shove.

O0f course, the reorpganization thing——the Super Cabinet
thing——Ffell by the wayside. A lot of what Ash was trying to do

over at Budget may have-——he may have had to totally consume his
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energies just to hold the line, rather tharm to try to make any
progress.

All right. Let?’s talk a bit about infrastructure in place then.
Let’s talk a little bit about some of the imporitant changes that
cccurred in staff pecple between late 1969 and the end of the
second term, and then at more length about the second transition
——an impovtant tramsition from the first to the second terms.
Just a few. Could you talk & little bit abouwt [Robertl Fiveh's
leaving HEW [Department of Health, Education, and Welfarel and
coming o the White House as a Cournsellor,

That essentially was a personal thing. Bob had burrned himself
out, really, at HEW. A great deal of it caused by the
frustration of not being able to do what he warnted to doy, and
that caused, iv my opinion, by the fact that Bob is, like Nixon,
and a lot of other pecple, ot a manager. The job at HEW was not
a policy Job. It was a marnagemewt j2b. It was, at that time,
one of the most difficult managemernt challenpges in the world.
Bob was the wrong guy to be put into it. He was put there
because that’s where he wanted to be, but he didn?t want to be
there because he perceived it as a manapement Job. He warnted o

be there because he perceived it as an agerncy whose mission
coincided with a lot of the things Bob wanted.

He has an averwhelming interest in health, as you?ll find
ot when you talk with him, and in educationm. He had served with
me on the Board of Regents, because he was Lieutenant Governor,
and ex afficio, therefore, on the Board of Repgernts, when I was on

the Board. Had beew on the Board of Occidental College in Los
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Anageles for a long time before that. Deep interest in
education. Armd im the whole welfare thing, in the real challewvge
of what to do with welfare. 8o, it seewmed like an ideal spot for
Rim. In a substantive, creative sernse, it was, but if anyorne had
analyred the accurate job description——the need-——Ffor the
Secretary of HEW-—it would not have fit Bob Fiwnch, in any way.
Therefore, he was miscast, by us, but at his request——by the
President——but at his request.

That miscasting was the cause of a very difficult time For
him as Secretary. Rll kinds of problems arising due to the
uprisings iv the country, and the Indian uprisings, and the
welfare problems, and the welfare refocrm effort, and the collapse
of college administrations, and all this sort of stuff. It made
itesos It wonld have beew impossible for anybody, probably, but
it was more impossible for Bob, because he’s very idealistic,
very missiorn—oriented, wot structure and process oriented. He
conldn®t get to where he wanted to go.

He was ill. He had been in the hospital, 1 believe, shortly
before he left the Department.

You? e right, yes.

It Just became absolutely clear, we were burnivg the guy out, and
for his own sake, and the Department®s, baoth, the change should
be made. The President didn’t want to lose his participation and
counsel, so he brought him over to the White House as Counsellor
to the President, which was a post that couwld be whatever you
warted it to be. It was a pood post. That’s the kind of job Bob

should have had, if he werern’t going to be a Senator, which is
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what he really should have had. Thewny a Counsellor to the
President was the right kind of thing. hWhere he could sit and
give advice and talk with peocple, develocp policy, conduct
discussion forums, and that Kind of stuff, he’s marvelous.

The impression I got from many entries in youwr gourrnal was that
Finch, as Secretary of HEW, was rnot controlling his apency in the
direction in which the administraticon warted it to head. Could
Yoy o e a

That's right.

«esimn the White House, could you understand? I mean, there was
Leon Panetta, who was in the Civil Rights Division, making
statements. Several people in several different parts of HEW
making statements contrary to what Nixon regarded as his
administration’s policy.

That?’s right.

Could you all urderstand how Finch could let that happen, or why
he was letting it happen?

Knowing Finch, you could, yeah. Because, first of all, in his
heart, Bob probably believed with his people, at least to some
degree. Inn other words, he wasn’t probably as strongly on the
PFresident’s position as the President and some of the people in
the White House were. And more sympathetic, at least, to the
views of some of his people. Secondly, Bob is, again, a
political guy, and a make things work cut type guy, not a
confromter. 8o, he's not the type to haul someorne in, and chew
him out, and say, "Shape up or ship out." Which is probably what

was required in some of those cases. Or even riot have to bother
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talking, Just ship em ocut. That isn’t Bob's way of doing
things. He had some very strong pecple, with very strong
convictions, in there, who were taking advantapge of him. OF his
good wature, and his opermess, and all that sort of thing.

It wasn®t surprising. It was frustrating. And it
frustrated the President. There were some incidents, with
Fanetta, specifically, and 1 thirnk some other pecple, o some of
that. In the whole school busing issue, there was an enormous
coniflict between Mitchell and Finch, from the Justice versus HEW
side. There were a lot of areas of that kind, and there problems
of that kind. They arose.... 1711 still go back to the fFact
that Bob was miscast.

All r»ight. He was brought into the White House in June, 1974,
and made a Counsellor. The impressiov that I got from your
Journal was that he vnever found a role as a White House
Counsellor. Nixon, time and again, is saying, "We have to find
something for Boab.” I think at one point he was sent on a South
American trip. Essentially, it was jJust to ftocuwr the country,
more than anything else. What was the problem there?

The problem was just what it was stated. We Just rever found
something suitable for him to do. The issues were such, and the
things that were taking the President’s attention, that the
President wasrn't using Bob as a direct Counsellor very much.

I think that was the main problem, probably.

Ore thing that comes up, time and agaiv, is Nixon saying, "Get
Fineh out of Califooenia." That was California politices. Do you

kriow why? Do you remember why?
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Hmm. INm yvxt sure why. I'd have to get a context, or something.
I don?t remember it.

Well, we?ll let that go. When Finch came to the White House,
there L[werel some aothers.... I'wm ot quite sure of the timing of
this. Essentially, a rew White House staff group [wasl formed,
which you called "FRESH", which was Firnchy [Donaldl Rumsfeld,
Ehrlichmarn, Shultz, and yourself. How did this group work
together, and how lowng did it work together? I think, if I
ramember right, the Fresident was very eager about working with
this rnew group of peaple.

FRESH was an apt acronym. It riot only was the first letters of
everybody?s last names, so it worked that way, it also was sart
of the corncept of bringing some fresh thinking in. I think [the
Fresidentl was locking to it, for orne thing, for a lot of these,
what we were talking about yesterday. The ideas and approaches
that would affeect public opimion favorably in varicus ways.
Things that we could be doing, or ways that we could be doing
them.

I dom?t exactly remember what the FRESH pgroup was supposed
to doe It did meet—=I"m rot sure. It seems to me that the FRESH
group met—-—1I krnow we met, Ffrom time to time. I think fairly
regularly for awhile, but probably vot Ffor very long. It seems
to wme it was soot of to deal with ad hoe situations as they came
along. There would be something before us, and the FRESH group
wounld sit down and ponder it, and decide.... Thivk through ways
of approaching it, o how to deal with it, or something like

that. I can’t remevber whether it got ivto trying to evolve
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lorng—range things. I think it was more evaluative and ad hoc in
rnature, and was really just a collection of people in whom the
fresident had great confidence to deal with problems or
cpportunities as they came along.

That?’s rnot a very good answer. That’s apbout as [welll as 1
can do, I think.

There’s an entry August 9, 1972, a bit further down this page,
abouwt Ebvlichman?s feeling that the President has lost confidence
in him. That Ehrlichman hadn’t seen the Fresident for a month.
Alone.

Was he in fact frozen out, or was that jJust a misunderstanding?
I think it was a combination. I thirk there was some degree of
freezing ocut. There were times the President would go up and
dowrn, and pecple on the staff would goo up and down. I went
through exactly these same kinds of things. You should be able
to Find them in the rotes. Frequently with Missinger. Fairly
frequently with Harlow im the time that Harlow was on the staff.
Occasionally with Moynibanm. RActually, probably with everybody,
im one form or another, as we went alonge.

First of all, these people tend to pet absorbed in their
areas of responsibility, and that is rnot recesarily the area in
which the Fresident is absorbed at any given time. I’m weot
saying it bapperned this way, but this could have been a pericd
where the Fresident was absorbed with foreign policy matters, or
something with Kissinger, and just didrn't have, or want to take,
the time to get into Ehrlichman’s areas of interest, concerns,

whatever. It could have beern where.... I vmmtice this talk was




regarding desegregation. It could have been that Ehrlichman was
pushing a view, o an actiorn, on desegregation, that the
Fresident didn?’t want to follow, and didn't want to hear more
argument about. Therefore, was Just keeping Johrn cut of the play
for that reason.

He does say here he hasn’t seen the President alore for a
movith. He doesw’t say he hasn’®t seen the President. Im sure he
was in lots of meetings with the Fresident. What he’s saying
there is, he didn’t have a charce to, face-to—face, go through
his problem with him, or to confront him with whatever it was he
wanted. As I recall, this was a pericod where there was some
validity. Where Ehrlichman was being somewhat frozen cout, and I
car’ t rememenber why. Whether it was because he didn’t want
Ehrlichmarn in, or whether it was because he Just was absorbed in
something else. It was orne or the octher, in some way.

Thig kind of praoblem 1 tried to solve myself. It was are
thateea. In the first place, I krnew time solved most of these.
It was a matter of riding them through. In the secornd place, I
didrn’t want to bother the President with them, because we oupht
to be able to take care of this kind of stuff on our cwn.

Somet imes, specifically, the Fresident had ordered me not to
bather him with them. He knew there was a problem with somebody,
but he said, "You take care of it."

My solution this time, however, was to confromt the
PFresident. In acther words, I assumed the reason for that——and 1
thinmk 1°m prabably right——was that I felt Jobn had some merit to

what he was saying. 0Ouite possibly it was something that I had




raised with the President, and hadn’t beern able to successfully
get the Fresident to focus on. Consequently, I felt the
Fresident deserved a confrontation, and we reeded to work it out.
In any event, I suggested that we confraont the Fresident with it.

The upshot was a three howr talk with the PFresidernt at Camp
David, during which John laid out his whale problem. Explained
to the Fresident. John's good at that. He doesn’t pull purnches,
s ['m sure he did lay it out very clearly, and the Fresident,
step by step,; shot down John's problem. He said, "You?re wrong
about this, " and "This is the reasonm for that." Step by step,
dealt with the issues that John raised. Answered John’®s concerns
pretty much. I rotice that the basic subject area was apparently
desegregation. In the process the President covered with John
his covcerns about liberal appointmernts to the [desegregationld
commissions, and overreaction in the South, and all that. The
Fresident took the time, went through it. He had ernormous
regspect for John, and that’s why I would bring a confromtation
like this about.

Jaohn?'s confrontations were not petty, rormally. Hernry?’s
were, ofter. Harlow’s were superficial. Those were thivngs 1
felt we ought to be able to deal with. John’s, in this one, was
substantive, first of all. Probably with encugh validity-—and
achviously was, because it took a three hour talk going through it
all. It was productive for the President to do that. Jahn was a
ugseful implement in the Fresident's apparatus there. It was ot
Ceonmducivel to good business to let something like that fester.

Normally, though, that kind of problem, as I said, did resclve
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itself in time. It was better Just to let it lie, arnd let it
work itself cut.
There’s a, to me, quite remarkable entry on September 12, 1978,

at the bottom of this page. Now, remarkable because this is vnot

yet twe years into the administration, and it reads like this [in

partl: "The President agrees with my [Haldeman’sl idea that we
should shoot gererally for replacing all key people by mid—?73.
And then really charge ahead to accomplish something during the
first half of the secord term.... Furn to contemplate. In the
meantime, should gear everything to *72 re-electiorn, and wivrming
Congress.” The thing that seems really even sad about this is
that Nixon is not yet two years into his Presidency. He
apparently is so diserncharnted with his administration that he
wants tco replace every key person. Could you commernt on that?
Oh, vz, I think that’s misreading this, totally. In the first
place, it was my idea that he agreed with. It wasn’t the
Fresident expressing disenchantmernt with people. The concept
there was that people get stale in positions. It wasn't
necessarily Firing everybody. It was replacing in the sense of
what we actually set out to do, and that.... It’s interesting
that we were in this much specific detail about a procedure that
we implemented, iw November of '72. When we asked everybaoady in
the office to submit his resignation.

This was a Harlow theory, that Bryce expournded very
strongly, that he had developed aver his years in Bovervment.
Which was that all peocple in key positions should be moved at

least onece every three years. That's career pecple as well as
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appainted pecple. His idea there was that that would have the
effect, first of all, of freshenirng. In other words, youw move
pecple out of things that they?ve become stale and bopgged down
ivie Inevitably in Goverrment, you do pet bogped dowrn, in
whatever you’re trying to do.  Nothing ever seems to get worked
out as fast and in the way that you want it to.

Also, it would have what Bryce saw as a very bereficial....
And I think this was a very insightful thing.... Did I talk
about this in the earlier L[irnterviewl?
I don’t think so.
Saw as the bernefit of breaking up the interrelationships between
bureaucratic staffs, Department and agency staffs, and [Capitoll
Hill staffs. Bryce felt that there was a very bad, long term,
very solid "you scratch my back and 1?11 scratech yours", "you
help me and 111 help you, " guid pro guo kind of relationship
betweers an agevrcy staff and a Hill staff concerned with the same
area that the agercy was concerred in. That enabled them,
because of this guid pro quo relationship, and, because of their
long term krowledge of the game, to very effectively get control
over the areas of their operation, to the extent of elimivating
the Congressman’s control at the legislative end, and the
Pfresidential appointee’s contral at the White House end, at the
executive end. EBEryce saw the every three-year, shift everybody
arourid to a new Job.... Move everybody on the staff to someplace
else, so that their interface on the Hill would be someone

different than they have row. 8So they’d have to start all over

again, build a rew relationship. He saw that as a very healthy
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thing.

I can see a lot of merit to that. It appealed to me at the
time, and still does, iv thinking about it. It isn’t practical,
cobviously, and you couldn?’t do it in totality, but you could have
that Hind of thought iw mind, arnd make charges or a periodic oy
continwing basis that would be designed, among other things, to
break up those relatiomships. Especially if you could detect
where they were particularly tight and conmstricting.

I dow?t think at all that this reflects any feeling on the
Ffresident that rnobody was any goodi we've pot to get a whole new
batch. It certainly didn’t on my part. I had ra thought there
that everybody should leave the Goverrnmert. It was that they all
ought to be replaced; re-positiored, I guess wouwld be a better
way of saying that. 8o that they had a fresh look at things.
Youu promote some people. A we got into——I can’t claim having
thought this in 197@, but I krnow I was thinkimg it in 1972, at
the time we actually did this. I krnew that there were a lot of
pecple who wanted to leave the GBovervimert, but wha felt they had
to stay thrvyough the first term, througbh the election, out of
loyalty to the President. That it would look bad if they packed
up and left before the electiov. But that they warnted to get
back to busiress, or school, or whatever it was they were doing.
At all levels: nrnot Just the top people, but some of o young
guys. A ycung guy that had been in there for four years, at age
2@, had used up four years——if he didn’t want to spend his life
in Goverrment-—he would have the feeling he better get back to

business some time pretty soonm, o it?’s all going to pass him by.
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Some of the guys wanted to do that.

I wanted to make it easy for those people that wanted to
leave, to leave. Also, to make it easy Ffor those people whom we
wanted to leave-—to be fired--out of the Gnvernment. There were
a rnumber of categories of people. There were the people who
wanted to leave Goverrment that we didn’t wanmt to lose. That we
wold want to try to keep im. By moving them to a better job we
might be able to keep them in. Number two, there were pecple who
warited to leave Goverviment that we were just as happy to have
leave. Or at least willing to have leave. They weren’t so good
that we would fight, bleed, and die to keep them there. 8o this
made it easy for them to po. It also made it easy for the ornes
we wanted to move up to move out of where they were, and up.

Numbeyr three, were the people who wanted to stay, but wanted
to try something else. A lot of pecple had talked to me about
that: "1 love being here, but I'd like to——I'm in Transportation
now, but I'm bovred with Tramsportation. I'd like to goo over to
HUD [Department of Housing and Urban Developmentl and see what I
conld do over there." 8o, the people that wanted to stay, but
warnted a change. Then, the pecple whao wanted to stay, but wanted
to move up, make progress. Feel that they were moving
corward in staying. That four years was a long time in one Jjob.

Ther, there were the people that wanted to stay that we
didn’t want to stay. That we warted t= get rid of. So, this
made it easy om that. Because it made it appear that they were
leaving of their own volition, and that they weren’t standouts in

leaving. Everyore resipgrneds; they went ahead and did it. It
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took some of the dark cloud off of the presumed disgrace of being
fired. Alsoc, it gave us the clean slate to try and write not
omly a new structure, and new process, but a new peocpling of that
structure and process into place.

That was the reason for the "Everybody resipgn, " and we made
it clear to people. It always has been portrayed as this brutal
thirngs this cnld, heartless thing. We said immediately, "We
don?t expect you to be leaving Govervment; we want resigrnations
in hand from everybody." The President said this to the Cabinet.
They waﬂtgd it From all of their peaple. 8o that, there would be
no stigma attached to moving pecple arcundj moving them ups downg
couts; and over. RAlso, an immediate part of that thirng was, we
warted to krwow from the people, along with their resigrnation, we
warnted the information from them: (A) "Would you like to stay in
Goverrment?"; (R) "If s, ig there a particular place you want to
be?"; and, (C) "Do you want to stay where you are?”

I think because of the darker side of Nixorn, the way that he
would respond to some people, some institutions, it's very
tempting to read some of that vindictive quality into this
change. fAnd there was some. There was a group of "bad guys"-—-—
that’s your term—--that youw wanted to get rid of.: October 15,
197@: "Plans for after November. Getting rid of the bad guys
arnd excess bagpgapge." So, there was an element of that in there,
but...

Absolutely.

«»«there was alsc much else.

U hmm. That, however, was getting rid of the "bad guys" in

m
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November of 7@, after the Congressional elections. That was not
the looking forward to the secornd term.

Right. I urnderstand.

That was laying the proundwork for the re—election period.

Here's an interesting entry soamewhat before the big transition,
in the end of *72. This is April &, 197i1. It’s on the first
panpe of the second group. "Nixcawiz It?’s time to ruthlessly weed
cout all those who will rot stand strorngly behind us. " He
specifically mentiocns Finchy; [Donaldl Rumsfeld, and L[Clarkl
MacBGrego. Ther he makes a very poignant remark, I think: "None
wf the staff are here because of what they did. They?re here
because of what I did. I shall rnot go forward with anyone who has
showrn weakness. I warnt them all weeded out withinm thirty days.”
Ay comments about that ocne?

That’s one of the ores like "Bive a lie detector test to
everybody in the State Department worldwide." It's vernting
spleen. That isn’t to say that it’s totally meaningless. Iv?’s
to say that it isn't meant literally, but it is expressing
frustration with what he perceived at that point. I donm?’t know
what the specifics were. The failure of Firch, Rumsfeld, and
MacBregor, as named, to stand strongly behind some administration
position on something. Each of those guys was a Congressional,
palitical type persor. Rumsfeld and MacGregor had both beern in
Corigress. They were pacifiers and mediators, rather than
chargevrs. Obvicusly, they hadn’t.... It was probably some
specific. I don®t kriow what it was, but I suspect that there was

something that triggered this. That it isn’t Just a general
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cbsevrvatiorn. On some issue--school desegregation, or clamping
dowry an the campuses, or the Cambodia invagsion——there was
something, where these guys hadn’t performed in as rnoble a
fashion as the President wiuld have liked. 8o, he’s saying, if
they won’t stand behind us, then they can get out. They’re rnot
here because of.... Well, as he said, "None of the staff are
here because of what they did. They’re here because of what I
did. Im rizt goding to go Forward with anyone who's shown
weakrness. " It’s a gereral statement. "I want them all weeded
ct within thirty days."” That was rot, and I did not take it as,
and did rot execute it asy, anm order to me to Ffire these three
pecple and everbody else who hadm®t stood ap with him, within
thirty days. I did read it as an expression of current
dissatisfaction with those people’s performance, in sSONMEe WAay.

RHG: HWould youw describe the idea of disloyalty as a leading motive
behind the second tranmsition pericd tuwwrover, o just one of
mary?

HRH: Just cone of many. It was rnot——it may have in one, or two, or
maybe more, individuaal instances, been the leading, - the scle,
mot ive. If it were true, and blatant disloyalty, or 1if it were
sameorne who he felt clearly could be counted on to do the wrong
thirng, always. Then it could have been the major factor. In a
general sense, though, I would say it was a factow. That was one
gquestion, that was weighed into the mix. Someome who was clearly
disloyal, would be a prime cardidate for removal. Somecrne who
was questionably loyal in certain areas, it would depewnd on how

his positives balanced that negative, as to whether you do
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something.

[Williaml Rogers and Volpe might be in that category.

Mz, because I don’t think in either case, I don’t think there was
a loyalty questior. There it was a performarnce guestiorn. Volpe,
really; it was more a persornal one. He was arnmoying. With
Rogers, it wasS.i... Rogers?s performarnce, inm a lot of cases....
Well, there were a lot of factors inm the Ropers thing. Rogers
did viet strongly take command of the State Department, and form
it into the mold that Nixonm wanted it. The intentian, under the
recrganization~-~1 did cover this in the earlier thiwng, didn't 17
What we were going to do at State?

I donm?t vecall.

Because the intention there, Bill Rogers.... Nixon was
disappointed in Rogers, in some ways, because he didn?’t stand up
and strongly re-wmold the State Department. He didn’t carry out
any kind of weeding out of the.... And there loyalty was a
gquegstion in the career levels. He didn't weed out, or moave into
Siberia, the people that Nixon felt were clearly dislayal and
disruptive. We got into a 1ot of stuff in the Rogers—-Kissinger
battles that were really very petty on both guys? parts, 1?ve got
to say. They were ego and status kivds of things, which I had no
patiernce with. T me that was little kid stuff, and these guys
should have beern big mern. Pnd it happerned both ways. Fetty
stuff. Who pets to go of f the plane First. Who gets to sit at
the rumber one seat at the table, arnd stuff. The plan, and Nixon
Was VEYY.ewe One of the failures of the first term, and Vietvam

was a major factor, was the failure to reorganize the State

(=1)



RHG ¢

HRH =

Department, which he had very much vowed he was going to do. it
was one of the, therefore, majo missions for the second term,
and the steps to be takern, and the process that was going to be
takern,; there was never any thought of Hissinger beirng made
Secretary of State. Which ultimately he was. But that was rot
the plarn, at all.
Supposed to bea.a.
Nixowm totally rejected the thought, all the time I was there, of
Hissinger as a possibility, even, for Secretary of State. The
thought was that KMen [HMermeth] Rush would be made Secretary of
State. Rush having been Ambassador to Germany, ard having beer a
law professocr at Duke [Urniversityl Law School when Nixon was a
studernt there. He was Nixon®s law professor,; arnd Nixown had an
encrmously high regard for Rush. He was to be made Secretary of
State, as the figurehead, and the regotiator, and the ceremomnial
diplomat, and all that sovrt of thing. As one of the major roles
of the Secretary of State. But wot loocked at as the guy to do
anything with the Department. Under Secretary for Administration
was to be Bill [Williaml Casey. Rill Casey’s task, which he
accepted with relish, was to tear apart the State Department from
stem to stern and put it back together the way the President
wanted it. And Bill Casey would bhave done it. Unfortunately,
that, amorng other things, was one of the casualties of the thing.
I had to go to Rogers and ask him to resign as Secretary of
State. That was a very ticklish and difficult thivg. The
Fresident wanted it right away, and Rogers regotiated a delay on

it, sa it wouldn’t appear he was being dumped in the
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recrganization. Kissinger was furicous at that, because the
Fresident bhad committed to Kissinger that Rogers would be gone at
the start of the second term.

A couple of individual questions. Nixcon Ffelt that Pat [RPatrick]
Bucharnan should leave the White House staff, begirming...

Where's that? I rneed to get that in conmtext.

Mawveh S, 1972. Bucharnan row, I don’t krow exactly the
relationship between the first incident, anmd Nixon’s desire to
pet him off the staff, which I think was somewhat broader, but
Buchanan was apparently very much opposed to the apening to [the
Feople’s Republic ofl China, or at least to some thiwmgs in the
Shawnghai Communigque.

He was opposed to what he believed was the sellout of Formosa.
Then, ov Marech 35, 1972, there’s an entry: '"Nixewn does wot think
Buchanan should be on the White House staff anymore. That he
will poiscon the well. He should go to CRP." About the same
time~-it’s a little later, acturally, and I don’t kriow arny context
forr this——Nixorn decided that Colsorn would have to leave the White
Houwse. That he gust counldn’t keep.... He wanted Colson to set
up a private law firmy, outside the White House, and conduct a 1ot
of the pxlitical busirness that he was....

Twa totally different things. We shouldn’t put them in the same
bag.

oK.

Let me deal with the Buchanan one, because they are totally
different in every respect. They’'re similar in the sense that

both of them were externally controversial guys. They both had
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very strong views, and expressed them in very pungent ways, and
consequently were controversial. 8o there’s that similarity.

But the cases are totally different. The EBuchawvnan thing, in this
Mareh thing, is totally withinm the context of his lack of support
forr the Shanghai Communique. The threat, either implicit or
explicit, arnd I'm not sure-—1 don’t remember which it was——that
he was going to publicly disassociate himself from the President
on that.

The Fresident regarded that as an unforgivable, arrogant
example of disloyalty in the White House staff. Buchanarn was rot
a persorn who was entitled to, publicly, or even consider
publicly, expressing any disagreement with the Fresident. That
he was a creatwe of the Fresident, and that was his role, and
that if he bhad that strong ac... In the first place, he had
nothing to do with the Shanghai Communique. He had no
responsibility for it. Therefore, wno reason to have to
disassociate himself, unless he [Bucharnanl felt it was so
important, that he felt he could nio longer be associated with an
administration that would take that position. And he had to
resign o moral grounds, o something. On that basis, he shouwld
get out. I think that’s where the President’s saying, "If
Bucharman’s got any...." He also knew that Bucharnanm was a highly
articulate and voluble spokesman. When Bucharnan had a view, it
was r secret. 8o he krnew that he would be around the White
House, "poisoning the well", as the Fresident put it. And he
didn’t like that.

B2y, his view was, that he should move cut of the White
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House staff, over to the Re-election Committee. Now, there are
some other pluses to that. Buchanan is a marvelous political
speechwriter, and a guy who could provide rhetoric for the
campaigr. For himself and for others, for campaign
communications, and all that sovrt of thing. It could very well
be, that his value would be much greater over there, during the
re—-election periocd. We?re only nine months from the election.
We are setting up the re-election staffy the Committee to Re-—
elect is already in place. 8o, it might be & positive move, as
well as a wegative move. The wpshet of that was that the rext
day, Bucharawn told me he had decided to stay on the White House
staff. That he would do the cause moore good by staying on the
inside tharn going out to the Re—election Committee. Iri other
words, he didrn’t want to be sent out to what he viewed as
Siberia. The Presidernt’s reaction to that was vrot orne of
particular pleasure, because at that point he was still rankled
by Buchanan®s uprisinge. That all simmered down, I'm sure.
CIrnterruptionld

The Colson one, 1 don’?t remember what.... Is there a thing
o this? 0Oh yeah, here it is. November i1@——-that was ripht after
the election. There was, at that time, starting to be sowme
concern, and I still, to this day, don’t know how deep it is, and
it gets into all these guessings about Watergate. There was
concern as to what Colson’®s role in Watergate and the other, what
ware starting to become——developed as——White House horvrors, and
that kivnd of thivige... I dom?t think that happered until a

little bit later. There was an evolving thing that I sensed as
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the President’s viot kriowing what Colson’s involvement mioht be.
I certainly didn?t krow. Both the President arnd I had erncrmous
respect for Colson’s ability to get involved in things that you
might »ot want him involved in. I had had to call Colson up
short several times onm specific things that he had beern involved
ivie Where he moved beyond the bounds of where I felt, and/or
where the President felt that he cught to be. I think there
Was.... RAFter the election, there was——I remember-—that there
was a growing thivng that we've got to get Colson out of here,
because if he is tied to this; ivn any way, we must not have him
in the White House when it becomes known that he's tied to it.

The same applied to Dwight Chapiwng incidentally. He had had
v tiey, wo comtact with Waterpgate, at all. He did have an
indirect tie to [Dornaldl] Segretti and the "Dirty Tricks” campaigwn
thing, but that was totally dnrelated to Watergate. It was felt
that Chapin should get out, because if he were out, as a private
persoy somewhere else, and then were attacked with this, he would
ot be & focus of harm to himself, as well as to the White Hosue.
Dwight did leave, on that basis. It was a tough thing for Dwight
to do.

I don’t kriow what Colson did. I guess he left, too, didn’t

he?

[End cassette two, side onel

[Begin cassette two, side twal

RHG ¢

Colsarn, as I remember, resisted being removed from the White
House. [I1 jgust remember from yowr Jowrnal here. Stayed on

umt il March [i9731, but his staff was taken away, and he was
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moved aver into the West Wing, I thivk, and he did vot want to
leave, is the impressicon I got.

Well, following my rotes here, I see this first rote was on athe
lath of November, which was right after the electior. "The
Fresident’s talking about moving Colson to Compressicoval
Relations staff, or cutside to set up a law Firm amd work on

New Majority progects,” which is what the Fresident was leaning
toward. Thern, three days later, on the 13th, "Mixorn warnts to
expand Colson's reach. Doesn’t wanmt him ivm the White House, the
l.abor Department, or the [Republicanl Natiornal Committee. He
says, 'Let?’s make Colson owr Clark Clifford.? He'd set up a law
firm outside, and be the man to see for labome, and the Secretary
of Labor would be Colson’s marn, Colson’s comtact. Anyore who
warts to talk to the President about labor would go through
Colgsowm. His firm would be cournsel to the National Committee.
Get the Milk Froducers. Break with the Busiress Council. Tie
closely to Don [Donmaldl Kendall?s group. " (That was the
businessmen's support group.) "Have media, antitrust, and tax
departments in the law Ffirmg work in the New American Majority
project. "

This was Nixoarn evolving a thought of a way, I hornestly
believe in this case; it was not a way to get rid of Colson, it
was a way to use Colson more effectively. That it was a positive
approach.  Although, the earlier thing, I think, had a nepative
cormotation to it, too. Then I see on the 15th, "Nixorn wants
Colson to leave now. He won’t fit in the reorpanized White

House., Cownmvivee him to leave now. " He told me to talk to himg



and convince him that the President reeded him on the outside,
and that he’s determined to get politics ocut of the White House.

Then I see on the 16th, a day later, I'm to "persuade Colson
tao leave rnow and begin a rew outseide assigmment." This is
cbviously a contiruwing issue. Then I see on the 17th, "Colson
doesm’t want to leave now." Obviously I?ve talked to himy, and he
domesntt warnt to leave, but Mixon warnts him out now. "Colson
wants to stay ancther six months. Nixowm wants to set him up on
the outside. LI’ml to talk to bhim and be very tough." Then the
next day, Nixon says, "We’re pgoing to armmournce Colson’s departure
now, but say it will be effective March 1st, because the
President warnts him to aid in the reocrganization, and then move
Rim imto the West Wirng." In other words, let him sit in the West
Wirg for awhile——1I think that was a pat to him——and then move him
ot . In other words, you move him up, and then move him out.

That was the evaolutionm of that, but the motivation was dual
inm the Colson case. One, the corncern about his ties to
Watergate. Two, I think a very valid feelinng that he could be
move productive, more useful, on the outside, than he could be
inside. I really think that was true. Evern if he had ro tie to
Watergate.

On the Buchanawn thimg, it turns out there is ancther sort of
a parallel similarity. The motivatiorn was dual there, also, but
the riegative ore there had viathing to do with Watergate. It was
the Shanghai Commurmique attitude, which just rankled MNixow. But
that?’s the kind of thing that goes away. The positive thing was,

maybe he would be better over at the Re—-election Committes,
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working on the campaign, tham at the White House: more
effective. I would guess, had we donme that, he would have moved
cver there on assigrnment, and moved back to the White House aftew
the election. As it twrned out we didn?’t do it at all.
Car you remember arm instance or two of something Colson did that
you had to call bhim up on? You mentiorned that.
Bay, I can’t. There are a couple, and I think I’ve written about
them somewhere else. I‘may be able to dredge them up out of some
of the other stuff I?ve got.
A1l right.
Nothing comes immediately to mind. I donm?t remember why, but I
remember that Colson violated, and I caught him at it, my
absolute law in the White House, which is that nobody in the
White House is ever to say to anybody iv the White House, or
cutside, "The PMresident wants this domea.” Unléss, inm fact, and
clearly and specifically, the Fresident has said to you, "I want
this done, and I want you to carry it out as my wish." Colson
uwsed the "The President wants this dorme" thing ivn the wrormg way-—-—
viomlated that law——and I really chewed him out. We had several
very tough, head—-on sessions, because Colsor was a tough guy. He
was a =zealot. He was a guy that you'd tell him, "Burn down the
mission, " and by golly, all he says is, "Wherel’s the pasoline?”
Mo thought of "Showld we get the statues out First?", or anything
else.

I had spent a lot of time with Colsorn, working on how to
worlk with Nixon., Making the point to him of the recessity of

disaobeying some Nixon orders. I urged him, because he didn?t
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krow Nixern all that well and all, and because he had this
tendency to overreaction anyway, to talk with me before he
carried cut any questiomable order, so that we would be sure that
he was doing what the Fresident wanted. .Nell, he didn’t like
that, because he treasured this direct relatiocnship.

I encouraged his direct relationship with Nixown, For a rnot
particularly roble motive. Which was that 1 spent hours and
hours arnd bhours, as my rnotes show, or at least socmewhat indicate,
and as the [White Housel tapes will show, sittinmg with Mixor.
Using up time. Being a sounding board, or a listening board. It
was time that often really frustrated me, to have to spend
sittivg in with Nixon, with the President, whern I could be out
getting things done that reeded to be done. Or dealing with
problems that reeded to be harndled. Consequently, whern Colson
cane along, here was a guy that in one area, which was one of the
areas I had to sit and listen to, was these attacks. These
things [likel "I want everybody cout in thirty days,” and that
kirnd of stuff, that Nixon fournd a kindred spirit in Colsorn.
Engoyed going through that with him, as he did with me. S, he
was willing to do a lot of that with Chuck. I encouwrapged that,
bhecause it gave me time rot to have to be with Nixon. T di
other things that were more important to do.

But I krew that it was algo important that the President
have somebody he could sound of f to, and Chuck filled & gap
there. The darnger was that he would carry out things that
shouldn®’t be carried out. I tried to circumvent that danger.

I"ve always wondered to what degree Waterpate was a result of my
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letting that go too far. Something that.... Obviously, [E.
Howardl] Hunt was Colson’s guy, and I dom®t know. ... I still
den?t know what put Watergate together. Whatever it was, I1've
always wondered, and I’ve always had the feeling that the
Fresident wonrdered, what Colson’s role was. O maybe kriew what
Colson’s role was.

Therel's one entry about Colson, if I ecan find it here. It's
toward the end of your jouwrnal. It?’s in, actually, the Waterpate
gsection. April 23, 1973: "Nixon is very corncerrned about Colson.
Nixow told CRonaldl Ziegler he talked to Colsonm yesterday, and
had Zieglevr call him. Ther, Nixorn told Ziegler vt to talk to
him again, at all. And said, I kriow now what kind of a man
Colsonm is.’" Do you krnow the background of that?

Hmm. I dom®t vemember that. The problem, iw the jourmnal, when
we got into that area, 1 wrote stuff sort of coryptically
sometimes, figuring I would understand it, and other pecple like
you wouldn?t, which is exactly what I wanted to have happer.
Naw, I don?t understand it either. You get so far removed from
it, it doesn’t make any sense to me either.

Yeahs Nixore ...

I"'m trying to send myself a message there of some kind. I don®t
remember what it was.

Nixorn apparently had had a conversation with Colson and, of
course, the feeling I get was, that Colsor...

Threaterned him.

e« double—crossed, something, that was very, very bad fraom

Nixow?e point of view. As an extreme act of disloyalty, at
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least.

Yeah.

There was arncther instarce where—if I start looking for this, it
might take awhile, but I remember basically what was going orn——
and that was, Colson had talked to [Jebl Magruder. This was
during the Waterpate problems, too. Magruder kept changing his
story about a vumber of things. This, particularly about you,
and I guess Colsorn thought you and he were together. I mean, you
and Colson were together. Colson told you that he had had a talk
with Magruder, and that somehow the talk indicated that you were
clear. And he had told Ebrlichman, on the same topic, L[in anld
earlier conversatiorn, that he had a recording of the conversation
with Magruder. You were very excited about thats Ebrlichman had
told you about this, already. 8So, you said, "Well, I krnow you? ve
got & recording. I'd like to hear the recording."” Colson said,
well, no, he doesn’t have a recordirng. But he’'s got a
transcript. You said, "All right, I’d like to see the
travscript.” And he said, "Well, somebody else has got the
transcript. " Then you said, "Well, all ripght. Could you ask
whoever?’s got it to get it back to you, so I could see it?"  Then
he said, well, he's rnot sure he carn do that. Do you remember
that?

Sort of, yeah.

How did yon feel about that?

I don?t krow. Obviouwsly not very good. There’s such a sequence
there, and it’s hard to hit a point, without going through all

the corntext. To krnow what was happening at that moment. I kvow
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that, I remember, that there was a lot of sovrt of Flip~-flopping
oy Magruder?s part. You never knew exactly what he was going to
Say. I had the feeling, at that time, and I still have it, that
Jeb had gotten himself cauwght up inm lying so much, inm so many
ways, so many times——and differerntly—--—that he couldn’t remember,
himself, what was true and what wasn’t true. He would say, at
one time, he made a lot of directly comtradictory, self-
contradictory statements. As we got down to that period, when
all this was really flaring up, I don’t think Jeb krew what had
actually happened. I would guess——1 still have the feeling he
probably doesn’t krnow today, in some of those things.

I sure don’t. At some points he said I got the results of
the bugging, and at other points he said, "Well, I was assuming
Bob got them, because Gordon Stracharn got them.” I guess they
did establish that Gordor Strachan did get some of them. Then
there’s the questicwm of whether 1 did. I don?t think I did.

Ive always felt that I did rnot. It’s rnever been proven that I
did. I suspect that 1 didn’t, because [therel was a momumental
effort to prove that 1 did.

So much gstuff came ivmto my office, I can’t categorically say
nothing in that report ever came into my office, because I really
domn? © kviow. It may well have. Those kinds of things you
cari’teeee I don’t krnow how you deal with.... I had the feeling,
at that time, Colson was going through & thning of trying to
establish a position for himself vis—a-vis his part in Waterpate,
o anything related to it. He wasn’t clear as to what was the

best position to establish. He was sort of floundering around,
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trying toe ... I dom®t think lying, recessarily, but I think
prabing. Trying to figure out. Should he ally himself with me,
and get me irmocent, and tie himself to me as my persorn, and
therefomre, inmocent? Or, was there a darnger that I was guilty,
and bhe didn*t want to be tied to me? He was playinmg, I think,
Ehrlichmarn, arnd me, and the Fresident, and other people of f of
each other.

It sounds like....

Sort of Firing shots across the bow, and all that sort of thing.
Yeah. It sounds like he had cut loose, by that time, from the
facts and the reality, and was floating arcund, trying to create
a story.

Um  hmam.

We?ll get to that sort of issue a little later. I don’t want to
leave this new establishment, yet. Which is a phrase, by the
way, that was used arcound the White House, wasw't it?

I guess so,.

I see it irn your wotes gquite often.

Yeah, I think so.

Nixon seems to be using it as an important term. AFter the
electicn, Nixon desipgvnated the following month as the time when
this trawsition to the rew establishment was going to be
accomplished. I think you all went up to Camp David for guite a
lovng while.

We did.

Cavnn you describe both what went ownm, and the reach of your hopes,

as it were, whern you were conducting your work?
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Dur time at Camp David, we wert up, as I recall, pretty much
right after the election, and we were there, basically, for the
whole month. It was dore@sos. The President was with us. We
didn?’te... We said, "We're closeting courselves.”" We said
publicly, and made a point of it, "We're closeting ourselves to
get all these things worked out. This is a transition period.
We will be making armoucements from time to time, as specific
results are carried out.

As I recall it rnow, the gerneral sernse of activity up there
was the firnishing up, the final polishing of the internal
reorganization planm, the Super Cabiret plan. There was a lot of
time spent with bipg charts, and ocrganization charts, and
assigrments, and all that sort of thing. At the same time, tnhe
persormel affice, under Fred Malek’s dirvectiom dowrn in Washington
was i an intense crash program of locating candidates for posts.
We gave them posts, and they were working up dossiers, and
getting materials together for Cabinet appoivtments, sub—Cabirnet
appointments, staff appointments, and the whole range of stuff
within the mnew crganization corcept.

We worked out the musical chairs part, who was going o move
to what, and that sort of thing, arnd who was going to be let out,
and who was going to be brought in. Then, we started a process
of brivnging people up to Camp David. Cabinet officers, all the
ones that were going to be asked to resign were brought up and
asked to resign. The ores that were going to be asked to moave to
a different post were asked to do that. The ones that were going

to be asked to stay or, were asked to do that.
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I dom?t remember the specifics there; the other data woula
confirm all that. It was a very internse period; we worked our
tails off. It was John, and I, and our key, close-in staffs.
Larry [Lawrernce Higbyl was up there with me, and Tod Hullin, and
a couple of octhers with John, and thew larger groups, staff
sgoretaries and people like that, when we reeded more materials
on things. John and I sort of alternated in the persormel
shifting process. As someorne would come up, ['d take orne guy in
tow, and be in with the President with him, and Jobrn would have
the rext orne in the waiting roon. Then 1'd come out, and John’s
guy would goo ir. It was an efficient process of ruming peocple
in and ocut, as we were going through the re-positioring, the
persovmel assigrment stuff.

In each case, the concept of the Super Cabirnet was
articulated to the rew appointees, and their positieonm withinm it,
either as a Super or as a Sub, was ocutlined. They were told, if
they were Subs, that they were not going to be reporting directly
to the President. They were going to be reporting to the
Fresident through this personm. They were also told that,
although they wowld be the Cabirnet officer, and be reporting
through a Super Cabinet officer to the President, they also were
told who they were going to appoint as their deputy, or
assistant, or whatever the sernior alterrate was in the
Department, and why. They were told that they cbviously didn't
have to accept this,; but their accepting it was the condition
uporn which they were going to be appointed to the post.

This was very specific, very airtight. HKern Rush was told he
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was going to be Secretary of State. He was told Bill Casey was
going to be his Under Secretary for Admivistration. He was told
why. Of ecourse, as Secretary of State, he was reporting directly
to the President, so he didn't have a Super Secretary thing
through him. But he was told how his relationship with Kissinger
would work, and there was rot going to be any more conflict
between State and NSC. Those roles were goinvg to be understand.
(Melvinl Laird was told he was leaving as Secretary of
Deferse. I think he had decided to leave, arnyway. I think he
had already indicated to the Presidernt he wanted to leave. He
was movivng out. Bill [Williaml Clements, I guess, we brought in
ASeana No, Elictt Richardson as Secretary of Defense, 1 think.
Right.
But we told Eliott Richardson that that was——1I forget what the
reason was——he was told what the reason was, but he was also told
that his Under Secretary would be Bill Clewents, and why. He
didrn’t krow Bill Clements. We said, "Fire. You came...' Whew I
say "we", it?’s the Fresident. I snould vot imp——. I was iv tne
meeting, and I had put the script together, but the President
carried it out. I participated, but it was basically the
Fresident telling these pecple. Richardson was told that he
could go down immediately——Clemernts was available. We had
Clements on standby. Clemernts was available. He could go meet
with Clements, and decide whether he [wasl acceptable to him. If
he was, then firne, the appointment was set. If he wasnw’t, thew
that was too bad. We'd have to get a different Secretary of

Defense.
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We went thyough that kind of exercise, post by post,
position by position. Basically removed the old Cabinet, ang set
up the rew one. And the Sub-Cabirnet, at least as to the senior
deputy in each Departmert. They had to accept this: we hado
worked out movement of a lot of cur middle-level White House
staff people irnmto Cabiret posts. Bud [(Egill Krogh was to go over
as Under SBecretary of Trangspovritaticon, I think it was. Things
like that. Which was recognizing, and this thing that we had
asked these peocple, whern they submitted their resigrnations: tell
us what they wanted to do. We fed that inmto this mill that we
were working with there. Tried to move people into things that
they wanted to do. Obviously, only when we felt they were
qualified-—it was a good appointment from the President's
viewpoint, too.

A lot of this was handled like the transition itself at the
Pierre [Hotell, whern Elictt Richardson said, "Yes," he would be
Secretary of Defernse, and accept Rill Clements, then the
Fresidernt and Eliott went out to the press at the airplane hangar
at Camp David, and made their press anmouncement. We set up a
press facility iw the harngar out there. Wernt out and armmounced,
"The rnew Secretary of Defense will be so—and-so.” Just like in
68 we had done that with the transition at the Pierre. Gore
dawn and armounced them one by one. These chanpes were made,
step by step, and armocunced, and then they were told to go down
and get going. We'd move on to the next ore. I think that
pretty well sums that up.

Now, the election bhad crossed up your plans, to some degree, in
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that you didn’t get a Republican Congress, which I krow earlier
or in your plarming for this changeover youw had hoped to get.
Your hopes were ronmetheless fairly high for the rew
admiristration, were they?
Oh, yeah. Because the Fresidernt got an incredible mandate. A
sufficient mandate that he felt that if we started moving fast,
and firmly, that we could get a lot of things through Corngress.
Also, we had devised these procedures, like inm the
recrganization, where we could do stuff by executive order. We
didrn’t have to goo through Cornpgress. The thoughts were very high.
The other diversion at Camp David was the Vietrnam
negotiations, which we thought bad been consummated in October.
Had fallen apart. And then were back in the tough regotiating
stape. There was a lot of back and forth with Kissinger in
Faris, and HKissirnger to Bill [Williaml Hyland, back here. So we
were o the phove to the 8Sit [Situwationd Room from Camp David
guite a bit, working through the questiorns of the fimnalizing of
the Vietvwnam peace agreement. Which fivally came about in Jarnuary
(which was after we’d beer at Camp David). The Christmas bombing
came o while we were up there, and the mirMirg.... The mirning
and bambing of Hanoi had come on earlier. That was early in 72
CMayl. The Chwistmas bombing, was that earlier, too? No, the
Christmas bombing, that was wher.... ‘
The negotiaticons fell apart gjust before the election, as I
remember. Then Nixon responded with bombing, and then the peace
agreement, [ think was in Jaruary.

Jaruary, right. But there was a lot of Vietram related activity
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in that Camp David pericd, and it got more intense in December.
Culminated with the agreement in January.

Did you feel that Mixon was developing a vision of his second
term?

Well, he had one; prior to the election. I think he was fleshing
it ok, He was more concenbtrating on the specifics at that time,
because we had a lot of decisions that he had to make.
ARlternatives on Cabinet appointments. Who are we goivng to put in
these posts? All that, and then he had ta do the implementing of
that. Meeting with these people, telling them how it was going
to work. We briefed them first.

That?'s it. They would come in, like arn Eliott Richardson
wonld come in.e  He would meet with Ebrlichman and/co me,
depending on the way the scheduling was going. Wed explain this
whole rnew structure. We’d show them the organization chart, and
explain the whole structure of the reporting process, and
everything else. How it was going to work, Explain to them that
the President?’s poasition was, and obviously you?re going to be
meeting with the President iv a few minutes. You can get into
this in arny way you warnt to with hime. His position is, this is
arn either/or. You take it, or you don’t. Some of them raised,
questiored that with the Fresident. Some of them just accepted
it the way it was, and so or. Id Forgotten that the Fresident
didn®t have to go through this briefing of the rew plan with
everybody. We did that price to their going in to meet with the
President. He in effect said, "What you just heavd is correct,

and that’s the way it?’s going to be. Now, this is what I want
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you to do." It goes From there.

I hnow that Nixonm was covcerrned that he had accomplisned all four
of his big plays; as he called them, almoast in the first term.
Vietmnam being the last onme, was in Javuwary [19731. He menticorned
this to you, as I remember, several times, that cur big plays,...
There aren’t going to be any movre big plays.

«o« there aren’t going to be any move of them. We have to rely on
little things. How was he plarming to adjgust to that?

See, he wasn’t worried about it at that point, because he was
riding o the reocrganization and getting all these right pecple
in place. Thewn, putting all that together ard moving ahead with
a positive program. Cleaning up the whole Vietwnam thing.

Working ahead on what you could do with what we called "the peace
dividend" (the fact that we weren’t spending all the movney on the
war, we'd have some money to spend on doing some thirngs that you
warted to get caught wp on here). Going anead with SALT
[Strategic Arms Limitation Talksl and the Soviet negotiations.
Boing ahead with Chirna and expanding it——we had dove the China
overture, but there had been vothing really to follow up and
capitalize on it. Middle East guestion. There were a lot of
foreign policy thivngs that he saw as potential big plays, in a
sense, going forward.

Thern, getting back to the whole domestic, economic thing.
Getting back %o a balanced Federal budget. There were a lot of
challerges that were rot rnecessarily big plays in the sense of
Chima or something like that, but were big initiatives. Big

things that rneeded to be dore. He saw himself having the
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apportunity to do then. Having the mandate, and having the war
behind him. The problem of the demonstrations, and all that
stuff, wot to face any more. A revised Cabirnet and executive
branch structure and persormel, that was the excitement of moving
ahead with a rnew team kind of stuff. It was very much a, through
all that pericd, very, very upbeat, positive, orn all our parts.
It was very hard work, We were really wearing ourselves down,
but doing it with a lot of enthusiasm. As was the tranmsition at
the Fierre [Hotell. That was round-the-clock work that was
horrible. But it was very exciting.

Just thinking of my reading of your jourrnal through the entivety
of the first term, I got two impressioms (might be completely
wrorg) about changes in the Nixorn administration, or in the
President, and consequently his administration. Ore was that I
felt that he had decided, more o less by the electionm time in
197%, and certainly by the end of the first term, that he was
going to be more comservative a Fresident than he had started ocut
as being. Do you think that’s true?

Well, my hesitation, the pause, is because I don’t immediately
thirnk it?’s true, and 1I’m rnot sure. My Ffirst problem is defining
comservative. I'm riot sure what you mean by a more comservative
Fresident.

Well, for one thing, he was going to watch the budpet more
closely. He had instructed Weinberger to do a lot of cutting for
the fiscal year of 19-—....

Of course, he instructed Mayo to do it right at the cutsek, too.

Did he? But he was listening to people like Moynibarn. fnd
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getting ivvolved in some things like reverue sharing which
ultimately were guite expensive. The welfare program failed.
Got involved in an envirormerntal program of some magnitude. It
wold just take me tooe long to Find the entries.

He was basically dragged into the envirormental program. You see
those as liberal programs, and that he wasn’t going to carry
those forward.

Right.

OK, in that sernse, I think you?re probably right. I think he
allowed himself, and pushed also, to look at these forward
reaching things. He saw that they didn't gell the way he warted
them to, in some cases. I ghirnk in that serse he probably was
aiming towards more conservativism. There!'s no question that he
was going to push very hard for continwation of ecornomic reform.
He was very ambivalernt about the wage-price freeze thing and all
that he had gottern into inm the August summit business. He was
concerned about rnot getting back into things that he didn?t
really believe in. He wanted to get back at welfare reform in a
way that would work. He was determined to establish a balanmced
budget, de facto, and a procedure to maintairn a balanced budgetb.
Get the goverrment on a basis where it realistically could move
forward on a balanced budpget basis. He was very chagrived that
he had failed to balance budgets, although he must feel pretty
gond riow, looking at bhimself by comparison Clhaughterl.

Yes.

His big thing, the thing that really excited him, was tnis

structure of peace. That was, I'm sure, iw the second term he
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wontld have worked at those other things o had other people
working at those other things, but I think his thrust would have
been orn the world scerne. His persomnal thrust. I think he would
have insisted that things go forward on things like welfare
reform, and maybe modification and improvemernt of revenue sharing
and working in areas like that. Trying to get the school
desegregation issue cleared up ard settled, although I thirk he
felt he had made quite a little progress in that area. The
environmental thing, as I said, he was pushed into that. That
Johrn pushed him bhard on. Other pecocple did. He was rot really a
believer in his own envirormental programs, and it’s iromic that
EFA [the Envivornmerntal Protection Agencyl and NMORA [National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration] and some of those things
ended up being his creations. They weren’t really his bag.

I think in the sense that you explain it, youw re right.
There would have beern a move to more conservatism, or at least a
mave away from some of the liberalism that was maybe out of
character. That had gove beyond the mormal character. The
noremal MNixon philosophy.

Perhaps partly too, it was a feeling that he had tried early on
to court the liberals, to some degree, and that he wasn’t happy
with the way they respovded to him.

There would have been awn enormous effort on that New Majgoritby,
New Establishment, that kind of stuff, trying to build a rew
coalition. He was really caught up with that thought. I
wounldn?t be swrprised if there hadn’t been some reopening of the

questiorn of arncther L[politicall party, again. A whole political
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realignment.

Which he wanted to call a cormservative party, basically...

Right.

«eait was always in the title "cormservative" to draw theo... I
guess to let some of the liberal Republicarns go, and get all the
conservative Democrats feeling that that was the biggest group in
the country.

Right. You krow, it?’s interesting, but a lot of cornsumer
research polls and so Fforth-——analysis—-—-showed that while a
minority of the peoplec... Less people called thnemselves
Republicarns than called themselves Democrats. But, more pecple
called themselves conservatives than called themselves liberals.
Nixon?’s point was, Republican is the wrong name. People don’t
want to be Republicans. Feaple do want to be conmservatives.
Therefore, we should put comservative in the name. Call people
what they consider themselves to be. Give them a rallying point
at which to gather where they feel they belong.

Of course, the southern conservatives, there were lots and
lots of people whao did regard themselves as conmservatives, but
would never call themselves Republicans. Normetheless, they went
to the polls and voted Republican, at least on the naticwnal
basis.

Now, the second generalization that I was——feel less certain
about this one——but that I wanted to make was the feeling that I
got, as I went through the journal, that the dark side of Nixon
got davker. As I went on, I felt that he didn’t respond always——

and this was a cumulative problem——gracefully to the criticism
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that he got as President. As the months accumulated and fFimally
the years accumulated, his outbursts against his coritics and
copponents seemed more frequent and more virulernt.

I don?t have your advantage of having read my Jourmnal all the way
through, even though I wrote it. But that was a lorng time ago.

I guess my broad sense of that would be that you?re probably
right, but I don?’t krnow to what degree, and whether it was a
linear acceleration, o whether it was blips up and down. Also,
I have a little caution iv my mind that you might be misled by my
Jowrmal in the sense that I may well have been more forthcocoming
ivi the latter part of the effort than I wWaS...e. At the
begirming, I was in much more awe of the President, the
Fresidency, of Washiwngton, the White House, and more caught up
with the positive things. ALl the rew stuff I was being exposed
to, and all that. I would suspect that the gouwrnal shows
evidences, vot consciously maybe, but eviderce of some oFf that.

I may well haveeao.

Also, I was very leery of dodng the jgournal. OFf committing
myself to print, or later 4o tape, on a corncurrent basis. It
took me quite a while before I think I let my disciplivne down to
the point where 1 put secret things in there--national-security
type secret things in there. A lot of them I rnever did put ive
Ard some of the negative personal things, maybe. As time went
ory I think I got more used to dealing with cataclysmic secrets
and the dark side, as you called it, of Nixon type things. Less
reticent to record them in some Form. O maybe, recorded them in

mee detaily, or more strongly, than I did in the early stages.
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What 1'm saying is, there may be a bias within the journal
itself that may have partly led you to that conclusion. In
saying that, I would go back to saying that that’s probably
right, anyway. The problems got bigpev. The [Vietrnaml war
didn?’t end. The critics got worse. The frustratiorns of more and
more he saw that we weren’t pgetting dorme what we wanted to get
dove. The people weren’t acting the way he wanted them to act.
The stars didn’t shine as bright. That kird of thirng. So there
was an ercsion fFactor there. If it didn?t wmake the dark side pet
darker, it at least made the bright side get less bright.
Chaughterl 8o, I think that’s probably.... Inn a very broad
sense, there’s validity to that.

It was a very difficult time irn the country’s history, and Nixon
happerned to be the Fresident who was elected at that time.
Ferhaps an oversensitive marn, in many ways. Cormtrasting him with
Reagar,, Reagan always seems to, at least publicly, laugh and
smile at his critics. Nixon had a lot of trouble doing that, 1
feel. He was Fresident at a time when there was—-—somewhere in
the jowrnal one of you says, "This is the hardest time to be
FMresident since the Civil War."

Right.

The country.

Someorne else told him that, that "You have the most difficulid
Fresidency since Lincolrn, who had the most difficult Presidercy
of all. You were President in the most difficult time For the
country, of any President except L[Fford Lincolr.”

It was a very difficult time for anybody to be President, and it
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was a very difficult time for an oversensitive man——a brooding
marn——to be President.
I think that?s right. I think it was.
Well, we've got a little bit of tape left onm this side. Let me
Just go through this orne segment of rotes and see if there’s
anything else to.... Ay interesting entries we might comment
v This is November 14, 1972. You have an insight here. This
is Just at the time, in fact, when you’re at Camp David, doing
this transition. "The Fresident doesn’t want t2 work with only a
few people, ‘as we?ve assumed. Rather, he wants better peocple
that he can work with.,"
OK, this comes out of a long session on November 14th, and I
suspect it probably was up at Camp David.
Um bmm, vight. Um hmm.
That Ash and Malek and Ehrlichman had had with the Fresident on
the whole reocrganization guestion. My imsight is something that
aoceurs to me as I'm looking back at that meeting, and the
discussion there. It’s dawned onm me, that we had started out
this reorganization thing on the basis that the Fresident wanted
to work with fewer people. That he didn't want to have so many
peaple he had to work with. Now, from a management theory
viewpoint, that was a sound basis. He shouldn?t be workivng with
as many pecple as he theoretically has to. But be didn’t work
with anywhere rear as many as he theoretically had to, arnyway.
What we were trying to do was put that inmto structural form.
What’s dawrning on me here is, that I[?’ve misread the

Fresident iv thinking that what he's trying to do, o
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subsconscicusly wants to do, is to work with less people. That’s
ot the problem. The problem isn’t that there were tod many
pecple. It’s that they werern’t good encough people. I-——that’s an
insight that I think was right, and that I hold. I don?t think
it bothered him, having to work with a lot of different peocple,
as long as each of those people was someone that he felt was very
good. Was very responsive. Was very productive to work withs

In other words, he liked to work with people that he liked to
work with. He didn®’t like to work with people he didn’t like to
work with, It didrn?t matter how many of each there were. If
there were a lot of people he liked, he’d work with a lot of
people. If there were a lot of people he didn®t like, he
wouldn?’t work with many peocple. That's what decided the wrumber
thing, rather than the rumbers themselves, per se.

I think that’s a valid insight. I think he's the kind of
person who is looking fore... He is a very intelligent,
intellectual, insightful, and creative-minded person. I think he
reeded minds like his owrn, at least as shavrp as his own, to horne
himself orn. Dealirg with mediccre pecple was very difficult For
hima I should have seen that right at the begirming, because it
is Foorr me. I love to work with pecple that are superior to me,
arnd that are a real challenge to me. I hate to work with people
that are inferior. That’s really where he was.

Sz he wasn’t terrifically lucky, in his Fresidency, with all of
the people that came to bim to work with.
Net with all of them, no. But he was with a lot. There were

some very outstandivng people in there. Some that he felt were
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moye ocutstanding than I felt they were. He may well have been
right in his evaluation rather thar wmine. You say he wasm’t very
lucky. I think I'd say that the charces of being lucky inm that
endeavor are slim, and he may have been very lucky that he pgot as
many as he did. Certainly there were a lot of people that
weren?t——that didn’t meet the standard. And people that he
thought met the standard that then disappointed him.

Well, vow here’s a Nixon comment, somewhat related to this.
Jarnuary 2th, 1973. The President says, "More important than
ability is loyvalty. It’s better to have a dumb loayalist than a
bright neuter."”

That's a direct contradiction of what I was saying before. The
way I would explain the comtradiction, I think, is that what he
really.... I den?t think he really meant it comparatively. I
think what he meant is, loyalty is an absolute guality that must
be required. Without loyalty, brightress is rno great asset. A
dislayal bright persorn is worse tham a loyal dumb person, because
the layal dumb person at least worn?t do you any harm. Where the
disloyal bright personm will do you harm. That doesn’t meawn
that’s what you seek. What you seek is wot loyal dumb peocples
you seek loyal bright pecople. Irn other words, you don’it settle
for only one. If you could only have one, you?re better of F with
layalty than brightrness. But what youw®ve got to find is both.

We saw-—we had some disloyal bright people in the administration.
FPeople that were bright, and twred ocut to be disloyal. Disloyal
ivm a broad sense, that they didn’t stay with the crowd. That

created problems.
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We mentiocned yesterday the rather awesome Watergate industry that
has sprunig up arcund this episade. I am vnot a Watergate buff in
arny way. I feel rather humble in approaching this issue, because
I know therve’s a library full of testimony. Then, right rnext to
it, another library full of wild theories about the testimony.
Szy all I really want to doy, here, is essentially go through the
notes that I've taken fram your jJournal—-—things that youw chose to
write about the Waterpate episcode——anrnd to ask you the same
question in every instance. Which is: what were your motives
and feelings when these things were happening?

The reason I say that is, there’s something about this....
Just to step aside for a moment about who did what to whom, and
so on, there's something about it that doesrn®t guite hold
together for me. In the sense that there are people that I krnow
to be good and dedicated people, who got into this thing, and I,
frarnkly, Just can’t make the motives fit. Sy, I ask you, Just
how you felt, anmd what the motives were?
oK.
You told the President about the.a...
Before you do that, let me make an opening comment on the
Waterpate thing, vigsr-a-vis what we’re going to do right now. It
may ot wordk cut, but let me try anmd articuwlate anm approach that
might add something, rather than gust rehashing stuff. That is,
I"w vt going to try to be precise about dates and specific

events, and all that. That is so carefully calibrated by all the

56



existing testimowny that I can’t add anything to it by that. I7m
goivng to stay with you through the jouwrnal, so what 1 have before
me is what I wrote to myself, on any particular day. I can deal
with what, I think row, was my motive o my thought, at the time
I wrote that. Not Ery to éet into adding to the factual stuff,
but crmly to what was my role and process and part in it.

RJG: Right

HRH:z Which 1’ve rever tried to do before, and, obvicuwsly, nobody else
can do. I think that would be a major addition to the Waterpgate
lore. An attempt to try and defirne the whole case, o solve it,
would viot be produactive.

RHG: I would just add owe thivg, if I could, and that is, also the way
you read the Fresident?s reactiorn.

HRH: OK.

RHG: Right.

CiInterruptionl

RHG: Ov June =@, 1972, you told the President about the Waterpate
break—ir. "LLast wight, " the 19th. On the 2@th you entered in
your gournal.

HRH: We were at Key Biscayrne, arnd I was at the Hey Riscayrne Hotel. He
was off at Walker?’s Cay, I think-—an island that he used to go to
frequently.

RHG: You talked about it in some detail on Jurne S@th. Nixowm, thewn, is
responding: "We have to hope the FRI [Federal Bureau of
Investigationd doesn’t goo beyond the necessary in developing
evidevce. Keep a lid on that. Heep lid orn the testimony." What

was your response to that?
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I have to assume that what we’re corvicerred about there, on the
FEBI vt going beyond the recessary, is that they dori’te... It's
the political corncerwn that the President’s got. That what he
recognizes this as a political threat. In other words,
somebody?s done something here that the opposition can make
something out of. He assumes, if the opposition can make
something out of anything, they will make something out of it.
Therefore, it?’s a danger to us in that, if they stir this up ints
a big thirmg, it’s going to burt us politically. It's going to be
a problem.

I can’t remember, at that stage, how much I kniew what he had
beern told. Whether I knew to what degree the Re—-slecticwm
Committee was ivnvolved, and all that sot of thing. That would
have beew a factor, depernding ove.... Our knowledge was
progressive. We learrmed a little more every howr, or every day,
or every week, as time went on, about things. A lot of what we
got was conmtradictory during that period. So, weld learn things,
and thern we'd find out the rext day that wasm’t the case. Then
wald learn something else. There were several people involved at
this stapge. I was at Key Riscayrne. All I krew was what I was
getting on the phore from.... First of all, what we got from the
press reports, which is how I first learmned about it. CRomaldl
Ziegler came along the beach and told me. Phore conversation, I
guess——1 forget all the details, and that’s what I shouldn?t try
to get into, anyway—-from Magruder, 1 think. Then I think I
talked to Ehrlichman, and Ehrlichman talked to [Jobhnl Deany and

pecple started givming up information. Trying to Ffind out what
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had happerned, and who had done what, and all that.

We ocnly got the information, step by step. Or, I only gotb
the information step by step. What I got, I pave to the
FPresident. Is it youwr assumption it?s the President that’s
saying, "Hope the FEI doesv’t go beyornd the necessary, " or is it
me that’s saying that?

I take it to be the President.

OK. I dorn?t know, It might——what I'm saying is that it may be
that it?’s my sayirng it, and that it?s part of what I reported to
the President. This is ome of the things that people are saying
isy "We?ve got to hope the FRI doesn’t go beyond. " Which would
imply there are other things, which, of course, it tuwrved out
that there definitely were. In that what became catalogued as
the "White House horrors" things.

There were other things that could lead to it. I kviow, and
I don?’t thivk it was at this time, but I krnow there was concern
as soon as we krnew that [E. Howardl Hunt was involved. I’m not
sure how soown we krnew that. When we Hrnew that Hunt was invodlved,
there was concern because Nixon knew, amd I found out, that Hunmt
was this guy that had beern at the White House, working for
Colsornm.  Now here he was aver at the Committee, invalved in this
thing. We did rot want the FBI working their way back in that.
For a minute I ocught to give my containment versus conspiracy
thing, very guickly, to get it into this record. Because we?re
right at exactly that point, right here at the beginmming.

Not at this stage, but as this develoaped, my concern, and

the President’s concern, as I uwnderstood it, vis—a-vis Watergate,
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and Johw Ehrlichman’s; and the people I was working with, and, as
far as I krew, John Dean’s, at that stapge, was that the Waterpate
ircident, and the investigation of that ircident, and the
publicity regarding it, and everything else, be contairned to
Watergate per se. In other words, there had beern a crime
committed, there had beern a break—in. That had to be
investipated, pursued, and dealt with. My view was, investigate,
pursue, and deal with that, but cortairn your investigation 4o
that.

The political danger, to us, and perhaps substantive danger,
as it was developed iwn the rext few days, later,; watiomal
security type stuff that was raised at orne point, and all that,
was that the investigation would go beyond Watergate, would be
politically, or, operationally at the Bureauw, inspired to look
At v o . This would lead to obher things. Ivi other words,
Howard Hunt beinpg a specific case. Here is Howard Hurmt.  You
find cut that he was Watergate. Aha, who was he? You Found out
he used to work at the White House. Aha, what did he do at the
White House? He broke into Daniel Ellsberg?s.... Aha; why did
he do that? Aha, the Fentagon Fapers. [Yecman Charles E.I]

Rad ford. All these things that you get involved in.

, Each of those had the potential, which it certainly
achieved, of becoming a major political problem, as well as a
substantive problem. All of those were prablems that I wanted to
avioid, and I felt, all through that time, that it was qguite
proper to avoid those praoblems. Inw octher words, there was rno

call for an investigation o go beyond the Watergate thing
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itself. There was rnothing that said that once a guy burgles a
house, then track down all of his other orimes. He's charged
with orme orime. You investipate, prove that crime, indict him,
and conviet him, and punish him for it, and that’s that.

Im viot implying that the other things were corimes. This
clearly was. We truly regarded it as what Ron Ziegler called it:
a third-rate burglary. Even the peaple at the Hofstra
[econmference on the Nixon presidencyl] agreed it was a third-rate
burglary, in pretty gerneral consernsus, I think. If you limited
youwrself, simply, to the break—in at the Democratic Natiormal
Committee. Obviously, Watergate rnow encompasses much move than
that in it’s termirology.

The point is, containment versus cover—up. My point was,
contairment was, what I perceived to be, and still believe to be,
a perfectly legal arnd legitimate effort. Basically a public
relations effort, and political effort, to keep the Waterpate
investigation limited to Watergate. I gsaw——I row define, after
the fact——cover—-up as being am illepgal effort to avoid the
brivging to task of pecple who committed corimes. In other womds,
obstruction of justice. I tried to get into that point at the
Senate Committee, I tried to get into it in my trial, and
everywhere slse. I rnever succeeded. But, I still believe it’s a
valid point. That containment was one thing; cover—up was
arother, They weren’t one and the same. They became meshed, and
then became ome avnd the same, over time, but I would say that my
activity, and my mativation was comtairment, rnot cover—up. I

couldn?t have cared less how many people went to jail for the
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Watergate break—in. I did care about an investigation going into
some of these other things we talked about, and all of the thiwngs
that it did go into, wltimately.

The next day, Colsocrn comes in. Nixon’s thinking about Waterpgate.
Colson comes in "presumably to cheer him up, but got into
strategy on it, which is exactly what I dontt want to do with
Colson.”  Why wviot?

Coalsom’s vot the.... Colsorn is the kind of guy that would
immediately gump orn something like Waterpgate. Love the
sensationalism and the excitement involved inm i%, and want to get
into investigating and attacking the pecple doivige... Flaying
the pame. Again, that’s exactly what I didrn?’t.es.. Following my
containment thing, l.... To me, the point of the whole exercise
here is contain this thing. Heep it at Waterpgate, which is a
third-rate bwrglary. Doesn’t amount to anythirng. Somebody did
something stupid. I can't cornceive of why they did it. I don’t
care why they did it. If that comes out, why, fine. If it
doesn?t come out, why fine. But, don’t make a big "ghamaaz" out
of it. And Colson’s thing, always, wounld be that. Plus, he
loves to get into this kind of stuff ad nauseum, in terms of
exploring, "Well, what do you think this?" And, "Maybe they did
that," and all that, which was.... I rever did have time foor
that kind of stuff, and v interest. Bo, I still dom’t. People
want to go into all their Watergate theories. They aren't very
interesting arnymore. They never were.

Would containment mean, then, that because it's distirnct from

caver—up, digtinct from obstruction of Justice? There's no
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internt to obstruet Justice; there’s am intent to keep gustice
within the framework of the crime that?’s been committed.

Right.

That, then, would allow the investigation of, and, if rnecessary,
prosecuticon of, everybody who was involved iv that specific
crime.

Right.

The break—in.

Right.

OK.

Yes.

I"m gust reading some move of this, the Sist. "Nixon’s main
concerv is to keep the White Howse out of it. "

That would be arncther reason not to get Colsorm involved. Oty
whole positicn on the campaign, and the reason CRP was set up to
begin with, was the Fresident's order that the White House is to
stay ocut of the political campaign. We're setting up a separate
entity; moving Mitchell over to rurm ity we?ll move White
Housee s ns Arnybady in the White House who is going to be working
ivw the campaign, like Buchanan, if he were going to be in the
thirg, like we talked about before. Jeb Magruder. Arybody else
like that. Mave them out of the White House. Over to CRP.  Let
them work over there. The White House pecple are to stay with
the busirness of goverrvnment. This is the President saying, "I
cdon’t want them in the campaigrn." Now, abvicusly, you have too do
some coordimating ivn relationship with the campaign, but it was a

very strong point that he had made early orne Way, much earlier
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than this. 8ix months earlier than this. That he warnted the
campaign totally separate from the White House.

That thinking permeated my approach to any political
question o issue that came up. That's a CRE matter, rnot a White
House matter. Turw it over to them., This clearly was a CRP
matter, and the President is saying exactly the same thing he’d
beern saying six months earlier. "Keep it out of the White
House. " He kriew, gust like I did, the ternderncy for all of us....
When something big comes along, everybody wants to get into it.
Or something controversial, or something interesting, or
mysterious, o anything else. He krew, if this built up, White
House people were going to start getting involved in it. "Heep
‘em out. ™

Now, you can say then, why did we have John Dean do anything
in it? Ehrlichman put Dean on the Watergate thing right at the
early time, while we were still down at Key Riscayne, 1 believe.
For exactly that same reascor. Samecrne at the White House had to
be aware of what was going on in the political campaigre.
Basically, that was me. I was the senior liaisow with John
Mitchell. Johv Mitchell, the candidate’s campaipgn marnager, had
to have a relationship with the candidate; and that was through
me. And that was firne. 0OK, as you get into a specific like
this, somebody at the White House had to stay on top of this in
terms of being able to answer the Fresident’s questions about
what was going ome To proavide any information or knowledge From
the White House, or from the Committee to the White House, that

wWas Necessary. Rather than Jokhwm [Ehrlichmanl getting bogged down
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in ity or my picking that up-—-because it was a low level chore—-—
he [Ehrlichmanl assigrned Johrn Dean to it. I think that?’s the
whole point of getting Dearn in there, at the cutset.
"E suggests moving the guilt level up to Liddy. Havirng him
conifess, and then going forward from there. "
You get into the.e... Now I have a problem because I don®t know
what we krnew and what we didn’t know, at that stape. Or what
Jobhw knmew, and John didn’t know. John and I were on the phone at
that time; I was still in Hey BRiscayrne, I think. Maybe rot.
Elst. Maybe we were back.
I think you were back by ther.
OK. By thevi, then we probably krnew some things, because Jobhtie..s
Thivgs had beerr happening over that weekend, s we were probably
back. He prabably kvnows that——maybe this is by the time that
Magruder had said he had told Liddy to do this, We may have
krowrn that, at that point. We did, socmewhere along the line,
although Magruder went back and forth on that too, as I recall.
The point would be, here, Ehrlichman doing exactly what we aren’t
supposed to be doing, is the White House getting into it. Just
talking about it, I thimk. Saying, "Let it go up to Liddy." I
guess they had already traced it to Liddy. But maybe not to
Hunt, yet. Maybe that was it. Hopefully, lettinmg it stop at
Liddy. Letting Liddy confess, and go forward from there. Which
I think Liddy agreed to do. I think maybe....

See, this is the problem. You get bogged dowrn in all of
these damn details. Forget the motivaticrm. The motivation was

to get the thing resoclved at the level where it would stop. The
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point here is, if it stops at the.... If the guilt level moves
up to the Liddy, let him confess, and thern you forget the thing.
I guess I’m saying—-or maybe Ehwvlichmarn is—-—the problem is, we
can’t get away with this, because Liddy didn't have the authority
to covamit the amount of morney. So, Magruder wounld be the first
possible point of sufficient responsibility. They won’t want to
dee that.

That’s what you’re getting to the desire on the
[Re—lelectior Committee’s part—-—that’s the "they"—--to try to keep
the culpability level below a campaign official. Which wouwld be
Magruder. In other words, keep it at the Liddy level, hopetully.
I kriow that was a time whern we didn?t want Hunt involved because
of his previcuws involvement at the White House. I don?t remember
wher that was.

Now, this could be read, though, as an attempt to coreate the

situatiar.

Cinterrupt iownd

RHG =
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HRH:

We were talking about this entry on the 2lst...

Yeah.

«ssand I had just suggested that I think that this could be read,
and will be read by some historians in the future.... I think
that you and others in the White House were trying to arrange the
conditions of this orime, rather than discover them.

Um . Um b I can see the potential for that in this. I
dorn?t accept that as the fact, because it wasn’t. I krnows.o. We
ram into things all the way through in the Watergate case as

eviderce came up, testimony came up, and so Forth, that cast a
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very questionable shadow on specific things. Ard some that were
vary hard to explain, are still hard to explain for me. Part of
that is simply because there still is a very basic mystery
hanging over Waterpate. We just don®t Hrow. Yol can come up
with theomriesy, but they don’t totally hold up, either.

I want to read two things together.

Yeah.

Orne is the last senternce in the entry of the 23rd, June. "We
talked to Walters and had that worked out.” Thern, owm July &th,
about two weeks later, "Walters has apparently firked out and
spilled the bearns to FPat Gray, which complicates the issue
substantially." This refers to what’s become known in the lore
as the "smoking gun" conversation, and what followed it.  What
were your feelings when you were going through this, making the
decision to talk to Walters; talking with him? What were your
feelings about what you were saying, and doing?

Boy, that’s hard to recornstruct at this time. I was sort of
bewildered by this whole thing at that stapge, and the
instructiorns. ... The suggestiorn that was raised, or the
recommendation, whatever it was that came to me From Dean, and,
as I understood it, to bim from Mitchell. Or that he had
discussed with Mitchell, although viow I understand Mitchell says
he had no conversation with Deanm about this subject. But anyway,
was that the FRI thinks there’s a CIA irnvolvement here, and tne
FBI ig locuaking for guidarnce. All that stuff that’s on the
"smoking gun” tape that I reported to the Fresident. The

President?s instructions to me, then, were: "You arnd John," (I
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thivk he specified John [Ehrlichmanly if he didn’t, somehow John
got drawn into it, too) "meet with [Richardl Helms and Walters at
CiA, arnd tell them that the President wants them to talk to bthe
FRI, and tell the FBI not to expand their investigation on
this...."

At that point, it was a specific point about this [Kermethl
Dahlberg morey soaurce. What he was corncervned with there was, as
I uwrderstood it, the socouwrece of the Dahlberg morney. Which was
Dwayne Andreas, a Hubert Humphwrey supporter who had made a majoo
comtribution, and who, unfortunately.... It was his money, given
to Dahlberg to give to the Committee, that was thern washed in a
Mexican bank ov something. Brought back, and was the money they
Found o the burglars. But there was clearly, and this was the
paxint of corncern as I understood it at that time, I think, ro
cormection between either Dahlberg or Dwayne Andreas, and
Watergate, or the burglary, or anything else. Except for the
fact that, by pure accident, it was.... Whenr Samebudy at the
Committee gave movey to Hunmt to give to the burglars——or to
lLiddy, or whatever it was——it was money that was traceable to the
Dahlberg donation. We didrn?t wart that traced, as I understood
it.

I dont think that bothered me. You can arvgue row it should
have bothered me, because that’s getting onm the frinpe, maybe; of
cabstructing justice, because where the money came from is
impovrtant. I really don®t think I thought it through, o that
extent, and I think I was perfectly happy with the concept

thateoos I understood the Fact that we didwm't want the Ondreas
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contribution to be made public, to become krwown, because of
NHiSeeas His contribution had been made with the clear, very
strong understanding, I was told, that it was wviot to be
attributed to him. That seems like a miror consideration at this
point, but it seemed like scomething imporitarnt.... ALl of it
seemed like minor stuff, at this point.

Novmetheless, what I was told to do was tell Helms and
Walters, I guess, not to track this through. Then, there’s all
this (to me) mysteriocus stuff that’s on the Jure 23rd tape——the
smoking gun tape——where the President gets into tellivng me it has
to do with the Bay of Pigs, and the CIA other problems that they
don? t know about.

That wasn?’t what was in your mind, then?

Huh?

That wasn?’t what was in your mind when you were meeting with
Walters? What you jgust described?

Yeah, it was in my mind, because the Fresident had told wme to
raise it. See, I met with Walters at the Fresident’s
ivstruction. In that instruction, the President pave me
specifics of things I was supposed to raise with——it was Helms
and Walters——abaout the CIA and the Bay of Pigs. I couldn?t, you
KritWe « w « This, to me, was-—-I remember thinking (that I do
[rememberl, because it was so strange) that this was kind of
bizarre. But, he told me to dx it, and I was used to dealing
with thirngs that I didn’t know what I was doing. Things with
Herry [Kissingerl for instarnce, on the rnegotiations, and stuff

like that. I was told, "Tell the Fresident that somebody said
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"No? o the such-—and-such.” I didn?’t krnow what I was saying. I
Just told the Fresident that. He krnew what I was tellivg him,
but I didn?t. That didn’t bother me. Orne of my roales was as
emissary betweer the Fresident arnd other pecple, when they
couldn®t get dirvectly to the President. That was the case here.
The President told me, "Go meet with these guys, and this is what
you’ re supposed to tell them. Don’t carry the investiobation any
further than where you are om this money source." 8o, I did.

Sa you were conveying, really, two messapges to Walters. The one
about Andreas, which you did understand, perfectly.

Na, I didn?t say anything about Arndreas. It was only, "Don’t go
any Further.” The reason was for it.

You understood that was the reasonm why you were cﬁnveying this
Nesssage.

That was my understanding. It was not the message I was to
CoIvVeY.

But you were using ahather message which, really, you didn?id
understand.

About the Bay of Pipgs.

Right.

Which I still don’t understand. But, I'm told, moweaea. These
same guys that are writing the book that get into the Yeomawn
Radford affair, also are heavily inmto this, because they?ve row
discovered that, first of all, Ken Dahlberg was a CIA asset.
Secondly, that the CIA had talked to Gray earlier about doing the
thirg. There’s a lot of mystery stuff that arises in this that

there's rno point iv owr getting into. There?’s some real
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confusicon, which leads to youwr next question, which is the rext
quote. "Walters has apparently finked cut.”

Walters wrote a phony memorandum of this conversatior. But
he didn’t write it until a week after the conversationr.
Why phony?
Fhony in that it'’s wvod true. What Walters said in his wmemoranduam
is not what happered at the meeting. It’s provably so, because
Helwms wrote a memorandum, that was rot a memorandum. ...
Walters’s memorandum was a memoorn——a memordandum of the
conversation for the file. What Helms wrote was an action
memorandum withinm the CIA. It was a directive ta Walters, Ffor
things that Walters was to do, while Helwms was out of the
courntry. Helms was leaving orm a trip, o something. Was leaving

instructions to Walters which were directly contrary to what

Walters says in his memcon. The thivng all gets corisscrossed.

These guys lay it all out in the book, you can read the whole
thing, if they ever get it published.

The point is, I dovi?’t krow. I didn®t kvnow thern, and I still
didn?t understand this. Virtually all of what I'm saying here'is
I’m reporting what someone else tells me, or what I’ve done as a
result of what someovne’s told me to do there, in this case. And
I didvn?t do very much of anything, in Watergate, other than this.
I had a very limited involvement at this point.

Why did you have Ehrlichman with you at the meeting with Walters?
I donm?t Hrow, I think the President told me to. If he didn?t,
thern the only reason I can think of that I did, is that

Ehrlichmarn and I often, in order rot to get trapped by somebody-—-—
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especially dealing with the FBRI o the ClA--would have someone
else sitting in a meeting witha.a. If 1 were meeting with them,
Id have John sit ir. If Johrn were meeting with them, he’d have
me sit in.

That goes back, for instance, to the thing that came cout in
this, alsoy that at orne time the Fresidernt wanted his brother L[F.
Donald Mixonl surveilled. Because at that time Bob [Robertl
Cushman was the Deputy Director of the CIA, the President said to
ask Cushmanr if he can have the CIA put a tail onm Don, because he
was trying to momitor his contacts with Howard Hughes?s people.
Ehrlichman was supposed to do that. Ebhrlichman asked me to sit
im the meeting with Cushman and him, when he asked Cushmarn to do
ite I think be wanted a witrness that saw what he had dove, and
all that. I may have had the same unconscious, o conscious,
motivaticwm in having Ehrlichman inm this meeting. vy
recollection, though, is that the President told me to have
Ehrlichman there. I haven’t avny idea why.

All right. January 8, 1973. To jgump guite a ways forward. Now,
this is my—-—these are my words——based on what I was hearing on
this day, from the jouwwnal. The Fresident, at this time——and it
had beer going on Ffor some months——was allowing Dean to manage (I
felt) the Watergate trial, mowmitorivige...

I dom?t think "manage; was my word, was it?

N These are all my words.

Because that doesn’t sound right.

Well, momitoring....

Momitaor would be more like it.
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RHG: Right. Arranging the pleas of the majm defendants. Overseeing
the raising and dispersal of moviey...

HRH: Well....

RHGB: ...fo their legal fees, and obther expenses.

HRH: In January? That doesn’t make sense.

RHG: This had beewn going on in the Summer.

HRH: The President was allowing Dean? Do I say something about the
Mresident being involved?

RHG: Well, I didn’t quote you here. Arnd I just can’t remember.

HRH: It doesn’t make sernse.

RHG: No. Maybe we should skip this one then. I've just summarized
something that I?ve heard, and I don’t have the entry in frort of
nMe.

HRH:  Hmm!

RHG: The idea was that Johwn Dean was transferring money to Howard Hunt
and the other burglars for expenses.

HRH: But the Fresident didn’t know that.

RHG: He didwn?’t krow it?

HRHz2  No.

RHG: Nx?

HRH: fAnd I don’t think I did.

RHG: That was the question, was....

HRH: I know the President didn’t. The first the President heard of
that was when Johrn Dean told him in March.

RHG: OK.

HRH: 1 think that’s clearly established on the record.

RHG: N':'w, they- v e
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I dew’t think it's ever been alleged that the Fresidert had any
knowledge of that until Dean told him in Mareh that there had
been arrangements for money.
OK.
I think I did krnow about payments beivng made, and was told-—I
ko I did, because I krnew that Herb [Herbertl Kalmbach was
invoalved in raising money for them. And, maybe--no, I don’t
thirnk the Fresident krew that, even, thouwgh, at that time. I
guess he did. He didv?’t krow Dean had anything to do with it, I
don’t think. I’m not sure that I krnew Dean had anything to ao
with it. I probably did. I can’t remember.

All that’s really pretty much established ow the public
record.  On the trial records, and the testimony.
I gust wonrdered how youw...?
I think what it was was.... My understanding was that we were
supposedly. ... These guys had gotten trapped in a stupid
coperation, but they were working at what they believed to be the
orders of the Re-election Committee. Ard in some way, 1t was, at
some level, the order. We krnew it was at Liddy's orders. I
always have suspected it was at Magruder’s. And I wondered if it
was at Mitchell’s. Those are the mysteries that still aren’t
really answered. Liddy was an officer of the Re—-election
Committee, and it was at his orders. He’s admitted that, I
believe.

In any evernt, my understarnding was that there was a reed to
pravide mowey for these pecple. They had been jailed, without

bail, or something. Or couldn’t raise bail, or whatever it was.
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Their families had problems. They were, in effect, caught in the
live of duty. Agents caught in the line of duty are entitled Lo
proper care during the time. The money was being paid to them
for family subsistence: Family rneeds, and that sort of thing.
That's what I was told.

Were you willing to accept this corncept of responsibility because
they were more or less ivmocent parties who had accepted an order
from an officer of the Committee for the Re—election?

I wasn’t willing to accept the responsibility. I was willing to
accept the decision by the Committee that they had a
responsibility.

Right. That’s right. You were...

I wasm’t raising any money.

e ea Just returning the movney to them. That $£358, 0080, which is
Committee money, that....

Right.

Right. But it was a valid concept that the Committee had a
responsibility for these people, regarvdless of the virtues and
vices of what they had dornme, because they had been acting under
the direct orders of the Committees officers.

That’s my view. That’s my feeling wow, as to what my feeling
was, then. fLaughterl That?s right. Sounds a little foolish
taday, I admit. The octher thirng you have to keep emphasizing
here——you keep asking forr my motives and reactions, and the
Fresident?s—~is that were focusing on this. I wasn’t. This is
an item iv my gournal that night, so it was ocbviously something

that was at some level of atterntion. I donm?t think it was the
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crly item iw the Jgourwnal for that day.

Nz, rever, Not until March and April.

I would firnd it was only a mivoe item. It wasn’t a matter of
imporvytarnce to me. They were saying, "This is what's happening.”
I'd say, "Oh."

All right. January 9th. "Dean reports that the Waterpate
deferdarnts will plead guilty, and deny higher—ups irn the White
House were involved. Colscon made the deal with [Williaml BRittman
regarding Hunt. This lead to the deals with the other parties.
S0, there’s no involvement with the White House. It’s all
indirvect.” How?’d you feel about that?

I donm?t krow. I think Bittman was Hunt’s lawyer.

That’s right.

Site e o -

NoWe o » w

I kviow there was corcern, there was talk at varicous times (it's
probably reflected in some of these earlier things) about....
the guestion the President was always asking was, "Is the White
House inmvalved? Was anybody at the White House invalved in
this?" It seems to me that question arose, and was the question
we were asking Deaw, and Dean was asking the people that were
irvalved over there. I think that the President always had a
fear that Colson was involved. Now, "Colson made the deal with
Bittman regarding Hunt."

May I tell you how this could be read? This is why I ask it.
Right. 0OK.

Is "someorne in the White House staff...

1ig
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Colson.

ans (Colsor) is dealing through the lawyer with ome of the
defendarts regarding the deal." The deal was that Hunt’s
Financial requirements would be met.

Urm bmm.

presumably he would behave——I"m rnot sure in detail what this
means——in some way that the persorn providing the morney wants bim
to behave so that he woulde... And then it says.... This deal,
unspecified, somehow led to deals with the other defendants.

Thew the conclusion is, s there’s rno invoalvement with the White
House. It’s all indirect. That, of course, can be read as if
the White House is making a deal with the defendants to behave in
such a way so that they gust keep gquiet, and keep the White House
out of it.

Um hmra.

My guestion is, how did you feel about this?

I dom’t kmow. I, again, don’t know that I felt at all about i%.
I down?t krow that I analyzed it. I krnow, I would suspect that 1
was concerned that Colsonm was involved in any part of it, because
he wasn’t supposed to be. So that prabably bothered me. The
guestion ofuiee. Are these my words? Did I say "made a deal with
Bittman?®

These would be close. I haver’t quoted them. So, they’re close.
I was listening to & tape here, s it’s hard to make exact
quotations.

Yeah, but it.... Talking about a deal does have an adverse

cowvireat at ior.
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That’s almost certainly the word im the jgournal. I wouldn?t have
written that dowrn.

I dowvi’t kriow what my feeling was on it. I krow there was
concerr, did anybody at the...? By this time.... They haven’t
gone to trial yet, bhave they? But they’re about to go to trial,
cobvicusly. They?re going to plead guilty instead of going to
trial. There was concern about the effect of the tvial. That if
they went to trial, there was going to be a big to—-do about it,
and all. I think there was a guestion of whether they would or
wowld ot stand trial versus pleading guilty. There was a desire
oy the Committee’s part-—-those people that were dealing with this
at the time, and I dow’t think Tevao

I don’t think the Fresident was involved. I dom?t know
whether I?'m reporting this to the President or not. I probably
was. Eecause he was watching, you know, with some level of
interest, the process of the thing. But viot with any preat
intensity.

The question of whether they’re going to go to trial, (Bod,
it’s s hard to remember all this stuff!) whether they were going
to go to trial o not. And vot wanting them to go to dtrial.  And
there very well could be some kind of thing where they were
persuaded that it would be to the wmatiornmal interest, o whatever
motivation they were playing to with them, wot to go to trial.
Eut rather, to plead guilty, but that in pleading guilty to be
sure that they don’t rnail somebody in the White House.

There agairn, I bhave no reason to believe, even to this day,

that they could, or would have, nailed arnyboay in the White
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House. Soy I don’?t know why you would get any of that,; except
for the fact that assuring the President, maybe, that theya....
Because I kriow he did ask that question, from time to time,
because he was concerrned: "Is someocrne from the Whnite House
invoalved?" That they wouwld, in pleading guilty, also say, "MNo
ore in the White House was involved." Which, as far as I krnew,
was true.

NMow, I've got to admit, and this is the thing I made tne
mistake on, all the way through here, in Watergate, is I didw’t
try to kKnow more tham what I did krnow. If I had krown whnere tne
thing was wiltimately goinmg to go, or if I had used better
Judgmernt, o if it had beer my responsibility (if it had been a
White House matter), either I.... 0Or I would have put someocrne on
the thing, on the basis of Ffinding out what happered here, and
pirming it down, getting it taken care of, and disposed of.

Instead, 1 purposely didn’t ask whether Colson was involved,
because, 1 guess, I probably had the feeling that, the same thing
that I think the President had, a sort of rnagging fear way back
somewhere, maybe Colsorn was involved. I got to say, maybe
Mitchell was involved. I s%ill wonder that. I'm saying that
without in any way accusing them, o o the basis of any
knowledge that they were. I qust wonder, I can’tac... I down?®
have the positive answer as to who issued an oorder, and why he
did it. Arnd until I do, you can’t help but wonder who issued the
order,; and why he did it.

On January 1lith and 18th——and there was orne menticocn of this

earlier, as well——an issue comes up where Nixon wants Mitchell to
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ask [Cartha D. "Deke"l DelLoach at the FRI if the manm who bugged
Mixon’s plane for Lyndon Johnsonm in 1968 is still there. IFf so,
Nixonm wants to get some hard eviderce that this was iv Fact dowve.
Then it says, "Also ask George Christianm to get Lyndorn Jobhrnson to
use his influernce to turn of f Conpgressional investigations. "

Mow, Nixonm changed his mind later in the day, on the ilth, and
said he didn’t warnt it done.

But then he came back to it on the i2th. "LEJ angry that
the White Houwse might be thimking of using this plane bugging
story to defend itself from the Watergate charpes. Threatens to
release cable which Nixorm campainon sent to Saigonm in 1968,
Del.oach says he thinks that Johnson requested the Nixonm plarne be
bugged, but the FRI didn’t do it. Only checked phone calls and
put a tap on the ?Dragon Lady's? phone’--Mrs. [Armal Chermanlt.

Thern, over a month later, February 8th, Nixon wants Don
[(Dovnald M.l Herndall to call Deloach and tell him, that if the FEBI
Ffinds anything ow the 1968 Nixon plane bugging which Deloach did
ot tell the White House about, he?ll be fired. Can you say how
yon felt about this, as this was proceeding, and how serious it
was?

This is sort of the counterattack type thing——political reaction.
What obviously is implicit here, and coincides with what memory I
have of it, that Nixorn saw the.... We knew that our plane, or we
urderstood——we had heard someplace—-—that the Nixon campaign plane
had beern buppged in 1968 by Johrnson., By the FBRI, or somebody, at
Jobrnson? s orders.  Nixon, as he’s worrying, apparently firom

what?’s in here, the concerrn at this moment is the upcoming
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Congressional investigation, of the threat of a Congressional
investigation. There is whern Nixon’s fears are beivig realized of
the political bang that comes cut of this, that the rext phase
after the routive Justice Department stuff is that Congress
decides to get into it, and make a big thing out of it. Which
is, of course, exactly what they did. That he’s concerrned about
that. Urderstandably and justifiably, I would say. S, he’s
loaking for a counterattack kind of thing, and I think it’s
putting some pressuwe on Johnson abocut the plave bugging incident
as a way of trying to get Johwson to use his influernce with the
Demccratic leadership in Congress to turn the tning off. Or the
basis of saying it’s not in the rnational interest to pursue this
any TFTurther.

Thern he--1I don?t remember and I don’t kmow why he changed
his mind later irn the day orn having that dore. But, cbviously it
was done, in a sense, apparently. Because on the 12th there’s a
report back that Johnson’s mad about it, so somebody must have
talked to Johnson. I must have had Christian talk to Jomnmsco,
arnd Johwnsorn must have blown up. Somebody, obviously, has talked
to DelLoach——probably Mitchell--saying, the plare wasn’t bugged.
New, then, the reactionm later is, Nixon, in thinking about that,
a monmth later——and I don’t krnow why, it ocbviously came up again
somewhere——is saying, "Tell Kendall...." DeLoach worked Ffor
Hendall...

Oh!

«ea&t that time. DelL.oach had left the FRI arnd was the director

of security for Pepsico, or something like that. 8o, he warnted

o
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Kendall to call Deboach and say to Deloach, "If the FBI finds
anything on the buggivng that you didn?’t tell us apout, you’re
going to be fired." In other words, he wanmts Kerndall to Fire
DelLoach if he’s held something back from us. He's just putting
the heat on DelLoach, via Kendall. I donm?t kviow what caused it to
resurface like that out of the blue on the Bth of February.

Were you certain that youwr plane had beewn bugged?

Ny, we had understood it. Il still don’t krnow whether it was;, or
ot .

What was he referring to here with this 1368 cable?

I dor”t Myrow. I dorn't know whether that’s a blind threat. on his
part, like the other ome was on owrs, or what. Johrmson was
canQinced that Nixon was surreptitiously dealing with South
Vietrnam, via the "Dragon Lady", Madame Chermault.

Just ore last guotation I want to locok at, from the Jourrnal-—-—at
least rear quotation. This is August l4th——going back into
August L[19721. It's on the second papge. It’s Nixorn saying,
"Forget the legal questiorn. Corncentrate on the political, FR.

Get the lire ocut in our way. Have to shape..."

CiInterrupticwd

[End cassette three, side orel

[(Begin cassette three, side twol

RHG:

A1l right, Just to read this guote over again. Nixors "Forget
the legal question. Covicentrate on the political PR. Get the
livie out im our way. Have to shape investigationm at CRF to cover
rnov—involvement of top officials. Fut it at the lowest commow

dencminator. The funds were misused. The culprits have left.

[N
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N ore else is involved, but we must be sure of the Grand Jury.
We must krnow what DOJ [the Department of Justicel is going to
seak cut of the Grand Jury." There are really twa or three ideas
there. Could you comment on those?

HRH: There, the counterattack, or dealing with the plan. He's saying
——this is August, so it’s & couple of months after a lot of these
other things have happered--the investigatiom was going o 1
guess Justice was heavily inmto it at that point. It's hard to
put the frame of reference on it. The pointy obviously, here is
he's pushing for a continwing offernsive. Heep the....
Corncertrate on political PRy forget about the legal question. Im
other words, don’t waste time on the legalities, the legal
investigation. Get the FR lire ocut.

In effect, I think he’s saying that the PR livne to get out
is, admit that there was a mistake at the lowest level, in
effect, that it goes at. That the furnds were misused. The
culprits have left. Noo orme else is involved. That is partly——1
was going to say wishful thinking——it isn’t wisnful thinking-—
it?’s partly hopeful thinking. In the sernse that, as far as we
kriow, and as I recall, somewhere in this process, Mixon asked
Mitechell if he [wasl involved, or if anybody higher up was, and
Mitchell said, "Mo." 8o, he’s...

EInterruptionl

HRH: ...going on the assumption that there is a lowest commonm
devicminator. Whatever the lowest level was. However high youw
have to goy, in pivming this thing, pin it there. Stop it there.

Stop the speculatiovi. Run the PR thing. Re's saying, "Determine
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where your damages are. Take youwr damages. Take your losses,
and cut." That’s exactly what I tnink we should have done on day
orn@. But we should have fournd ocut absolubely for sure what it
was, and cut our damage level at that point. Instead of letting
it keep spilling over, which is exactly what it did do. Sy, he's
saying you've got to admit that the funds were misuged——-you can’t
deny that, they were. Make the point that the culprits have left
the Committee vniow. MAre we still in 727 Yeah.
Yes.
Welre still working up to the election. So, what he’s trying to
do is get the issue moved ocut of the Committee, and say, that’s
that. What he doesn’t say here, and I wish he had said-—-—at
least, it doesn’t appear that he said here, and I donm?t remember
that he did--is that we fired everybody. Well, he said, "The
culprits have left." Everybody that was involved has beer moved
cot. The problem is, what he didn’t say is, "Pursue diligently
withinm the Cowmittee, arnd find cut how high up it does goo" 1
gdidn®t say that either.

Both he and I, I think, had a lingering fear that it may go
higher tharn we kriew it did, and we didn’t wanrt to know that.
It's the "vneed rnot to know theory” that Ollie [Oliverd North was
working ooy too, to some extent. I don?t kriow. I still don't
kriow, what 1 didm?t kriow at that point. Because, I don’t krnow if
it goes higher up. Magruder soovt of gave an answer to an extent,
at the Hofstra thinmg [1887 confererce on the Nixon Fresidencyl.
But, Magruder’s testimony was different, and Magruder?’s testimony

chawnged. We were listening to testimony, at this point youn
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didn’t know what.... Well, there wasn't testimony, yet, I guess.
But, we were getting the reports from the investigation——what
people said-—-and you didn’t kriow what to believe. Orne guy would
tell you, "That?’s not trues" the mnext guy would tell you, "Yes,
he did." Either you have to decide which one’s right, or you
have to decide not o decide. And we decided wnot to decide.
Which, in retrospect, was the wrong decision.

Yes, [ could feel as I was reading through your notes, that, one
by one, as more and more pecple became enmeshed in this, that
they gust started to flee. There had beew guite a loayal club of
pecsple worrking together toward commor goals, and they began to
break loose, one after arcther. The grasp on reality started to
give way to peaple trying to make up stories so they could get
ot of it.

Yep.

It became very complicated. Just thesa...

Yeah. It really did. Then you had, who do you believe? Between
them. Because you had conflicting stories. You had the same guy
giving conflicting stories, in the case of Magruder, and I think,
gsome of the others. So, which Magruder story do you believe?
Welly, gust a closing thought, if I could.

Yeabh.

Just based on the way you started cur session on Watergate here.
It was the idea of containment, which is one I hadn’t thought ofF
before. As a reason Tor a lot of the early steps that you took,
Just after the break—-in ococwrred. The thought is, that you had

decided on a strategy——a lagical, reasonable, arnd even moral
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strategy, before you had discovered the facts. Ard you never did
discover the facts, Just as youw’ re saying. But the facts had to
be of a certain kind, to allow you to pursue this strategy that
you pursued. If they were wot of that kind, then the cowmbainment
was invalid.

Why?

Because.. ..

Give me an example. In what way would containment have been
invalid?

It was possible, at that time—-1I have tne impression you decided
o bhe containment, really, as an inmmediate response to thes ...

I don?t thinmk it evern was a conscious decisior.

Um hmme.

I think it was just we moved on the basis of conmtainment.

Right, right.

frnaly=zing it afterwards, I've put the containment label on it as
a description of what we were doing.

But more people might have been involved than you kvew, at that
time.

But the conmtaivment thing still applied. You still contain it to
whoever was involved. I krews ...

Right. But you assumed it wasn’t in the White House.

I hoped it wasn?’t in the White House. I assumed it wasn’t
urtileses Yo re right. I assumed it wasn’t, until proven
octherwise.

But I think there is somethirng in the containment idea which

presumes that it goes up to Liddy, it goes up to Hunmt, maybe it
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goes up iy the Commitbee. But there’s anm assumption in there,
that, I think, is behind some of the actionms that you took, that
it doesn’t spill over into the White House.

There is that assumption, and that assumption was questioned
frequently, both by the President, and by me. Asking Dear, "“Does
anything lead to the White House? Is there anybaody at the White
House involved?" I was told by Johw [Ehrlichmanl, whoo was told
by Deawn, and it worked both ways, that there wasn’t.

Ther, later, there were thirngs that appeared to tie some
things——or tried to tie it—-—-but that?s in the Magruder
desperation pericd, and I wrote & lot of that of F to Mapruder’s
desperation and conmfusicown, because they were conmflicting. The
things about, that the bugging resulits had beenw sernt to me. I
krew they hadn’t, intertionally, at least, o o my knowledpge,
comsciously, been sent to me. I didn?’t kriow if papers had been
in my office, or somethinrng. I didn?t know if Strachan had gotten
the papers, or rnot. 8Strachan, I think, dernies that he got the
papers. I can’t remember, whether he.... I thirnk, wno, I think
he admits...

I can®t remember.

«s e that he got something from it, but didn’t kriow what it was.
But dewnies that he ever gave it to me. Then Magruder backs off
and says, "Well, I assumed--1I know everything Strachanm got went
to Haldemarn."” Well, that’s a stupid assumption. Obviocusly,
everything Strachan got didn’t go to Haldeman, in all kinds of
aregas. That's what you had staff people for. Buty, looking at it

from hindsight, dealing with your point that the corntaivnment




thing could get to be a problem. The assumption was that it dia
ot goe to the White House. All the krowledge that I had was that
it did vot go to the White House. Certainly in those early
stanes.

Later, there were some intimations that maybe it went to the
White House in some ways. There were some possible livks to the
White House, because of Hunt?’s limk to Colson, which raised some
questicr. But there was rever any allegatiorn thraough that, by
anybody, or any indication or evidernce, that Colson had had
armything to do with Hunmt?’s actiorns after he went over o the
Committee, and was working under Magruder's directicon, or Liddy’s
directiorn, o whatever it was.

So, you're right that had there been a valid.... Had
somebody at the White House——had Bud Krogh, or Chuck Colsorm, or
anybody elgse~—or the Fresident, for that matter, stepped forth
and said, "Now wait, this does come to the White House. I told
them to bug the Nationmal.e..." If the Fresident had said, "I told
them to bug the Natiornal Committes, then I would have had a
whale different problem. How I would have dealt with it, I canm’t
tell you, row. It?s so hypothetical, and so much has happened
between now and then, there’s ro way I could put myself back in
that point in time, and tell you how I would have dealt with that
gsituwation. But, that would have put a whole differenmt light on
it. Or, if Chuck Colscrn had come inm to me and said, "Bob, we?ve
got a real problem, because I sent them over to the Committes,
and told them to bug the phone. Thern, we couwldn’t legitimately

keep it out of the White House. Then, the decision would have
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had to be made, how do we handle this. I still think it would
nave fit within the rubric of contairnment. I think my view wouwld
have beev, "Chuck, that’s too bad. If it comes here, therels
nothing we can do to stop it. If it comes to yow, there's
viocthing we can do to stop it. If in fact that’s wnat happens.”
Of course; it never got to the point where you knew that someone
in the White House was invaolved.

Never did.

Soy, I'm gust trying to see this as a logical thing, and what
happewvied to it. I thirk that you made this decision very early,
toe Fullow this tactic, and it was maintained until everything
came to pieces, Before you got all the facts, and before all the
possibilities were explored, so when it reached a pass——as it
firally did iw the begimmming of March and April, and then

cont inuing on through the Ervin [Committeel hearings and so on.
Where things had reached this point where everybody was going to
be examining what you did, inmcluding a great many peacple whno were
ot friends of yours, and wnot friends of the administration’s.
There was gust enough lirk between the White House and what had
happened, that they could read the logical constructior. ..

Right.

-ed8 being a cover—up from beginmning to end. Arnd thetiesas
Right. Flus, that?’s what they wanted tx believe. Youw? ve gob to
Figure. ..

Yeah.

aasymt start with the hypothesis and use everything to prove it.

You start with that supposition. But thew, there was Just ernough
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of a praoblem between adopting the strategy at the begivming, and
Finding out the Facts later, that they could do this.

Yeah.

Ther, they start looking at what information they cowld find, and
frarvikly, reading this. Without the understanding that I think I
have pgained over the last few days, about how the White House
thinks, as a whole. Particularly out of the sessions yesterday
o public relations. And then misread everything.

Right. Ard it’s very easy to do. As we saw yesterday i leowking
at some of the public relations stuff, it’s easy to read that.

It had mothing to do with Watergate or legalities or anything
else. I think it’s cormsistent all the way through there, that
there are those things. That?’s what I tried to say at the Sernate
Committee, and in the trial and in the Grand Jury, but you can’t
go throwugh the depth that we’ve gorne through in these couple
days, and that only skims the surface.

Yeah.

Other pecocple can't put themselves into this same positicon and
imagine, o recreate in their own minds, what really was
happening at that time, and what pecople were thinking. It?s hard
for me to go back, and do it wnow, even though I lived through it
Because so much as happened sirnce. Everything that happerns after
an event,; colors your view of that evernt,; in retrospect.

I suspect that very few pecple have had lives of such a kind that
it's easy, o evern possible, for them to enter into the frames of
mind that you were in when you were making key decisions

regarding Waterpgate, and even many of the obther decisions in the
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White House.

I think that’s right. The biggest problem pecple had was
accepting that this was an insignificant thing. Ever today,
fifteen years after it'’s all past, it's hard to believe that what
became s morumental as Waterpgate, could have been & incidental
as I claim it was, at the tiwme it was happening.

Um hmme

I recogmize that. At the time, during the irnvestigations and
everything, I recogrnized that we were up against an impossible
cbhstacle. There was rno way, when this was the total Focus——eight
calumn barmer headlines every night in every paper in the world,
practically——there’s rio way you can say to anybody, with any
degree of credibility at all, "This Just wasm’t important.”
Because it had become so important that you couldn’t imagine that
it ever had not beer.

Well, this is your autobiography, and I’m pleased to put this on
the record, and gust put it there for researchers to see in

Cthel future.

Well, we put it in, and let them see what they come up with. I
have the feeling that, like this book that Ive alluded to a
couple of tineS.... There are, still, a lot of uranswered
guestions, im my mind. I have the feeling that some of those
answers, some pecple will evolve, over time. I would hope that,
aver time, other people that krnow more than I do about some of
these things, will decide to either leave to us when they go, or
tell us while they’re still here, what they Hrnow. PRecause

there’'s a lot that I don’t krnow that I would suwre-—in & way, I'd
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be interested in krowing. I'm rict a Waterpgate buff anymore. I
really don’t have any preat, overriding interest. If somebody
untangled the whole thing, I would find it very fascinating.

Yes, and the importance is, of course, that the more information
that’s krnown—-1I should say, wnew information——reshapes all the old
information.

Absclutely. Then you go back and re—look at everything in a
totally different lipht. And I have the comvictionm that sowme rew
things that would come out would change the light in which we
look at a lot of this.,. And would answer some of the things that
youu just sit here now, that are uanswerable. You jgust cantt—--
you dorm?t kriow.

Thank yow, bdr. Haldeman.

OK.
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