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Oral history int;rview with H. R. Haldeman
conducted by Raymaoind H. Geselbracht
in Mr. Haldeman's home in Santa Barbara, California
o April 12, 1988

Mr. Haldeman, yesterday we were talking about the firet White
House staff during this shakedoawrn pervicd. I rioticed many entries
Cin Haldeman’s jourmnall during this time about putting [Johw D.3
Ehrlichman in place as the domestic policy person. One of the
things that surprised me about this was that it was sloaw in
developing, and I would judge from reading your jourrnal that the
idea of usirng Ehrlichman was first sugpested in a staff meeting.
Thern you had to sell the idea to the President and maype ever
Just as importarnt at least sell the idea to Ehrlichman. I take
it he thought about it forr quite a long while. Could you
describe that?
I think your overall description is basically accurate. The need
came up very quickly, very early on, and how to deal with it.
The need for somebody in general contraol of cperations and
procedures, and so forth, on the domestic side, as [Hemyl
Kissinger was on the foreign policy side, became almost
immediately evident, even though we had not theoretically set up
the structure with that thought in mind. The questicon of who it
should be automatically rises quickly when that kind of problem
arises.

The only logical person, in lacking back on it, and I'm sure
it was the case at the time, was Ehrlichman, in the sernse of his

being knowledgeable and interested in domestic policy areas,

first of all. Secondly, having the Fresident’s total confidence



as a senicr key staff person. Thirdly, having the rnon-—
involvemeé%: not being an advoecate of any particular domestic
program. He was able to come into that kind of position right.
So I think right at the cutset it was obvious he was the best
choice. Plus the fact that his role as Counsel to the President
had been created, really, artificially, to give him a jgob as the
senior staff person, really as an Assistant tao the President but
with the title of Counsel, as I mentiorned yesterday, to preserve
his lawyer?’s status in his awn mind, in the public image, and so
fForth. It"s not at all swprising, I don't think, that the fococus
turned to Ehrlichman.

The question then became one of how to structure it, whether
ta set up an apparatus separately or to simply designate him in
that area and let him furnction using the existing apparatus and
try to coordinate the existing people. The thinking on that
evalved aover this shakedown cruise period, as the staff was being
farmed. Various problems arose at various times. You have the
CArthurl Burns and [Daniel F.J1 Moynihan conflict, which was an
intended one. You had [Dovialdl Rumsfeld comirng in with some
interest and expertise in [thel domestic policy area. You had
obviocusly all of the domestic policy Cabinet pecple, and that we
covered yesterday. The Fresident had already designated
Ehrlichman as the person to handle all of those people; the
Cabinet pecople, as ore of his assigrments. 8So, it really just
kind of developed from there.

Then, you had the gquestion of how to structuwre it, and the

questiorn of whether Ehrlichman wanted ta take on that
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Pesponsibi%ity. He was somewhat reluctant to do it. John was
pretty careful about getting tagged with an assigrment that he
wasn’t sure how to execute and wasn’t sure he had the backup
facilities to execute properly. We got into the questiorn of
setting up a separate secretariat like the NSC [Naticrmal Security
Councill secretariat. We already had the White House staff
secretariat who covered, theoretically, everything acrass the
board. The NSC had it's own secretariat doing basically the same
Kind of things with the foreign policy thing. Thew, we ended up
putting a domestic policy secretariat together alsc, and that
invalved a number of persormel chawnges, the key one being Ken
Cole. [Hel was a fellow I had brought in (arcther former J.
Walter Thompsor guys we put a bunch of them in there), who was
extremely able and who was working as.... I think he was the
original 8taff Secretary, amd I think that Ehrlichman co—cpted
bhim, saying how if he was going to take on the domestic thing
that Cole had to come with him and do it, which I was very
reluctant to bhave happer, but we evolved a replacement in the
Staff Secretary position, and Cole, as I recall, did move over to
the Domestic Courcil [andl worked with Johv on that. 8o, like
all of these things, it was a day—-by-day evolution.

If you go through my Journal notes during that first-year
pericd, there are apparently conflicting things at times. We're
worried about dissension at ome point; we?re worried about one
kind of argument on another; we're questiconing whether Ehrlichman
should take these thirngs onj what?!s Rumsfeld’'s assigrment

supposed to be, within that; how do we keep Moynihanm on a
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productive track. It was a thing that I eased into because I
didn't have a clear view in my own mind, structurally and on a
pecple basis, as tc how it should end up. So, I was trying....
I didn't want to just jJump ivto doing something; I warnted to let
it evolve and be sure we were shaking all of the pieces into the
right slots. I think over time we did.

Thewn there was a question of how to structure my staff to
back up and shift my role around, which was alsc evolving, kind
of at the same time. The President was saying I didn’t have
enocugh time to leoock over FR [public relationsl thirngs, ride herd
o political, ride herd on persomel, and handle all the other
Just day to day chores vis—a-vis his needs. 8o, we worked our
way through. I see from my Jgournal that we got down to about
July whern Ehrlichman had decided he would take the role over, and
my feeling that that was the right thing to do. Then we got the
President convinced that it was, and then had to continually keep
Ehrlichman conmvinced that it was. That lasted through July and
August. 1 think somewhere along the lire, the August/September
period, we put a lot of these charnges into effect.

The first entry that I see where you're talking about the need
for a daomestic czar, as it's called here, and then Ehrlichman
indicated as being the person, is March 5,...

Right.

«ee«1969. Then the President accepts the idea July 18, so it was
quite a while in developing.

Yeah, yeah.

There're same notes on here about Ehrlichman igrering the staff
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system completely ard "geoing his mervry way", 1 remember ove
entry. Let's see if I can find that ore.

April 11th. "Ehrlichman overlapping confusion problem persists
as John goes on his merry way, ignorving the staff system
completely. But it'11 all work out as he sees his rneed for the
system. "

Was he inclined...?

It was Johrn working his way into what he was doing. PRart of the
prablem, at that point, was that his roale and perogatives awnd
responsibilities weren’t clear. He was feeling his way into what
those were in the process of doing all this. The others had a
more clear definition of what their specific fields of
responsibility were, and John didn’t at that point.

When you say he went outside the staff system, was he just
inclined toe.e? Not to walk into the Oval Office, that wasrn’t
what he was doing, was it?

I don?’t.... Well, it may have beern, and there was no prablem
with that. You say "walking in the Oval OFffice."” Nobady just
walked in the Oval Office, or rarely did anybody. The President
would call peaple in, or people would go in with other pecple in
congunction with meetings, or we'd set up reasons for them to

qo in. It was more within the staff itself. John trying, not
sure what his role was within the staff. A number of the Jurnior
staff people or middle-level staff pecople that we had brought in
were, in effect, John's troops. They were guys that had worked
for John in the campaign. All of them were trying to....

We set up purposely at the begirming rot a lot of clearly
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defired regspomsibilities. We set up people in general areas of
respongibility. 1 had the fouwr guys they called the "Cub Scouts”
or samething-——-vo, the "Beaver Patrol," they called them. LTheyl
were four guys that didvn't have any assigrnment at all. They were
staff assistants and were there as super—gofers in effect. I
mean guys that were on tap to do whatever rneeded to be dorne at
any givers moment. They were Steve Bull and Larry Higby arnd John
Brown and 1 puess maybe Eruce HKehrli. I'm not sure who the
fourth one was. I remember there were four of them. Ultimately
I moved Higby in with mej Brown moved into the Staff Secretary
role. So they both.... 0Oh, it was Jay Wilkinson, Bud

[Charlesl Wilkinson’s son who was the Ffourth one.

Does the mname indicate they!re busy beavers that were jJust kind
ofaaa?

Yeah.

What were they like, white blocod corpuscles going arcund and
attackinge...?

Na, not really. They were sort of shock troops that were....
They all four shared an office upstairs in the West Wing, and
they were task men. When something needed to be done, you'd call
up there and whoever was available you'd send out to do it.
Basically what it was, it was stockpiling a little poal of
traired administrative talent that we could use as needs came up.
We could put them into assigrnments. The concept was that they
would ultimately be assigrned, but they’d start out orn this
general bagis. Actually at the top level we did the same thing:

the concept was that we were the assistants to the Fresident with
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no specific partfolico—-—although some obvious areas of expertise
betweernr [Brycel Harlow and Moynihan and some of the rest. You
fall into your logical niches or the reeded wniches, and that’'s
what happened.

The fourth of the magjor White House aides in this early pericd
was Bryce Harlow. He was the head of the Congressional Relaticnms
Office, if that?’s the right title. A related aide was Herbert
Klein, in charge of White House communications. These men both
presented a difficulty in this early pericd for the White House.
Can you describe that?

Well, in totally different ways. I wouldn't put them in a
package, because their pogsitions and status and everything else
was totally different. Harlow had long experience in Washington.
He served in the [Dwightl Eiserhower administration. He'd served
in political campaigns with Eisenhower and with Nixori. He went
way back with both of them. He had been the Washington
representative for Proctor and Gamble in the years whern he wasn't
in the goverrment or in & campaign. Krew his way arocund the
Hill. He was a super Congressional lobbyist, and a very astute
political and govermmental cbserver. A guy that had strong
respect of the President—-—who had worked with him over the
Eisenhower years and intervening years. 8o Bryce was an obvicus
one to bring in. He was the knowledpeable Washingtonian amongst
the rew White House staff. The rest of us.... Well, Artbhur
Burns had some knowledpe, but at a more theoretical level. EBEryce
kriew the game at all levels. We locked at him as sort of owr

mentor ir.... Whenever you couldn’t figure out how something



gets done in Washingtorn o just wanted to review strategy or
something, Bryce would be the guy you'd turn to. 8o he was sort
of a senior mentor to the Junior group of us who were all new in
Washirngton.

I wert inta, in the first round that we did on this oral
history, the question of whether White House staff peocple needed
to be krnowledpeable political, goverrmental and/or Washington
peaple. I gaid I think they do whern the President isn’t, and
they don?t rneed to be recessarily so much when the President is
krnowledpgeable himself. In cther words, [Ronaldl Reagan not being
knowledgeable should have had had a more knowledpgeable
Washingtonian staff. Nixon being totally Washington
knowledpgeable didn't rneed that, because he krnew himself a lot of
those things. But we did reed a lot of help in that regard.
Bill [Willicaml Hopkins provided it at the functional level
withivn the White House and Harlow in the levels cutside the White
House within the Washington culture.

Bryce was not a problem in any general sernse. He was an
extremely cooperative, extremely helpful guy. He was quite
properly very willing to express his disagreements with things
that were being dorie or the way things were being done when he
felt that they could have been better. And always in a positive
way, with a thing to come up with. The praoblem with Harlow was
that he was acutely aver—-sernsitive, in the President’s view (and
1 ghared it) ta the whims and needs,sc—called, of Congress. He
was very definitely a representative of Congress to the White

House, and properly so. Because we needed that. We were by the



same taken, acutely insensitive to the whims and reeds of
Congress, and, given the fact that we were totally deperndent on
Congress for a lot of things, that sensitivity was impor-tant.

The prablem was that Bryce-—and it shouldn’t be over-
emphasized, but what has been referred to in my notes on specific
days as "a problem with Bryce Harlow" was a proablem where Bryce
over—-dramatized crises. Some Congressman was a little amnoyed
about something, and Bryce would say, "Wel're in real trouble on
the Hill,, and we've got to be doing something about this.” It
was a crying-wolf sort of thing, to a degree, that armoyed the
President, and consequently he didn't want Bryce coming in, Candl
getting into that all of the time. Alsn, it took Bryce a while
to shake into our staff system. He had beer used to the
Eiserhower staff system which had some similarities to ours, (o
cursg had some similarities to it) but there were very substantial
differences. Of course, Nixon was very different as a Fresident
than Eisenhower was, and I was very different as a senicr staff
person than Sherman Adams was. Bryce felt a lot of times that I
should be taking a stronger substantive position as Shermarn RAdams
had done, because he was drawing on his Shermarn Adams experience.
Those were all things that were just shakedowrn things. They were
rot problems inm the way that Kissinger?s tantrums later became
problems at times, or the Kissinger—[LWilliaml Rogers relationship
was a prablem. They were just things that had to be worked out
as we went along.

Now, Klein was a totally differernt situation. Klein had....

CInterruptiond



We were talking about Herb Klein. Herb went way back in
relationship with Nixon. He was a newspaperman from California
who had worked in Nixon campaigwns going way back ta the early
days. I don't kricow if he started in the Conpressional campaign
—or the Senatorial campaign. But he had been around the Nixown
political camp for a long time, had been Nixon's press secretary
or chief press officer in most of the campaigns. In the
intervening pericds, [hel had gone back to work at the Ban_Diego
Uniori, ultimately becoming editor of that paper. There is a
gimilarity between Klein and Harlow, come fo think of it, which
ig that, as Harlow was a very strong advocate for and mentor in
the areas of Congressional relations, Herb was in the areas of
press relations.  He was very much a representor of the media's
interests, toc much s8o to suilt Nixon's temperament and approach
to the Presidency.

The Klein prablem at the cutset was how properly to use
Herb, " because Nixon had decided long ago that Herb would not be
the Presidential Press Beéretary, which is what Herb haq expected
he would be. He had worked with Nixom who was Vice President -
when James Hagerty was working with Eisenhower as President, and
Herb, I'm sure, envisioned himself moving into very much a Jim
Hagerty rcle in the Nixon Fresidency. That was not to be, and it
was a little difficult because it was a very close personal
relationship and a lot of long—~time dedicatior there to having to
work that ocut. Nixon did not want a Press Secretary who was
going to speak as the President, rather than just saying what the

President told him to say. Also, he didn't want one who was as
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dedicated, as he perceived Herb to be, to the reeds and desires
of the press. As sympathetic to the press, as much of an
advacate for the press. Consequently he lit on Ron [Rowmaldl
Ziegler as press secretary. Ron being one of my troaps from J.
Walter Thompscon Company. LtHel had worked iv the Lalifornia
campaign in 68 (as did Dwight Chapin) arnd then came on as a
campaign worker in the Hresidential campaign and then was made
Hregs Secretary at the White House.

Actually, 1 dorn't think at the ocutset we were even going to
call him Hress Secretary. it was going to be Briefaing Officer,
o something like that. Nixonm?’ s view of the Press Secretary was
braefaing orricer. He was to provide the data that the press
readed o & daily basisj to handle the mechanics of the press
intormation otfice. He was not to express his opinions or
analysis or predictions or anything else. It was simply to say
what the HFresident told ham to say. L think there’s a very good
argument, i1ncidentally, to be made tor that beirng a proper role
ot a Fress Secretary. Hecause, Lalthoughd a Lot of the press
gor’t agree with this, | think 1t they think about 1t, they might
agree that they're better served 1T they're gettaing nothing but a
parrot repeating what the Hresigent says. lhe HFresident can’t Qo
out ano briert the press every day, on a regular basls. He can
take time, and N1s Hress Secretary can take time, duraing the day
to stay totalty current with whnat's going on, and thern report
that to the press. | think that's a good service to the press as
contrasted to a sort of 1n—-house commentator who takes upon

hamselr i1nterpretation and eilucildation and amplirication, ratner
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than simply reportage.

inat was the way Ron’s role was envisioned and was basically
executed., Ron was very good at that. Ron came under criticism
as a being person of Mot great political depth and acumen. He
giarn't neea to be. wWhat he needed to DE WASE a person of great
accuracy in reporting wnhnat ne was told to report. Which he daid.

Herb, on the other harnay, wouwld not have been comtortasle 1n
that role. Hert was not as dynamic, no® rearly as upbeat and
entnusi1astic arnd all that. He's a very low—-key, very sart-—
spoKken, very nice guy. And he’s a shmoozer. He likes to keep
pecpie hnappy: #at *em on the back and help *em along. HS a
Hariow does with thne Congress. So, the two were quite comparable
in that sense.

there was a prablem 1rvn deciding what Herb Kieirn's role would
be 1 the new administratiorn. We evolved the concept (L dorn't
Kriow whose 1dea 1t was) of a post called LDirector or
Lommunications, whose Job wouid be ta oversee the communications
apparatus tor all segments, and coordinate ftor all segments of
the executive branch: Ihe Departments and agencies, and the
press ottricers of all those. T coordinate, toc keep them
properiy imter—-posted on what’s going ony, sSo that you didan’t have
one agency saying oﬁe thang and ancther agency saying something
ailrrerent. 53 that everybody Kwnew what the current desires were,
ang That sort of thing. INat was what was perceived as Herb’'s
rale. He wanted to make 1t a more senior thimg, which was the
interpreter of things, and the Hresident saw nim as having some

rEsSPpOrSIDILItY 1N that Line as long as he wasmn’t aoing 1t as
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sSpoKkesman Tor the Fresiaent but rather was a racilitator Tor the
inrormation oTfTices ot all The executive branch segments.

the speciTic point that propably raised this whole thing was
a Journal entry { had saying, "“ifhe Hresident Teels Kiein and
Harlow are the main weak polnts admirnistratively.* 1t's
important to say “administratively” there, because neither Klein
nor Harlow was an aamwnistrator. Both ot them were personal
operators. Herb Kiein was very good at moving around withan the
press corps and talking to pecple, passing the line, giving them
packground data, all that stutrtr. He was not good at setting up a
structure to get that dore throughout the executive branch, which
18 what his new post required him to do. So that was the weak
poant thing there.

Harlow had the same responsibility, because he was supposed
to oversee Longressional relations activities, Congressional
{i1ai180n activities, within all the Departments and agencies of
the executive branch, as well as the White House. And to be sure
they were all coordinated. So that we were, as with the press,
maintaining a united front, that we also would maintain a united
front with Congress. And, apgain, Harlow was not an
administrator. Harlow was an individual operative, ard he was
weak administratively. That's what the Fresidert is talking
about here, and saying, "We can't tolerate inadequate
performance. Both of them have real plusses, but they pget bogged
down in trivia." Which both of them did. They'd sit for an
hour, Bryce would sit for an hour, going through some trivial

thing with a Congressman, Herb with a journalist. Where they
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should be moving around, getting things dore, and having other
pecple do that time sperding. They reeded a cadre of people
within the Departments and at the White House to carmry their
things aut.

Sa that was the thing we had to deal with that the President
was raising in April. I agree with his perception: that was a
problem and did rneed to be dealt with, and we dealt with it by
trying to bring back-up people into them. Carn’t claim a lot of
credit for deing it but we, for instance, brought Jeb Magruder in
under Kleirn’s cperation as a much more activist and
administrative type guy with a good PR and press relations sense.
He was good in those areas, inm a lot of ways. In Harlow’s case
we brought iwm Bill [Williaml Timmons, a very skillful
Congressional relations person, who's been enormously successful
sgince. And Lamar Alexander, who later became Goverror of
Ternmessee and is vniow mentioned as a Vice Presidential and even a
Presidential candidate, which is sort of fascinating. He was an
administrative aide tao Bryce Harlow in the Congressional
Relations Office in the White House. We tried to structure good
people in under these people and staff them up so that they would
be able to do these administrative things, as well as take the
substantive leadership roles that they were supposed to take in
théir areas. It worked reasonably well.

There was always & conflict between Klein and Ziegler,
because Ziegler had beer an aide to Kleiwm in the campaign. Klein
was nominally the Presse Secretary in the campaign. It was a

tough pill for Herb to swallow, to be.... We tried to create
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Director of Communications as a superior post, but the world sees
the Presidential Fress SBecretary as a pretty senior person. A8 a
part of the palicy-making apparatus ivn the White House, as
Hagerty was, and as RPierre Salinger was, and a lot of other Fress
Secretaries: Georpge Christian, some of the others, where Ziegler
waé not. Ziegler sat in [onl policy—-making things so he would
understand, but he was rnot a part of the input on those things.
Now, that of course is a significant change from what had
happeried in the prior three administrations, presumably. You
mentioned Lyndorn Johnson's press secretary, I think,...

Georpe Christian, yeah.

es.and Eisenhower?s. 8o Nixon had decided upon really a
gignificant change in that office.

That’s correct.

Do you kriow what was behind it?

The experierce with Hagerty. He did not wart someore who....
Hagerty, Nixon felt (I guess rightly so3 I wasn't there, so I
don’t krnow), but Hagerty, Nixon felt, presumed to speak for the
President beyond the specifics of what the Fresident had told him
to say. I think he was supposed toj I think the President
expected him to. I was interested in reading in the rewspaper
this morwing, here we are in April of 1988, Larry Speakes——-the
Reagan White House spokesman, who has now left the White House——
his book is gust out. In his boaky, he informs the wowld, to the
great astonishment of the press, that a number of the memorable
quotes that he gave the press from Fresidernt Reagan were things

that President Reapgan had rever said at all but that Speakes had
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had someorne write up and thern came cut and said. "The President
said, whewn he was meeting with [Mikhaill Gorbachev that '"We seek
peace positively'”, and these nice phrases were noct Reapgan
phrases at all. And Speakes is defernding his doing of that, in
that he says he krniew bhow Reagan thought well encugh that he krew
that what he was saying was what Reagan thought, ever though
Reagan hadn't said it. But he presented it to the press as being
Reagan quotes. Apparently, Chris [Christoperl Wallace, the
network guy on NBC, was takewn in by these and expressed himself
as being so, because he had assumed that, when a press secretary
says a President said this, it was something that literally the
President had said. In fact, it turns out some of these thirgs
weren’t.

Ziegler’s thing was rot to do that. I think Hagerty did
what Speakes did. I think he put into words what he knew the
President thought, where Ziegler used the words the President
gave him. There was a significant difference there. Nixon was
less willing to release conitrol o authority to someore else to
speak for him than some of the other Presidents I?ve met.

There's one here; you've already spoken to this. August 4, 1969,
Just contrasting Moyrniban and Klein. "Moyniban gererally
enthusiastic.... PFat is great because he provides the upbeat
shot iv the arm that the rest of the staff lacks.” Thern you talk
about Klein (he came in at this point, I guess), "And is the
exact opposite of Moaynihan. No guice at all.”

Um hmm. And that’s right. Moynihan was vibranmt and bucyant, and

that?’s what the Presidert wanted. He wanted this enthusiasm
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expressed and reflected, and I think that's very good strategy.
Herb was always very low key and calm and rnever got excited about
anything, and that bothered the President, too.
There are a couple of other, less well—kriown staff I'd like to
ask about that what there place was. Orne of the most mysteriocus
of the staff to be is Clark Mollenhaoff. What did he do?
[Laughter] He was mystericus to me, toa. That was a strarnge
one. That was a whim of the President's. I don?'t krow how
Mallenhoff talked him into it. Mollenhoff was a jJournalist from
the mid....
Des Moirnes I think.
Des_Moines Register, I guess. Highly respected as sort of a, I
think more than just a reporter. I think he was a columist or
analyst to some degree, a commentator. He had known the
Fresident over the years, and there was some rapport there. Im
not sure how it came about, but my recollection gererally is that
either somebody (and I suspect it was Clark himself) persuaded
the President that he needed an cmbudsman. That people didn’t
feel that they could get their views inm and cbvicusly the
Fresident couldn't receive everybody's views, but that somebody
trairved and skilled and dedicated, as Mollerhoff claimed he was,
would be an ideal person for that. 8So the President bought the
concept.

Actually, Bud Wilkivngsors had beern given something of that
assigrment in the early days in the White House, but at a

different level, really. He was more with the busirness and civic

leadership world cutside the goverrmenty Mollerhaff’s was more
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with the journalistic world, I think, to some degree and [withl
the asscciations and interest groups and that kind of thing. I
never did exactly figure cut what Mollervhoff was up to. He was
arn investigative reporter, also, in a sense. I think orne of the
things he viewed himself as was wwooting evil within the bowels
of gaverrnment, and that sort of stuff, sc.... He was sort of a
loose canron special operative for a while. I don't remember
when he came o when he left, exactly. He was sort of just over
there at the side and at the President’'s directive. He was put
o because the Fresident wanted him put on.

We rar into a number of people of that kind., We've sort of
beern reciting some of them. Fecople that had ties to Nixon that
NMixor felt should be useful. He had an old friend Rogewr
[Johrnisonl——can’t remember his last rname-—Ffrom ocut here in
California that he had us put on as a person Jgust to talk to
pecple who wanted to come and talk to pecple. 8Bort of the
cmbudsman thing again. Because the President was sensitive to
the isclation question, and pecple feeling that there was nobody
they could get through to at the White House. So we were trying
to provide some people to whom you could get through. I wasn't
about to take on that role myself, nor were Ehrlichman and Harlow
and Kissinger and pecple like that, so we set up these other
pecple to do it.

It didn't work very well because the problem was, once those
people got all this input from cutside, there was rno place for
them to put it inside. That became cbvicus to the peaple

cutside, that they were talking to an empty well: they were
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filling [it] up, but the water wasn’'t going anywhere. It was, I
think, a well-mearning but pretty much futile exercise.

It sounds like in corncept the Mollerhoff assipnmernt and even,
from the way you describe it, the Wilkinson assigrment, were
related to what everntually became [Charles] Colson's assignment.
True; but Colson in a much different way. Colson, to the extent
that there were positives to Colson——and there were, a lot. It
was a doable assigrment: Colson had the President's ear, and
Colson was set up riot.... The others were set up as sponges to
abgorb without passing on. Nobody really wanted it passed or.
The stuff that they were getting wnobody warnted. Colsow they did,
because Colsorn——it was more ouwr initiative. We were going out
and trying to find out what interest groups wanted. We wanted
them to have a vaice. We wanted to be responsive to them. The
cther was tao listen to pecople that wanted, and felt they were
entitled, to be heard, but [theyl didn't really have anything
valuable to put in, from the internal perspective.

One was a hand-holding thing; the other was an initiative on
ocur part to encourage participation, and alsa then to turn around
and follow—up: to get the input from these people, to try to get
action on behalf of that input, and then be sure we got credit
with those pecple for having dorne it, politically and in terms of
support. Orne was a passive program of absorbing; the other was
an active program of extending.

Jugt before I leave Mallenhoff, the entries here that 1 found
sounded very.... Here's one: "Just listerned to Clark's tales of

horror re his irnvestigations." Then there's something else about
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his locking at tax returns, I think. HWhat was he doing? Just,
as you mentioned, trying to be an investipative reporter in the
govervnment ?

I think sc. I think that was one of his assigrments. Maybe I'm
Wrowige I think maybe his ambudsman thirng was not just to hear
pecple but to hear people who had specific complaints about
things that were being done wrong, and then to probe.... I think
he felt he had the license within. It was scrt of an
investigative reporter’s dream: with the authority of the
President [tol lock into these alleged wrongdoings and pet
something done about them. Expose them internally, and get them
corrected. Whether they were abuses of power or mistreatment of
pecple externally, or whatever it might be. I think that's
right. He was supposed to follow up on those things, but again
it was a rnegative thing rather thar....

Colson’'s was positive, Colson’s was: what needs to be
done, and let's get it dove. Mollenhoff's was: what's being
done wrong that we need to correct. 1 think that he saw it in
terms of.... Well, he had access to income tax returns and stuff
like that. He could track stuff down. He assumed some things.
I remember more vicw. The problem, I think, that I had with
Mollerhoff was that he assumed--very rapidly——as much authority
as he could possibly bring upon himself and then exercise within
the goverrment. I think, from his external efforts as an
investigative reporter on the cutside, he realized that there

ware lots of charmels that, if you could only pet to [theml,

you'd find out lots of thirgs. Here, lo and behold, he had
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gotten the "open sesame” passkey to all these charmmels. He was
rurming rapidly through all possible charmels. He was upsetting
a lot of people in the process, because Clark is a guy with an
agogressive, and, to a degree, abrasive, personality, and
congequently created.... He trampled pecple as he went alonn,
and we'd get repercussicons from that. Unforturnately, I can’t
remember any specifics, and I don't krnow if there's anything in
the jJournals...

No, vnot that I recall.

«»son specifics. Frobably vnot, because they pgenerally weren't
important ercugh matters to focus a lot of attention on. The
impootant thing was the damape, in effect, that he was daing in
his averly zealocus efforts to bring right and virtue into every
aspect of goverrment.

Did you and the Fresident try to stop him from doing this?

I krow I did. I dor?’t think the Presidernt did very much. It was
the President's idea to bring bim to do all this, or the
President?’s orders to do it; I think maybe it was Clark’s idea.
But I'm rnot suwe 1 had a lot of sympathy from the Fresident on my
concerns. I don®t that I took many of them to the President.
What about Bud Wilkinson? His career, from what 1 can gather,
seems a very sad one.

A very what?

A sad one.

Sad?

In the serse that it rnever got started.

Hig career in the White House.
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Right.

Well, it was because.... Here agairn——Bud Wilkinsocn [wasl] orne of
the great football coaches of all time, an absolutely marvelous
marn, wonderful guy. The President had an extremely high persaonal
regard for Bud Wilkinson, and a feeling that a guy with this
talent, ability, nicerness, and integrity and all those good
things—1I mearn, he was as totally Boy Scout and apple pie and
All-American as you could possibly hope anybody to be. Good-—-
lacking, charming, personable, everything. The President felt:
"A guy like that bas got to be an enormous asset. Let’s use it."
We could rnever figure out, between us and Bud, the way to use it.

Part of it was that he was too nice a guy. It was hard for
him to take the aggressive positions that the President was
insisting that everybody take on things. It was impossible for
Bim rnot to be sympathetic to anybody who had some concerwv or
problem, or complaint, or whatever. We tried different things,
different roles, for Bud and norne of them really worked ocut well.
In every case he seemed to be miscast. It was vno positive
problem; it was just the negative problem of not being able to
find the right way to utilize what really should have been a
great asset. We rever did find the right way. He was there for
awhile and then left.

He had rumn for Senate in Oklahoma--Senater or Governor or
something. He had run for some political office in Oklahoma and
had lost. [Hel had an interest in polities and government and an
interest in Nixon, and, of course, a great name throughcout the

country. Was an American hero—-type fellow, like Frank Bormarn was
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in a different way. We should have been able to find something.
We didn’t, and that's probably our fault. Because, loocking back
on it, we rieeded nice guys. We needed some pecple to soften the
hard image and the hard fact of the way we were doing busiress
because of the problems we had to deal with: the war, and all
the other thirngs that reeded to be handled.

One of the things the President was very strong on trying t
develop was the sense of valunteerism. There’'s an encormous
desire within this country on the part of millions of pecple to
valunteer their services to be helpful in something worthwhile.
Lots of Fresidents and First Ladies have concerned themselves in
varicus ways with volunteerism, trying ta tap that latent source
of energy and accomplishment and charmel it to the most
productive uses., A lot of volunteers waste their time in things
that are riot productive just because they can’t find something
that is. Bud was, at one point at least, seen as the potential
foar the figuwrehead for starting up and leading the concept of
developing volunteerism. He was also seern as liaison potential
with other pecple, and he was aAlsc SE€Yi....

Orne of the reeds that the Fresident had on a personal basis
——and I thirk this is true of lots of leaders, rut just
paolitical, busiress and civic and otherwise——was a need for a
persornal friend that was regarded by him as a peer, basically,
riot as a subordinate. And in whom he had total trust and
confidence, and to whom he could confide his fears and his
worries and his Joys and things that leaders don’t feel they can

confide or disclose to their subordinates because if you tell a
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subordinate you're very worried about something, then you?!re
channelling that worry down through the organization, which you
don?'t want to do. But gsometimes it's hard to carry all that load
yourself. I've seen that in working with busirness leaders and
educational leaders as well, in addition to the political. At
ane point Bud was seen ag the aofficial Presidential friend. That
didn’t work out either, because Bud was too low-key and soft,

sart of Herb Kleirn—like in a way. Just a real nice guy.
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And I think I've pretty well wrapped that up. That was the
role and the attempts at roles, and they were basically pretty
ansucecessful. And it was not Bud's fault, it was owrs.

Locking back, I have a feeling, Just from your description, that
something the administration could have profited from in its
relationship with the country as a whole was a shmooze unit.
{(You use that ward.) The pecple who were the best potential
shmoozers, none of them quite worked cut right. One by one they
drifted away or drifted away from the cernter of responsibility,
and you never had a shmooze unit like that.

That’s right, and it's too bad, because we recognized, at least
intellectually, the reed for a shmooze unit. Arnd emoctionally,
gut-wise, we knew we reeded that. But rone of us in the control
positions was a shmoozer himself. Well, Ehrlichman was, to a
degree. And Harlow certainly was, and Harlow certainly was in a
semi-control position, but in a sense one step removed. The real

problem was the President, while recognizing the reed for
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shmnoozing, wanted it to be done by someorne else. He didn't want
to have to get the irmput from it. The problem with the

shmoozing is you can’t shmooze it all by yourself. You've got to
do something with the corncerns that pecple have and the interests
that pecple have in crder for it to be meaningful, which is what
Colsorn did doy because we were taking the initiative, but‘Colsan
wasn?'t shmoozing. Colson was agressively trying to find outy
"What do you want? What can we do to help you?" That's
different tharn being available to hear what you're corcerned
about. It was a failinp. I dovi?t kriow how we could have or
should have remedied it, but I'm sure you?’re right that we should
have. We would have berefited had we figured out and carried out
that kirnd of thing in a good way. It would have very definitely
beern to cwr berefit and might have been ercrmously helpful when
things hit the fan [atl the end of the firat term, start of the
second.

I want to ask just one or two questions about Colson, keeping
most of the questions about him for later. I think he came on to
the staff in the summer of 1969.

Was it that early?

My recollection might not be correct, but I think that's ripght.
Summer, or possibly the fall, but I think in the latter part of
this shakedown pericd we’re taling about.

OK.

I wanted to ask, first of all, how did the concept of the reed
fear his office grow?

His aoffice evolved. Now, I'm rot sure exactly what his mission
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was to begin with. I'm sure it wasn’t exactly the same as it
evolved into, and I can’t evern remember whether it was even
approximately the same. The source of Colson, as I recall, was
Eryce Harlow. Bryce had krnown him through his Washington——Colson
was a Washington lawyer——arnd Bryce had kriown him throuph his life
irn Washington in some way, and I'm not sure ivm exactly what
context. Colson had worked for...

[Leverettl Saltorstall.

~eseSaltonstall. . 8So that's it. So that's how Bryce knew himj; he
krnew him as an aide to the Senator and had seen him as a
krnaowledgeable, able guy and had recommended his caming orn. I'm
not exactly sure in what role, whether it was in relatiom ta
Congressional things, or whether it was that he felt that we
needed to be more sensitive to the lobbyists and interest groups
and associations and crpganizations, and all that, and that Colson
would be an ideal guy to do that. I’m not exactly sure.
Fresumably then Harlow sold the concept to Nixorn.

Harlow sold Colson to Nixon, or to me. No, I think it was to
Nixen, probably. I think the concept must have beew there, and
Colson was perceived as a good guy to deal with it, but I may be
WD« I dew®'t kriow. I doni?t have a clear fix on that.

We're going to talk for awhile about public relationms in the
Nixers White House. My experience in going through this jouwrnal
has made me feel that this is both a very important part of the
White House cperation and an even more important part of your
position in the White House, and ore that is wnot very well

understaod. At least I can say definitely I didn't understand it
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too well. I mentioned yesterday that the more I read and heard
of this, the more I came to feel that public relations was, first
of all, misnamed. You menticored that Nixonm just used the term FR
rather loosely to cover a lot of only partly-related things and
that it was an essential part of the President's office in the
sense that it enabled a proper furnctioning of what Nixon was
calling FR; it enabled the Fresident to lead. Can you just begin
by describing what FR meant ta Nixon?
It's tough, because it’s a broad subject and I think we're going
to have tao work at it to develop a rational statement that sums
it up in some cogert way. The basic concept starts with the fact
that, in a democracy, a President——a leader--has to have a
subgtantial segment of public acpinion moving with him on the
major issues that he's dealing with. In order to govern
effectively, in order to maintain a mandate or a position of
influence aver the Congress and the ather people on whom the
Pregsident is dependent in order to get his programs and
intiatives carried out, there’s got to be public support.
There's got to be perceived public support for what the
President?’s doing or trying to do. The necessity for maintaining
that level of public support requires that [(al substantial
segment of the public krnows and understands and favorably
evaluates what the President is doing or trying to do, and why
he's doing it or trying to do it.

That then translates in Nixon's case specifically—-what I've
Just said was really pgeneral to all Presidents——to the somewhat

unique Nixon problems, both real and imapivary, 1 suppose, in



dealing with publiec opinion and with the press. The means by
which the public——and when I'm saying the public here 1 guess 1
mean all publics: the regular run of population, plus the
leadership ségments, plus the Congressional segments, the
academic segments, the journalistic segments, ali these ditrevent
factors. All of these Lpublicsd get their current i1nfrormation
about a President through journalists, or through the media,
let’s say, and to some degree, Wlth one or two media (IV and
radia), sametimes directly from the FPresident and his immediate
cohorts and coworkers within the executive branch ot the
government. They get the rest of it interpreted to thnem or
reported to them by journalists o commentators, analyzed by
commentators, analyzed by ocpinion leaders, editorial writers,
Congressmern and Senators, and so tarth. HlL of these groups have
to be informed accurately in order to come up with accurate,
proper conclusions. So the first problem 18 accourate
information.

The second problem is favorable interpretation, at least a
statement of expression of the viewpoint o a particular
Fresident or a particular adgmiristration in terms of the reasons
why they?re doang what they’re doling, and the resuits that they
hope to achieve from that, and an understanding ot why those
results are or should be desirable to each 1wndiviadual segment or
persorn within the totality of the public. UK. Ihe Nixown problem
im this regard, as he perceived 1t, was arn essentially not—
friendly or at least certainly rict an actively supportive media

corps in general. And alsao Conpgress in general, because he did



not have majority support in the Congress, and he believed, and I
think all media analyses that were dorne at the tiwme would
strangly support that he did wnot have majority support,
ideclagically and politically within the media, within the peaple
that work in the media. He had fairly strong support in many
publishers offices of rnewspapers and perhaps in management
positions within the rietworks, and all, but not at the working
Journalist (reporter and commentator and analyst and editorial
writer) levels.

So, he perceived a rieed to take aggressive and contirnuwous
strong steps to keep his side of the story before the public in
order to counteract, or at least balarice, what he saw as beinp
the other side of the story that was effectively getting through
to the public on a constant basis. That required programs of
strong positive action om our part—-by "ouwr” I mean the
administration, the Fresident and all of his people. it required
strong reactive abilities to counteract or deal with criticisms
and misinformed or misinterpreted reportage or analysis. Hnd it
required, in his view, an attack program, amn ottfensive as well as
a defensive posture, that was covertly discrediting the pecple
that were tryimg to discredit the administration so as to not let
their views be presumed to be the correct ones vis—a-vis the
opposing views of the administration.

That led Nixonm to spending an enormous amcunt of thoupght and
time and effort——because he had instinctively felt the recessity
for doing this——in dealing with these kinds of issues, of

procedures. Of how to get our story out in the best possible



form and most understandable and most acceptable and most
compelling form. How to counteract opposition stories that were
getting ocut. How to deal with the problems of not being able to
get the story across, and that sort of thing. That was all
lumped under what unfortunately becomes titled (arnd inm Nixen's
own termirnclegy) public relations.

It isn't really public relations in the normal corporate
sense of publie relations and press releases, and that sort of
thing. It?’s the dealing with the whole issue of public cpinion
and recognizing that public opivion is formed by what the public
is told, ard the public is tcld what the media tells it. 8o
that's the underlying premise on which we were constantly dealing
with these things. Unfortunately, in our words, as we pgo through
like what I've writtern in the jourmal and what will be heard on
White House tapes and seen in White House memoranda and staff
rotes, and all that gort of thing, is dealing with this in very
cald-blooded termzs. Talking about "selling ouwr story”, talking
about "getting cuwr paint across”, talking about "attacking the
bad guyes", talking about "kviocking down this story or that
story"”, talking about "pluggivng these leaks", talking abcut
"discrediting this source. " I think it’s hard not to approach
the thing from that viewpoint, because that’s the way it was
perceived and dealt with in our terms at the time.

What I'm floundering for here is some effort to put what L
believe to be the proper positive torne and light om those
efforts, and to say that I think it was quite proper,

intelligpent, rnecessary, appropriate, essential, really, that we
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have these corcerns, and that we worked in many of the ways that
we did in dealing with them. I'm gure that some of the ways tnat
we tried to deal with them, and that the Fresidernt triea to deal
with them, were irneffective and probably toolisn. Ine parming of
specific people from riding ov Hir Force Une and some ot the
things tended to gpet-—certainly seemed to be and, 1w tact,
probably at times were--into the area o petty retripution and
urworthy reaction, or overreaction perhaps, to negative or
unfavorable reportage or analysis. Hiways there was the tnought,
in the back of the Fresident’s mind and transmitted to all or us
on a very constant basiss: never let down your guardg never let
down the offensive; this is something that we’ve got to Heep
workinmg at all the time. He kept proddivng at it, and he kept
working at it himself, and we kept trying to find ways to be more
effective ivn all of these facets of dealing with public opinion
questions.

What I sense is that Nixon began with the idea that the reality
of his Presidency was a very decent kind of enterprise. I think
he felt that his motives, his desires for the country, were all
of a respectable and adwmirable kind. His programs that he was
putting in place gradually were noble in their ways. His vision
of the country, I think he was satiefied, was a worthwhile
vigsiomn. This was the reality to him, but I think it was his view
of the world L[thatl that reality was rot shared by a great many
of the peaple. I mean that serse of the reality that he had was
rnot shared by many of the people on wham he had to depend to

maintain his freedom of actiorn as a leader, Is this right?
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Yeah.

He had a haostile Conpgress, there's rio questiors about it. At
least it was with the other party. For some reason of ancother,
and I krnow Nixon had some ideas about this, he felt, at least,
that the press was arntagonistic to him as well.

That's corvect, and you're absclutely right in your paoint that he
firmly believed--and very deeply--that his goals, his visions,
his cobjectives, his programs, were good, were sound, were for the
benefit of the country as a whole ard for segments of the country
in specifics. That they were all worthy and were therefore
worthy of being jgudged on their merits. What he sought was that
they be jgudged fairly o their merits, rather thaw being
automatically, or with krnee-jerk reaction, be rnegatively
pregsented or attacked simply because they were coming from Nixon,
or a Republicarn administration, or from the minority party in the
Congress, or whatever it might be.

The contrast frequewntly came up, and it’s been reported a
lot and there’s v point in denying it, which was the difference
betweerr John Kermedy arnd Nixorn in this regard. It"s quite well
substantiated, again in objective analysis, that Kermedy had an
almost adulation by the press, by the vast majority. Obvicusly,
there are exceptions to all these things; you can’t make total
generalities. There was a high element of adulation in the press
caorps for President Kermnedy, to the extent were he almost could
da no wrang. Where the fact that he did [somethingl, in itself,
made it a great thing to do. Or that he said it made it a great

thing to say. Or that he proposed legislation made it great
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legislation. His accomplishments were wot at all in proportion
to this level of adulation, arnd cold analyses after the fact and
with the emctions somewhat removed have tended to reveal that.
But at the time there was a hero-worship level that was at least
as strong, and I would suspect stronger, within the press corps
and the elite of the commertators and the media as it was in the
general public.

That was certainly not the case with Nixon. Go it was a
hwrdle that he recognized he had to exert superhuman efforts to
get over. He had to go beyond what a John Kennedy would or a
Dwight Eiserhower would have to do in order to get the same
recognition of merit for his proposals, and so forth, as those
Presidents might have beeri able to do. Although veither of them
was noted for any great legislative or program accomplishments.
There was a constant push for "We've got to do twice as well.” 1
don? € know where it is in the gournal here but there's a quote
here somewhere which deals with a 92:12 ratio, where Nixon said
at one point...

I remember that. "The press is against...”

I cught to try to find some of these things in this subject area,
because they’'re... In July of 1969, in the first year we were
8till riding with ouwr honeymoon, really, and thirngs were at that
point going well. The President made the point to me that our
prablem [wasl to get the positive story of cur proposals and
legislative successes acvross to counterbalance the press play of
the wnegatives. The positives were, at that point we hadn’t lost

a vote in Congress yet in six months in office, the first half
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year in office. Everything he had proposed to Congress that had
beernn voted on had passed. Givernn the fact that bath houses were
under the control of the opposition party, that was riot a mean
accomplishment. But we wewen'tkgetting much positive media
coverage or public reaction to that fact. Instead, the strong
press play was on negatives like civil rigphts guidelines, which
were pasitive in the South but rnegative ivn other parts of the
country, vating rights and things like that. The fact that cur
cwn pecple were unhappy because we weren’t cutting povernment
spending and welfare and because a lot of the people aorn the right
and the "hawks” thought we were softening on our approaches on
Vietwam. That was beirng played up rather tham the positive side.
Thern, later in July, Newsweek carried a story on Nixon's lack of
leadership. Immediately the newspapers picked up that story, and
they in mid-July were loaded with this "lack of leadership”
theme, which was obvicusly a rnew line that came out.

This was ancther perception we had that lead to the charges
of parancia abouwt the press, and so forth. But I think it was
pretty well substantiated often, and this is cne example of it.
leadership by the President. Immediately, within a week, a 1ot
of the rewspapers and the press theme was lack of leadership. It
became a linejy whether it was a plarmed livre or not, it was de
facto a line that was coming ocut. The President was corncerned at
that point that we were failing to get the stocry across properly

of what he was accomplishing. I felt he was definitely right in

feeling that. The record at that point was a 1ot better tharn we

tJ
2



were getting credit for, arnd we reeded to do something about
that.

When we get on to September there’s corcern on the
that all Lafl] the initiative was coming from the Congress and
rone was coming from the White House. The Fresident’s reaction
to that was that it shows that we’re not taking the offersive as
we should. We were taking a lot of initiative, but we weren't
being viewed as takivng a lot of initiative. That carried through
as we went along into the (I'wm trying to stay with the
gerneralities here) the rneed for trying to plam our own activities
in the proper way.

We get into January, a year intao office. I had a long
discussion in mid-Javnuary of 1972 with the President on the
expasure and visibility question, and he felt that we were
tending to pace ocurselves on the basis of how ouwr friends are
reacting to owr eremies. That?’s sort of a complex thought, but
it?’s interesting. We were making our decisions arnd doing things
based on what our friends reacted to what ouwr cppositicon was
saying. The Fresident was concerned that he was owverexposing as
a result of that and that pecple get tired of seeing the
Fresident and that only political sophisticates argue for more
Presidential visibility. The President’s saying, "Maybe we nreed
to maintain some scarcity value to get more mileage out of our
appearances when we do do something publicly." That was
exploration of orne strategy, let’s say, in trying to deal with

that sort of nepgative stuff.
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In April of that year the President was expressing corncern
about a lack of enthusiasm in the administration and especially
in the White House staff, in that ro orne was taking the
offensive. "Everyorne just lies down and jJust lets everyorne walk
over us. We don't radiate enthusiasm, possibly because they
don’t really feel enthusiam."” There was a wneed to develop a
feeling of enthusiam and then to express that. Everyorne works
lovig and hard, but everything comes cut "bBlah". The thought is
all focused orn the substance—-—doing the right thing the right
way——but not on the form. Not on making pecple understand what
welre daoing and why we're doing it, with enthusiam that will
generate support.

I krniaw Nixon thought that he had the best substance and process
staff that any President had ever had, but nobody that could push
the story out the way that he wanted it pushed out.

That®'s right.

1 think he felt the same way about many of the Cabivnet pecple:
that many of them were very good as administrators in their
Departments. It strikes me here too that the corncern is gust
such a contimuous thing, that part of what is happerning is Nixown
is very aware, already, from what has happevned to him in publie
office and in running for public office, in his life, that he
doesn’t have what John Kermredy had. And undoubtedly at one level
he was very enviocus of that. But at ancther level he was just
realistic about it. And that he would have ta.find a very
complicated substitute. And that this part of it; in Fact, this

was it. He had to rely on every aone of you, that was around him,
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to make up for this deficiency in his own political character.
That's absoclutely right. The thing that we’ll see as we explore
some of the specifics in this whole general area of influencing
public opinion and dealing with the problems of public aopinion
was a lashing out or a reaching out in various ways to try and
develop techniques, pecople, processes, strategies, in order to
deal with this kKind of a guestiocn. A lot of that ternded to focus
on his perception that, at least at times-——ard it would go up and
down as his own thinking would vary on how to deal with all of
this——the general public tends to look at a Fresident in terms of
a personal perception of him as a man, rather than on the basis
of what he does. Therefore, form does become very impoetant.
Fresentation——it goes back to the old charisma and all that sort
of thing, persomal image—type stuff-—-becomes very important.
Fart of that is dependent on the fact, orn what the man actually
does do and the form in which he does it, but alsoc it depends on
what people say he does or thinks, and how do pecple around
hinte e «» People in the geveral public get their impressions of
the man who is President, a lot of them, from the pecple who are
working with the manm who is President, and how they perceive him.
It's importanmt for the pecple arcournd the Fresident to be
projecting an enthusiastic positive picture of the FPresident at
work and what he's doing, as well as selling hard on the
substance of what he’s doing.

The problem that we found a lot of the time was that we were
selling the substarnce but we weren’t selling the man himself. We

weren?t making the positive points about the manm who was
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responsible for the developmernt and implementation of this
substance, and that we needed a lot more of that. Nixon was
loacking, as we went along, about that kind of thing. I dont
kriow that we were ever really successful in finding specific ways
of doing it, but I think we can explore some of the thirngs that
we did and how they worked.

He was alwayS.... You mentioned Nixon the man, and I think that
he perceived the reality, gudging from youwr jouwrnal, as being
that programs, most of them, on their faces, would rnot achieve
any support for him and not enhance his ability to lead, but
that, if he had to go, initially, straight to the pecple to
change the perception of some of the cther policymakers in
gaverrnment and even of the press, he had to present a package, or
develop a way of delivering the message. The package would be
the simplicity of a single human being——himself, in this case—-
that the people would understand. People who didn’t care about
legislation and programs, that they would understand the reality
of the Presidenmtial character. That was one way. Another way
was to package programs in a certain way. I think Nixon, of many
of the Presidents, was rnot very successful with coming up with
sellable titles, but he tried some. Ehrlichman seemed to be your
main phrasemaker, as I read your gournal.

We tried awful bhard on coming up with titles, and it was hard to
dosa It was recognized that that was impovtant. That the content
of a program for welfare reform might be less important thanm the
title of the program that was called a Family Assistance Program,

or something. Then you had to worry about what the initials



spelled out, and all that sort of thing, so that’s definitely
true. The other thing was that you had to balance that scarcity
concept we talked about. The President can’t go on television
every day, because the pecople get awfully tired of seeirng him.
He reeds to maintain some scarcity value arnd maintain the level
af importarnce whern he does make direct appearances. He needs
surrogates who are making those appearances for him.

How the Cabinet Secretaries present programs and their
personalities and themselves on television and in other media
coverage and in persornal coverage, and so forth, is enormously
important. How they present to the public their picture of the
President is important, and John Cormally was a marvelous
exponent of that, as was Pat Moynihan. You had two very
enthusiastic guys who were very not only willing but anxiocus o
get out and say, "President Nixorn has a fantastic approach to
this thirg. He is a tremendous guy who is taking the leadership
in this thing, and it's amazing to me to watch the way his mind
works in these meetings as we’re developing these programs."  And
would go on and on about this, where most of the people would
simply go out and pload through "Our rew program is carefully
desigrned to reduce the level of goverrment spending while we are
trying to maintain the level of family care at a proper point.”
Nixon’s point was all of those pondercus things were vitally
important and essential, because they were the essence of the
program, but they were rnot of any great value in selling that
program and presenting that program and developing support for

that program amongst the media, the Congress, and the populace as



a whole. Where a guy like Moynihan going out and sayivng, "This
is the pgreatest thing that anybody’s come up with since
[Benjamind Disraeli invented such and such" or, "since Queen
Victoria decided to do so—and-so" or, "since Georpge Washimgton
delivered his second message to Congress.” EBuilding these
memcrable phrases and these pictures of a President with preat
insight, with great compassion, with great corncern, with great
interest, with great intelligerce, with great initiative. All
kinds of thivngs that youn can’t say about yourself. A President
can’t go out and say, "I'm one hell of guy." PFat Moynihan or
Jobhn Commally can go cout and say, "This FPresident is one hell of
a guy. We're damm lucky to have him here." But they L[the
Cabirnetl didn't do it.

Kermedy's people did. HKermedy's people were cut gushing all
the time about how marvelous Henrnedy was, because saying that was
fashionable and accepted. That was an "in" thing to say at those
times. It was mot an "in" thing to say, "Nixon’s a great guy."”
That was sort of a, "He is???" (Laughterl If you even got that
positive a response. S0 it was hard for people to do it. It was
hard to be enthusiastic abeout him, and then the result was that
Nixorn himself tended to cournteract that lack of enthusiasm by
trying to push it harder, and that became awkward, because you
can't push yourself. He recognized that, and he didn’t want to
push himself.

Wherever he did push himself, it became——or whenever he did
counterattack, which is the other side: the regatives weren’t

played well either. When somecne blasted us, wnobody went out-—-—or
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rarely did someone go out——and blast the person who blasted us
and say, "You?’re dead wrong." And do it in an enthusiastic,
believable, positive, impowrtant way. Missing that was a real
failing. It all came ta a climax, really, in Waterpate at the
end, when the pecple in other countries of the world could ot
understand.... We heard this expressed time and agaiwn during
that time, and I hear it expressed time and again today. Fecple
in other countries can’t understand how such a great President,
such a men with suech vast global vision and encrmous intelligerce
and talewnt, could have beer so badly chopped up by [suchl
ingignificant things as constituted Watergate. It's really
interesting that the Biblical corcept that a prophet is without
bornor in his own country was so clearly demonstrated, in a sense,
there.

Yet rnow, many years aftter Nixon's left office, he re—emerges
with the recognition of his expertise in lots of areas, and of
the enormity of his accomplishments and the admirabililty of his
efforts in many areas. Not jJust foreign policy, but certainly
emphasized by, and most expressed in, foreign policy. These were
thirgs he kept pushirng for all the tiwe trying to find
techniques, tryirng to find people, and that got us into, on the
counterattack side, the whole pararncia thing. I dom’t thinmk it
was paranocia. I think there was a very valid, realistic
recognition of the difficulty we had, as Nixon people, in getting
our story across to, first of all, the opinicrmakers and then to
the populace at large. That is the essernce of all of these

public relations efforts.
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Let me run througbh some of the things over time that we got
ints and the President?’s views towards the media, because that's
that pararncia thing. Early on in the administration the
President spoke with the Cabivet people amnd with all of us, and
he constantly reiterated this thing of the reed for understanding
the press and understanding the pecople like Bob [Robertl Semple,
campaigwn and durivg part of the White House, at least, [whoml we
all liked, because he was a nice guy. Everybody said, "Oh, Baob
Semple’'s a rnice guy. We can deal with him." Nixon made the
point that you've got to deal with him as what he is; he’s a nice
guy on a personal basis. 8o is [Alexeil Kosygin a nice guy.
Nixon?'s comment was, "Kosygin is probably kind to his mother, but
that’s totally irrelevant." Because Bob Semple being a nice guy
has nothing to do with what Bob Semple writes and how he
interprets what we are doing, which is essentially negative
almost all L[of] the time. That's what we've pgot to deal with,
and you can’t deal with it on the basis that Bob Semple is a
nice guy.

You have to deal with it inm ways of strompgly presenting our
story to the Bob Semples of the world in ways that they are
compel led, to some extert at least, to report it in the kinds of
ways that we would want it reported. We got that dove once in
awhile, but not very often. The President?'s reaction, very
frequerntly, to that was a very strong rnegative onre. I December
I ricted that the President wanted everybady from Look, and also

David Frost, blacklisted. Now, blacklisted meant they?re not to
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be givenn any special treatmert. Blacklisted has all kinds of
adverse cormcetations. This was rot-—-it was adverse in the sense
that when you help.... The tendercy, on the part of cur peocple,
in dealing with a mnegative story in Lock magazine, let’s say,
would be to try, whern Look is going to do this story, to
ccoperate and get as much helpful stuff in as they can. The

President’s saying, when he's saying "blacklist pecple”, he’s

SAYiMI0e s as

CEnd of side two cassette orel

[Begin side one cassette twol

HRHz:

We were talking in gerneral about this PR thing, as it's
unfortunately called: the President'’s concerns in dealing with
public ocpivior and how to go about it. I’d like to try and
proceed in a general serse through, in something of a
chronolagical order, but staying on the conceptual side, and then
go back and talk about specific technigques and tactics and pecple
and so Forth in dealing with these things.

We were into the second year, 1373, of the Presidenvcy. The
Presidenct was talking about lack of enthusiasm in the
administration and the White House staff: ouwr wot taking the
affensive; vnot radiating enthusiasmi his concern that it's
because we don't feel it. Everybody relies too much ov the
Fresident for all of this, rather than getting leadership
expregsed from other people iw putting out these positive things.
A little later he was blasting, or really, corcerned about our
lack of an offernsive in this area. 0f going out and selling,

with enthusiasm, the things that we were trying to do. That we
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weren’t using the Cabinet officers and other people to deal with
these things, both on the offensive basis and on the reactive
basis. By this time in April of 197@, intoc the second year of
the Presidercy, there was a lot of talk of a passive Fresidercy
in the media and rnobody was counteracting that, and that was of
concern to the President. "Why are we letting that myth", let’'s
say, "persist, and rnot really not takivg it on?"

May I thraw in a couple from the same pericd?

Sure.

This is February, 1978, quoting Nixorn from your gourmnal: "What
arn individual does is irrelevant to his ability to lead. The
whaole paint is how he does it."

Right. What he's saying there is——that’s not an absolute
statement, that’'s a relative statemert——in a sernse he?’s saying,
what he does in his leadership ability is less relevant thanm how
he does it3 it's still vitally important, but he's dealing only
with the questior of ability to lead. Then, you have to expand
that in this public opinion discussion to his view that both what
he does and how he does it is presernted to the public, and thus
becomes a part of developing public copinion, not just by the
President, but by other pecple who describe how he does it. That
leads to the reed for activity constantly, talking about how he
does it. The Kermedy pecple were marvelous at that. They were
cut gurgling all the time about how "It's Just marvelous the way
this guy is taking command, " and all this sort of stuff. Nixon
pecple weren’t doing that; they sort of took it for granted. It

wasn’'t an auwtomatic thing on the part of those people, and that
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was a matter of intermnal concern.

I was just thinking about ocrne example of what you’re saying, and
that is.... I've had reason recently to look through the
Commerce Department files during the time of Maurice Stang’s
Secretaryship, and what I see in those files is a Secretary
that's woerking very, very hard te have a good, sound program in
his Departmert and write memoranda for the President with a list
of a dozen things that are going forward in his Department. And
yet when Stans would show up in your Journal, it was usually in
an unfavorable light, because he was such a poor salesmar. He
Just didn't sell. And when it came time where Nixonm wanted to
move Stans to the Re-election Committee, for a very
understandable reason, Stans warnted to stay as Commerce
Secretary, and fFelt he still had a jJob to do. Nixom wanted him
cut, and rnot only to raise money, but because he wanted somebady
in [Commercel] who could sell the Department.

That?'s right. And that expressed itself iwn arnocther conversation
in April where the Presidernt was, in this instarnce, corncerved
about both Klein and Ziegler, on the basis that Ziegler is too
young to be a believable salesman, and Kleinm is too dull to be an
enthusiastic salesman. Ond that our tws main presenters within
the White House were not effective. He felt that we were losging
a lot of momerntum and value on SALT [Strategic Arms Limitation
Talksl and postal reform and family assistance, these very
positive programs, not because there was anything wrong with the
programs but because of the way they were being presented, and

backed up, and followed through. His real concern was a feeling
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on his part——you can’t argue with it——that we weren’'t petting
across the mystique of political leadership. He felt stromgly
that there was a concept of the mystique of political leadership
that was an intangible corcept, as mystique [byl recessity is,
and that some people are perceived as being great leaders and
other peaple arenm't. It isn’t recessarily a result of the
substance of their leadership that those perceptions arise. It's
the mystery of it, the mystique of it, the charisma, the magic,
the philosaphy, the concept, and that sort of thing.
A month after that he was giving me ancther lecture on the same
subject in which he said he thinks he was wrong in his original
corcept that we needed to build mystique and build Fresidential
image and build Nixorn image. The reason he decided he was wrong
ig that he realized in his cwrent level of thinkimg at that
point, it's impossible to do that when the press is against you.
You have to do it througbh the medium of the media, and when
you? re straived through that medium, what comes ocut is only what
the strainer lets come out. The strairer doesn’t let this
mystique come out because they’re not sympatico to that thing.
Sa, what he was saying in May waé that we should give up the
struggle to try and do this, to sell this mystique and to present
from other pecple. Just put the President on television as
frequently as we could and as effectively as we could, and let
him present his story directly ta the peaple on the television
medium. We did an erormous [amountl of that, ard it was done
very effectively. The mythology today seems to be that Nixon was

rnot good on television. The fact of the matter is that Nixon as
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President was very good on television, in terms of the
effectiveness of his carrying his own case to the pecple.
Certainly ore of the most notable eviderces of that was back
in November of the first year, November of 1969, in the L[anti-
Vietnam Warl moratorium thing, whern Nixorn went om TV, made his
case, called for a "Silent American Magority" to rise up and be
heard. Because we did krow, from mail and polls and everything
elase, that there was an encrmous amounmt of public support cut in
the country for what the Fresident was trying to doy, but it was a
silent support, where the small minority of viclently opposed
people were marching on Washington and tearing down college
campuses. Doing things that got all kinds of huge coverage and
made it appear that the country as a whaole was opposed to the
Pregident, and didn't feel that what he was doing was pood. I
remember he called me on the phorne late at wnight on November 4th
——that moratoriuim periocd—-—and he was sort of thoughtful and
wigtful in the telephore conversationm that night. He said, "You
kviow, EBaob, there probably has never been a day like this in cur
administration.” Here was the press last week reporting that
were in the dumps; there is no leadership, and everything’s
floundering alocng. And he says, "Now look at things." The
turnarcound. The "Silent Majority" concept. The public response
arnd all. They’ve had to report that. It was saomething that
couldn't be ignored. Just like the demonstrations couldn't be
ignored (the "anti-" stuff). It really has taken effect. Every
time he'd start a conversation, he'd say, "You knaow, it’s been

quite a day." It really had been quite a day. That was orne of
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the rare sort of upswings in this whale opinion arena over the
first term.

Only a few months later, ivn the following May, when things
were sagging again, he was back to saying, "We can’t really get
thig mystique thing across, and we shouldn®t even try. Because
Nixoen’s never going to have a good public image. 8o give it up.”
I didn't agree with him. I thought he was partly right in terms
of the difficulty of getting across a good public image, but I
strongly felt that we should keep orn trying teo do it. That
arything we did would be some improvement avnd would move us
forward. My feeling was—-—my reaction to his concerns and
analysis, both ups and downs on it——that he cught to quit
worrying about it himself, and be Fresident, which he was so good
at. Let us worry about these kinds of things. The problem there
was that he didn't feel anybody really was worrying about it,
because he didn’t see any results. Therefore he felt he had to
worry about it.

One of my major tasks as chief of staff with Richard Nixon
was to deal with what his perceptions of what his staff and
Cabiret and allies were doing. To cormstantly, first of all, have
them doing the thivgs that he warnted them doing. Ther, have him
perceive that they were doing it, so that he wouldn’®t worry about
it. Because his inclimation was, when he did his testing, if he
found cut that things were going the way he wanted them to go,
then he'’d lay back and let pecople take care of things. As soon
as he runs this little testing and Finds that thivgs aren’t

going properly, then he feels he has to step in himself, take
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persconal command and get it dowme. That diverts him from the
essence of the Presidency and from the presentation of this
public image and development of publiec opinion that he’'s trying
to dao. At that stage, in May of '7@, at least, Nixon's
inclination was to go to the aloofrness thing. Then the personal
presentations on television, and trying to build the mystique, or
whatever it might be, by that route.

But that changed over time, and as we got into November of
*74, almost two years into office. In talking about the press
Nixen shows some of that what has been termed parancia. He was
making a magor point to me that, in gerneral, the press people
suffer from a high level of excessive intellectual pride. That
they themselves are totally self-centered, and hence they can’t
admit that they're wrong, and they can’t teolerate being proven
wrorng. So whevever we do do something good, doo have a good
story, what that?s doing is throwing a challernge, throwing a
glove in the face of the press guy who has been veporting that
we've beew doing things wrong. Now they!re being provern wrongs
we?' re doing something vright. Ard they don’®t like it. Thus they
react with a dislike for Nixon, whe's proven them wrong so often.
He had the feeling, also, that there wasn’t a lot of integrity
within the press corps, and that there was rnot much religious
quality. They were less emctional and more intellectually
arrogant, and therefore it was hard to get these personal,
conceptual mystique—~type things through to them and through them,
to the pecple.

RHG: Was this view of the press one that Nixon always held?
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HRH: Yes. This was riot a varying view. This is an exposition of a
continuing view and it was refined and modified in ways,
Cinl different reactions at different times. It externded to
academia to a great extent, too, that there was also this
intellectual pride there. That then would expand to the Easterwn
Establishment and the intellipgentsia, and all that sovt of thing
that was an elitism there. An intellectual elitism that, because
they didn't perceive Nixon as one of themselves, had trouble
seeing the good in Nixcn. That made it recessary to force them,
in effect, to see the good, but in the process of forcing them to
see the good, you were forcing them to admit they were wrong in
having not seen it, or in having seen the bad, and that that was
a difficult thing for an intellectual to have to cope with. He
even came up with the remark that the intellectuals of the left
are actually a new group of fascists. In a reverse twist, the
left-wing intellectualism was really a form of fascism. That's
an interesting corcept that somebody ought to deal with.

RHG: It strikes me as a very severe judgement.

HRH: It is a severe judgement.

RHG: Did you apree with the President about this?

HRH: It'’8 severe put in its starkest terms. I think you've pgot to
take it in a general rather than in a stark, specific sernse.
Firgt of all, it doesn't apply to everybody. It’s a
generalization that applies onmly ivn degree to any individual
person within the press corps, or the academic community, or the
intellectual community inm general, or the leadership community,

e the elitist community, or the "Eastern Establishment”", or
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any other broad group. As a group, that’s a broad geveraliztion
that applies in some degree to each member of the group. To
virtually no degree to some pecple, and to a very high degree to
other pecple, and to a moderate degree to most people. Things
skew themselves ocut that way in all cases. There's a danger in
making an extreme statement, and then applying it in the
extreme. That's an extreme statement that must be applied very
moderately and only if the shoe fits should orne try to wear it.
The fact remains that, in a general serse, this is what he
believed, and in a gereral sense I concur ivn that belief. I did
then, and I do rnow. 1 find it myself. FPecple have decided that
they want to do an article with me, or write an article, or do an
interview or something, co-authors on books, and that sort of
thing, and I've told them, "Don’t bother. Nobody will print it,
if it’s going to be a positive thing about me, or positive about
Nixenm. " They say, "Well there you are, the old Nixcwr parancia."
I say, "Fine, try it. Take the positive thing and see how far
you get."” There have been a rnumber of cases where they have done
it and found exactly what I have said is true. The rnetwork won't
carry the story; the publisher won’t publish the articlej; the
book publisher doesn't want a boaok that does that. They say,
"Geey, I dan’t urnderstand why." I [sayl, "I do.”" There is a
tendency—-—rot an absoclute rule, that these pecople are
intellectual fascists or something like that, but rather, there’s
a terndency——among these pecple not to be willing, or able, to see
the good in a Nixon, or a Haldemarn, because they have so strongly

committed themselves intellectually to the belief that Nixom and



Haldemar: (by rub—off cr by his own acts) is basically bad.
Therefore seeing good, is not a good thing.

Now, a Christian religious person bas a different approach
to that because his training is to be forgiving, and to be
willing to forgive, and accept reperntance, or atonement, or
whatever requirement he puts into that forgiveress thing. The
intellectual, once he's committed to an intellectual position,
has a difficult wicket to get over to reverse that position. It
requires him to say, "I was wrong. "

Now, Steve [Stephen E.] Ambrose has dorne that, to a degree,
which I find very interesting. I really do find, intellectually,

Politician, 1913-19621 the most sound of anything 1 have seen

done on Nixen to date. Ambrose started cut as an anti—Nixon
person, by his own statement, and has beer surprised by what he’s
found as he's delved into his study of Nixon in the pre-
PMresidential study that the first book covered. From recent
contact with him I understand that that discovery process
continues as he's warking his way through the Presidency. That
puts Ambroase, in my opinion, which may very well be wrong; in a
small community of intellectual historians, academicians, who

had intellectually built in their owrn minds a strong anti~Nixon
bias but who, confronted with what they believe viow to be
unassailable facts, are revising that viewpoint and saying, "I
was mistaken," at least in some depree. That, I think, is a hard
exercise for those pecple to do.

It’s evern harder for a journalist, because he’s published



more on a continuing basis and it?’s requiring him to swallow more
of his words that have been laid before the publie, and that's a
tough exercise. I think gournalists are gererally inclined rot
to da that, but rather to igrore their past, and if they do move
to a favorable position, simply state it as the fact as of today
and not go back and say, "I was wrong before, this is what it
really is." They Just say, "This is what it is."

That's what I explained to Dan Rather back when he was a
White House reporter instead of an eminent anchorman. CIt] was
what I called a "Ratherism"”, which was the Rather career path to
success in broadcast jJournalism. Which was to step out on the
White House lawn every night and make an absclutely positive
statement that something is believed o that something is going
ta happen, or has happerned, or may happer——wnc, not may, will, or
at least, probably, will happeri—and make it very firm and
positive. Not based on knowledge; based on the best groping he
could do that day. Saying, "Well, this is the best I carn come up
with toright, so tonight I'm going to go out and say, ' Tomorrow
they’re going to do this, do sco-and-sc.?” Then tomorrow if we do
so—-and-sc, then he comes on tomorrow night and says, "As repor-ted
by this reporter last night, the White House has today dorne so—
and—sc." If we don't do the sco—and-so that he said last night we
were going to doy then townmight when he comes on he reporvts
something totally different. He doesn't come on and say, "1 was
wrorng last night when I said they were going to do sc-and-so.

He comes on and sys, "Something else happened today.” RAs a

result, you build a continuing record of successful predictions,
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and robody?s keeping score on the unsuccessful oves, and all of a
sudderr you rise up and become anchormar. Rather didn't
appreciate my analysis but it’s exactly what he did. Followed
the path and became what I predicted he would become.

I can think of a few different ways that Nixon could have
responded to the unfavorable press that he got, begirming with
this kind of an attitude that we’re talking about here. This
intellectual pride corcept. He could have tried to shmoocze them,
and jJust wirne and divne them, o however orne does it, and make
friends out of them. He could have tried to charge perceptions
of the audierce, since Journalists have to write for an audience.
I think part of what you're describing is the fact that once the
audience is created, it’s awfully hard to charnge it. It's
awfully hard to chanpge the desires of the reading auiderce. Or
he could have, as much as he could, shut them out. Which did he
usually choose to da?

He moved from one to the next. He tried the shmooze orne on a
one—on—one basis, tried to to develop relationships, and have
gocd relatiomships with some jJournalists and some broadecast
pecple. Not very marny.

Do you remember who some of those were?

Willard Edwards, The Chicago Tribune. Frank Cormier, Associated
Fress. To a great extent, the great dearn of the press corps at
the United Press [Internationall] L[whol died while Mixon was in
office and was replaced by Helen Thomas. [Merrimars Smith. ]

That's terrible, that I can't remember his rame, it should come

to me right away. The guy at The Washington Star. There were
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thew some that were.... Tom Brokaw was covering the White House
some of that time. Tom Brokaw was gernerally fair where Rather
was on a totally different track. Sam Domaldson was playiwng his
owrn Sam Domaldson game. A guy--1 shouldn't wname any of these
pecple still in the busiress, because if 1 name them as being
viewed as favorable to Nixow it would ruivn their careers from
here on out, but 1 guess most of them are far evnough along rnow so
it doesn’t matter. Tom Jarvriel onn ARC. Actually, the guy I
Semple?
« = = BOb Semple, was reparded.... Nixon developed a pretty good
rapport with him, and it was possible to do it--Semple was pretty
fair most of the time. But [Hughl Sidey's an example on the
other way. Sidey always seems like a nice guwy, and is objective
and all that, but Sidey writes the story he wants to write. If
you do the schmoozing thing with Sidey, he uses your shmoozes and
turns them against you. 8o, Nixon gave up the schmoozing thing
with Sidey. You have to look at it pretty much on an individual
basis, and of course there’'s such an ercormocus press corps that
you can’t do it. But he did try to do it. We had things at San
Clemente and at the White House, parties for the press corps,
Christmas parties where they brought their wives and children and
Nixon moved arocurnd as a real good guy in those. They would say,
"Geez, you Know, he’s a nice guy," but, then they’d turn around
arnd zap him the next day anyway.

Moore important to them thanm the personal relationmship, or

the rnice guy thing, was the gudgement of their peers, and they



perceived the judpement of their peers to be that they had fallen
to his farmy—-patting if they wrote something good, so they wrote
something bad because that was more fFashionable. That's an
unfair, broad-scale criticism again, because any broad-scale
thing, as 1 keep saying, is unfair. I've got to establish that
as a premise and discount it on that basis. But say that you
still have to make gereralities because you?’re dealing with a
gererality.

Changing the auwdience, we tried to do. We tried to do by
encouragement of reportage that was positive. 0OFf cooperation
with people who did favorable reportage and fair reportage. By a
very intensive program of the President going on television
himself and of tryivng to get other people on television. Klein
set up a very elaborate process when we were laurnching a
particular program, making people available for "Meet the FPress”,
someone else available for "Face the Nation", someone else
Setting thaose things up. Accomodating, in the best possible ways
that we could.

The most effective thing was the Fresident himself going on
television. We did that more effectively than anybody, including
Kermedy, for a long time, in a technique that we had of saying,
"The President will make a major address to the nation tonight at
nine c'clack.” We used prime time, and by making it a
PFfresidential major address to the nation, all three networks
carried it. By the realities of television, if you get the same

program o all three rnetworks, an enormous percentage of the



peocple see it, because they turn on [thel television regardless
of what's aon, and if there's vz basketball gawme or socap apera to
watch, they watch whatever is available. They shift to the other
rnetwork, and if there's rnothing else available there either, they
wateh what’s one So they watch the President for half an hour,
And we got encrmous audiences on television by that process,
urtil later in the administration, when the networks smartered up
and started doing pool coverage. Where only one network would
carry the major adress, and the other tws would carry the regular
praogramming, and they would alternate which network was poing to
cover it. Once they started doing that, the audience dwindled
down to a minute thing, because pecple don't watch Presidential
addresses if there’s anything else to watch.,. 8o it’s hard to go
direct. We had a technique that worked very well for quite
awhile, and we could see the differences, we could see the
changes. We did an arnalysis of pall standing versus television
appearances, and we could see where television appearances
charnged public opinion of how the Fresident’s doing his jaob.

RHG: Now, I kriow Nixon was always fomling with when to do his press
conference, and in what format to make it to get the same kind of
thing. Whether to have a prime time press conference, or one
earlier in the day.

HRH: Right. The prime time was a strong impetus to do that, because
there’s a much bigger audiernce available. If you go prime time
on all three networks you've got a huge captive audience. If you
go prime time on one rnetwork you have a large potential audience,

but a lot of it turns off to the other retworks., If you po in
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daytime, you'll have a small potential audience, because there's
not nearly as many people watching TV at all, arnd so even if
you?lre an all three networks you get a captive auwdierce, but it’'s
a small captive audience. If you'vre only on ane rnetwoark in
daytime, you have a very small audience, because the total
audiernce is small, and your share becomes small.

RHG: But on the other hand, I saw this in here [Haldeman's jourwnall,
that sort of thing gave him the cpportunity to appear more aften,
without fear of overexposure.

HRH: That?s right, but there was a questiome.... That's sort of a
contradiction in terms. Is appearing oftern valuable if you don't
have the exposure? The purpose of appearing is to be exposed.
So, you got ovne thing fighting against the other there, that is a
prablem on the daytime thing. But what it did do was satisfy the
press that they were getting more frequent press conferences, and
stop the rnegative thing of the press, as they are rnow with
Reagan, of saying the Fresident hasn’'t had a press conference for
seventeer months arnd three days. That he’s afraid of a press
conference, and all that.

Going back to the mystique concept, and rolling through some
of where it was. I'm s8till at the end of the second year, in
December of 197@0. Nixon got into a discussion with me about his
comcern that we’ve talked about a little, that the White House
operation itself, was being presented as an efficient machine.
Which we were. He felt that was rnot good from a public opinion
viewpoint. It built the White House as being an efficient

machine, but it didn’t build the President, as a man, in the way
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that you would want. Which would be to progect his couwrage, his
baldness, his intelligevice, and the human qualities behind his
foreign policy successes, rather tham gust mechinistic successes
that were brought about by an efficient machivre that was doing a
good gob in an efficient marmer. His point there was that the
humanizing o humarn qualities of the President were important to
the people, ard therefore were important factors that should be
worked into the thing. Were factors the Fresident could do by
his mode of presentation, but other peocple could do by their
descriptian of their President, and their citing of anecdotal
material, and how the President worked, arnd that scrt of thing.
He felt we reeded to work toward that. 8%il11 in December, toward
the ernd of the year, he was talking about rmeeding to get out what
the President’s really like and how he works. That he’s highly
disciplined, that he’'s a man of austerity and [hasl a spartan
approach to things. That he works hard, but that he's bold, and
takes irmovative steps. Moves forward, using this disciplire to
carry these things out effectively.

I votice, I think in the same entry youlre loocking in, that he
comments that other than himself, the country is almost
leaderless. That he is the orne leader in the country, and
(Nelson A.1 Rockefeller and [Romald W.1 Reapgan are the only
strong governors, and Covgress doesn't have any leadership at
all.

Hm bmm. He follows that up by saying, "Don’t waste time in your
public opivion activities with process and programs. Emphasize

what Nixon's like. Emphasize the persomality, the human
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characteristic and all that.” A little later he was making the
point that now that DeBaulle had died, Nixor was de facto the
worrld leader, and that we should build his reputation as a world
leader. Rill Rogers came up with a concept that he felt was a
strongly valid and promotable point, which was that Nixon was the
youngest elder statesman in the world. Even though he was still
irn the first part of his firset term in office, he was now the
world elder statesman. Build that mystique as a world leader,
which woutld give that thing ocut.

Recurring through all this, time after time, is this point
that the staff isn’t getting the enthusiasm thing across in their
owrn thing, and the corncept of the Fresident's strength of
character and his achievements. The need ta have a clear,
defined image of the President and the administration. If we
could get it clear encugh, and well encugh defirned, that then the
Jouwrnalists couldn’t blur it by the regative corncepts, but how do
you do that?

I was interested in orne element of the image that shows up again
and again in here, is that it’s to be are.... And these are
qualities that ore doesn’t automatically think of with Nixon, but
he kept insisting upon this religicus, inspirational quality, and
uplift.

Right, right.

Jarnuary 3, 1971: "Nixorn concerved that staff be given inspivation
and uplift. Can’t jJust run a tough shop.” That!s something that

is recurring in here, toc, that the emotions of pecple have to be

engaged.
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In that specific context, he's not talking about public opinion,
though. He's talking about within the staff. He's criticizing
me directly there, and sayirng, "You can’t gust run a tough shop.
You can’t jJust bash the staff and say, 'Do this.? You can’t keep
whipping them. You’ve got to inspire them and uplift them. You
can't jJust use them as automatons, robots doing their job and
winding them up. You?’ve pgot to give them inspirvation and
uplift.” And the President has to. He's recognizing there that
he rneeds—~—but he’s really putting it off on me and others within
the senicr staff-—to keep the staff Fired up and enthused.

Mow, he?s right to a degree on that, but there was a very
high level of staff enthusiasm and uplift within the staff,
especially at that time, the end of the secornd year, the start of
the fhird year. You have to work or all those things. They all
come together. He goes up and dowr. A8 we get intae the latter
part of January in '71 he's worried about overusing the Fresidewnt
again, debasing the currency, where a little earlier he was
saying, "We've got to get maximum exposure.”

It seemed that he was always fluctuating arvound the question of
how much to use the televigion, and in what way.

Right, right. A few weeks later he's arguing that the TV
appearances don’t move him up in the polls so he shouldn? t——maybe
they aren’t doing that. I'm going to talk later about the peolls.
The frequent theme: "People forget what youw dog they only think
of the man and we're rnot getting that side of the story across.
FPeople don’t understand the man." And that’s a valid point. I

think Nixorn the marn was always mysteriaous inm the nepgative sense,
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rather than in a positive mystique sense. I dovi®t kriow that you
could do anything about it.

Ta talk about it from the other dirvectionm sournds a little
shocking, sometimes. When you say "positively” you want to
present an image of the President and the "Nixon the man® theme
and sa on, that makes sense. But when you hear it turned around
and say, on February 27, 1971, "Nixon [concluded] that the White
Houge staff carmot be allowed to talk about substarice on
televigion, " that scounds rather stark.

Yeah, and I'm not sure what brought that about. There was
something that some staff person got up. I think what he’s
saying there is that staff can’t be allowed to talk about issue
substance, program substarnce. What he’s saying is that that
should be dorne by Cabinet and sub—-Cabiret pecple. By people in
the Departments responsible for the substance, rather than the
White House staff. In other words, it should wot be brought into
the White House. The staff people should be doing the behind the
scenes staffwork, but the out-front presentation on television
should be the Cabinet officer concerned. I think that’s what he
was saying at that time because I kriw that was a concept that he
had.

At the same time he's talking about wanting to put a PR man on
every issue as it proceeds: "Every issue as it proceeded would
be watched carefully by someore assigried to that issue to think
how the White House wants that to play.”

That's the start——maybe rot the start but it's a contirumation——of

a rurming thing that I talked about a little bit yesterday, on
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which he and I had a total disagreement. His concept being
FR.eo. Ehrlichman shared this with the President. Ebrlichman’s
thing always was, "We here in the Domestic Courecil or they over
in the HEW [Health, Education and Welfarel Department, or
whatever it might be, have developed this great program. Now pet
yaur FR pecple and get it sold.” My answer was, "That isn't the
way that kind of thing happens. It’s rimt "FR people’ that sell
it. It's you, the pecople that developed the program, the
Department that developed the program, have got to be the people
[thatl sell the program.” They're the ores who understand it.
They're the ones who believe in it. That’e what sells it. Not
FR. It isn't glitter that sells those things. It’s properly
plarmed and orchestrated presentation of it, yes. But it's pot
to be dore by the people who did it.

The point was, there should be a PR man watching every issue
as it proceeds, counselling the substantive people on how to
present it, and so forth. To think what we want to get dove from
it and see that it gets that kind of mileage. But vt to do it.
As a cornsultant. As a mechanic to aid in the technique of
presenting it effectively.

So every Cabirnet officer really should have had an aide who just
came to him.

They did. They all had their ocwn FR pecple and press people.

But it didn’t succeed in making....

Didn’t work too well. In some cases it did, in some cases it
didn’t. Ther we come in, still inm that winter of 71, to a whole

riew approach, which was fartastic in a way, which was kind of
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evolved by Johwn Cormally. Who was a very astute politician and
had a very pood serse of how to develop public support arnd of
course had been a close asscciate of John Kermedy's and Lyndon
Johnson®s and a student of their techniques, and so forth. His
advice at this point was, the thing to do is create enemies, and
USEe Youlr enemnies ase.... In other words, a man is Judpged by the
gquality of bhis enemies, in effect. Ard to build that up. His
point was, "You——the Presidernt——can’t da it. Other pecple have
to do thisg for you." My answer to that, laughingly, was, "We
dan’t have any problem creating enemies, so we don’'t need to do
that. What we rneed to do is follow up what you're saying. Get a
benefit fraom the eremy." A useful enemy, in other words. The
fact that so—arnd-so is against you becomes a positive rather than
a negative.

Was Nixon enthusiastic about that idea?

Yeah, yeah. He picked that up for awhile, and made the point
that orne ermemy we could make is the television networks.
[President]l Reagan’s doing it, of course, making the enemy the
media. You make the ernemy the Congress, when they oppose you oan
ar issue, and you go to the people and say, "I'm with you, the
pecple, trying to get this dorne, and these pecple——our evnemy,
yours and my enemy, the Congress——are doing the wrong thirngs
abaout this." 0Or, "Our eviemy the media aren't telling you what's
really happening.” In other words you turnm arcournd.... That did
have some appeal to Nixon. As we went along it came ocut as
something we ought to do. Go ahead.

I'm recalling fraom your jourrnal that ore of the things that Nixon
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tried to do was egssentially to separate off the rest of
television broadcasting from the retworks. The local stations,
and I guess that was really true with all the media.

Yeah. The problem is, that’s very difficult to do. The rnetworks
have the reach and power. That's a point, but it isn't a readily
doable activity.

Following up the Coomally thing though, Nixon is concerned,
in a discussion with me about the fact that because we have an
unfavorable press (accepting that as a reality), there has to be
somecrne arvcand the Fresident who ism’t cool, pragmatic and
organized. Who can follow up the good things the Fresident does
and get the stewy ocut om a warm, human basis rather thanm a cold,
pragmatic basis. We don't have that. Actually, we did have
it. That was.... Bud Wilkinson was working that kirnd of thing
for awhile. Dick ([Richard A.1 Moore later on came along to do
that, which 111 talk about when I get into the people thing.
John Cormally was very good at that sort of thivng. FPat Moynihan
was good at that sort of thing. And there were others who could
build that enthusiasm. Eut [bothl Maynihan and Cormally,
specifically as individuals, at various occasions hit, head on,
exactly this point, in private, closed meetings with the members
of the Cabinet and the senior staff. And they deeply believed it
themselves.

They said, "You peacple are the ones that have got to build
the President’s public opinion standing. Arnd you've got to do it

by going out and expressing your convictions about the things

he's doing in enthusiastic ways, and you've pgot to tell peocple



the story of how personable and warm and humarn he is and that
st of thirg. You can do that because you work with him every
day and therefore you're a believable source. The Fresident
can’t go out and say, 'Look at me, I'm a warm, lovable human
being.? You've got to sell that point to the media and to the

pecple".

CEvnd side onel
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Just follaowing up that same point, a recurring comment that comes
up again arnd again is the Presidert’s view that the White House do
a marvelous job of rurnmning the govervrment, carrying procedures and
policies through, and all that. But they don’t do a good jJob of
selling it, of presenting it to the pecple. We've got to
recognize that, basically, we’re in a continual political
campaign. We're campaigning every day for our programs, to get
them through Congress; for support of the President in his
dealings with foreipn leaders, foreign nations, foreign policy
issues, and all that sort of thing. At that point he singled out
Chuck Colson as beivng the only one on the staff that had any zing,
hecause Colsonm was enthusiastic and charged up and went out and
said cutragecus things. Like, "I'd walk over my grandmother
fore..."

Now, he rever said that. We learned that.

I kriow, but he was quoted as saying it.

And he could have said it, probably.

He could have said it. That?’s right. It was a believable

attribution, even if mot accurate. That we dealt with. Cormally
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stayed in this whole corcept of pecple needing to back up the
PMresident. He made the point that we do have to attack ocur
enemies, that "create an eremy and use him thing." But he also
said, "We?'ve got to go om the other side and get the warm, human
side of the Presiderncy across."” The FPresident, abviodsly, blames
other pecple for that, as these dicussions come along, and he’'s
saying the speechwriters are.... I'm going to get into that, the
speechwriter problem. He’s saying that they were so cold and
specific, and that that made the Fresident appear that way, and
that he had to ingect all the warmnrness. Interestirgly, he was
the orne who injected a 1ot of the anecdotal material and sort of
the human approach stuff into a lot of the Presidential speeches.
That was a thing that he was concerned abaout.

He alsa was concermed that we didn’t pick up the little
things. That we were rot anecdotally oriented——we the staff and
the Cabirnet—--—and that we didn’t remember.... Feople would go out
of a meeting with the President saying, "I can’t believe what a
wonderful warm person he is, and yet everything you hear about
him is the other way.” Well, we should be picking up the things
that cause the people to say that, arnd getting those multiplied.
Getting those understood by octher pecple. PArnd we weren't doing
that. It's hard to do.

It strikes me that crne of the things that did not occcouwr through
this is, that Nixon never did just sit down and say to himself,
"This is the way that 1 feel about this, and now I’m going to
decide what to do about it. And we're going to solve this

prablem rnow. " That doesn't seem to have occcurred.
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Oh, I think it occurred almost daily. I'm rnot sure what youw
mear.

The discussion of the problem cccurred daily....

Right.

s sand presumably orders and directions issuing out of the ofrice
ccourred daily, but it was right back the next day.

Oh, yeah. But the reason was that we rever found a preductive,
resultful way of doing it. It wasn’t that he didn®t sit us down
pericdically and say, "This is going to be done." He kept trying
to do that. He tried it with the Cabivet. He tried it using
emigsarieg, the Cormallys and Colsons and such of the worid, to
get it dore. Here's Cormnally in the middle of the frirvst term
saying that the Cabivnet's got to go on the attack, and that
Nixen should make chawvges in the Cabivet in order to get gooa
spokesmernn who can and will do that. 8o youw have to deal witn
that issue and....

There’s an item here that reminds wme of what you said yesterday
about Nixon being a better loser than a wirmer. Un March 44,
1971, in the midst of all these things we've been going through
where Nixon, sometimes in a fairly succeseful point L[ind his
Presidency, as in 19639, worried about the image and seemingly
[fretted) endlessly about it, and yet here, March 1971, both of
you feel that "The administration’s at an all-time low. The
polls are scraping the battom, and the mapgazines are rurming
"Nixon is in trouble’ stories....” Yet at a time like this,
Nixor is serere and he feels confidernt about the programs that

they have in place, and he says, "This will bottom cut.™
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This is an introspective view of mine, I think, that I'm sort of
sitting there, half-way through the first term; saying, "Here we
are at an all-time low. The polls are lows the credibility
rating’s lowi the magazirnes are saying "Nixon’s in trouble’
everything is bad" (this was Cambodia time)s; and all this kind of
stuff. Arnd yet, the President and the staff and the Cabinet were
all in a good mood and all optimistic, and I was trying to figure
out why that was. My arnalysis was, that the reasomn we were
optimistic where everything else arcurnd was rnegative was that we
were looking to the future. We knew where we were goingj they
didn't krow where we were going. They were looking at where we
were and saying, "This is a mess, " or we’re "in troubley " or
"They? ve got problems,"” while we were looking at where we were
headed, and why we were doing it, and that we were willing to
keep working to get there and had confidence that we were going
to get there, and therefore had reason for optimism in the
future.

In the process of that, at that time, I was looking at our
status. The domestic economy was improving at that time, so we
were in good shape there. A SALT agreement was rightlaraund the
corrier (we knew, although they didrn*t yet). So we were
aptimistic about thatj; krnew that was going to be a pick—up for
us. We thought, at that time, that we would get a Vietnam peace
settlement in the summer. That, of couwrse, was the coverall light
at the end of the turmel thing that we picked up from Lywndon
Johnson, that we often thought that we were vight around the

corner from a Vietram peace settlement.
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What I was doing was sitting there, at that time, reflecting
on the status of the first half of the first term sort of thing,
and concluded to myself that this week of end-of-March/start—of-
April of 1971, was going to mark the low point of the first term.
From here on, things were going to start going up. Actually, I
wasn’t too far off. I was pretty accurate in that. If you look
at the polls, and you lock at the build-up from there, that
really was pretty much the low point of the first term. RAfter
that we started troop withdrawal armourcements and a big gradual
build—up from there, and I said, "Next week will start the
begirming «f a gradual ascent. A rise."” And it did.

Nixon at this time was Just about to bepinw pulling out——I Hrow
the larmguage is a bit too deliberate——his most successful device
to accomplish all these things we!ve been talking about, arnd that
was "the big play."

Hm b

That was the most successful thing that he did. And whern we were
talking about the failure of Nixon ta have a good press and soc on
earlier, I was thinking, "But there was one time when everything
seemed to fall inta place, and that was during most of 197&8."
Certainly during the campaigning seascr.

Of course, here we're still in early *'71.

Right. PBut in the summer of *71 you get the firat twa big
playssecs

Right.

«s«athe China armourncement at least...

Right.
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«ecard thern the rew ecoromic policy in August. It"s the
begirming of it. The summer of 1972 Nixon looked very, very
good. I think the "Nixonm the man" image was out there. Arnd 1
think it was probably hard for the press to break that down.
With all those stories running about Waterpate in the summer of
r72, L[theyl had no effect on the public at all.
I’ve beern sort of rnegative in my.... And it’s because we were in
the first half of the first term, whevni the FR thing was——we were
groping with negatives. We were worhking our way into some
successful things, too. We were petting some of the "Nixon the
man” stuff across in a positive way, and Nixon
was, and the Cabinet (wasl. There were some results to all these
concerns that were expressed, and this goading that kept going
. There was some positive stuff.

Right after my end of March [*71] aralysis of the fiwvst half
of the first term, and my feeling that we'd hit the low point, I
had a talk with Nixonm in which he was trying to Focus on moving
forward o a positive basis by more effective use of television,
which was his concept at that point. That we had spent too much
time orn Congress, and the media, and all of that, and it wasn’t
doing us any good, and we should give our atterntion to our
hardcore enthusiasts. Build them up. Try to dominate the
dialogue curselves, rather than letting octher people take the
imitiative. The way to do that, primarily, is the bipg plays, as
you were talking about, and by maintaining a proper level of
presence on television himself (the President himself). And

moving Cabirnet pecple and other people into more frequent and
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more positive projections on televisiorn.

At that point, as we always did in these kinds of
discussions, he L[the President] would come up with a formula.
"This is what we’'ll do." FAnd his formula then was that we'd have
a prime time press conference every month, and that we'd also
have orne other magor TV appearance every month. We would look
for something to do a major television thing, not rnecessarily a
Fresidential address, but an event, something that commanded
major television attention. Plus, a prime time press conferernce
wihich would be carried by all the networks, and give the
Fresident that kind of exposure. He was very good at those press
conferences, and they were very effective. His point there was,
"Get off of the nickel and dime stuff, the little bite and
pieces.” No matter how nickels and dimes you come up with, you
can't daominate the dialopgue. If you threw a hurdred dollar bill
down o the table, youw’d get everybody's attention. You could
put a hundred dollars worth of nickels and dimes there, and it
doesn’t do it. His point was, "Do one big event, and dominate
the dialogue. "

Then, he carried that into one of cur campaign concepts that
we always used, which was do one contact event every day. Ove
thing where you're doing a personal, pecple-type of thing that
symbolically is significant even though it's vt a big event.

But have something that's pecple conmtact. [Presidentl-to—the-
pecple type thing, that gets a little rews story. "President
Mixon today met the March of Diwes poster girl, and kicked her

off her orutches, " or something.” [Laughter] Other than doing
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that, as a routivne thing, focus on the big events. Do the thing
o the big side, rather than pokirng arournd with all those little
things.
Just an aside on the use of television. I'm rememberivig "The Day
in the Life of the Presidernt" program that NBC [the National
Brcadcasting Companyl did. I forget the exact time.
Right.
It was later on in the Fresidency.
Right.
I ran into this after going through your journal for all the
earlier pericd, and seeing how this President scheduled his time.
Wher it got to this "Day in the Life of the Fresident" day, he
worked from five in the morning until midnight and the television
ocrews were having to follow him around.
We said it wasn't a typical day. We said it was a composite of
the various kinds of things the President does during [his] days.
Everr at this same time though, Cormally’s still making the
pitch that the Cabinet and the staff don’t have any passion or
commitment. They reed warmth and strength and they?ve got to
project these things, and they!'ve got to change what they say
about it. The President’s saying that "We haver’t gotten the
couwrage and guts image across. We let think everything is
palitical and get ecaught into that thing., We reed to get some
strong salesman in the Cabinet.” There he specifically was
commenting that L[Clifford M. Hardin of Agriculture and [Maurice
H.1 Stans of Commerce were rnot strong salesmern and that we rneeded

to get them out, and Starns ought to go over to the Committee L[to



Re—-electl.

Then he got into a wheole thing with Ehrlichman, regarding
the Domestic Council thing. Urging them to start thinking about
goals instead of programs. That'!s this big picture thing agair.
The President told John [Ehvlichmanld that, "We?ve got to
personalize these goals and conceptualize them in broad terms and
with a visionary outloock instead of just the mechaniecs of
developing programs and legislation to carry out the programs.”
HMis approach ta that, at that point, was to try to get Ehrlichman
to pull himself out, and to get George Shuwlt=z to pull himself
out, of aoperations and programatical type things, and start
thinking of the public opinion cpportunities. The appeals that
we could make and rew ideas L[we could use sol that we could
present the programs we already had in new ways, so that they
wauld be perceived not Just as mechanistic programs agaiv, but as
pecple related thirgs. Things that mattered to pecople. Get away
from the emphasis on how to run our domestic program and
angwering the wmechanical questions, and turn arcound to answering
the question that the individual asks, which is, "What’s in it
for me?" Relate it to people.

And then in corncert with his concept a few weeks earlier,
he’s pushing [ford moving to the big things, going for great
goals, even if they!re unachievable. Making them goals that we
aim for even if we can’t get to them. Like a hundred million
Jobs. Like ivecreasing family income by 1@, 2d@. Like two
bathrooms in every house. The things that relate to individual

concerns. We had takews a mame of the "rew American revolution
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as a tool to cover the whole Nixon domestic program and he felt,
"That?’s a dud."” And he thought it was because people don’t care
how you run the goverrment. The mechanics and all that aren’t of
any interest to them. All they want is for government to cost
less. If you could make the point that we're spending less
moaey, that?’s more important to them tham how you're going about
daing it.

Ther go for the positive issues that people really do care
about, like water, and education, ard crime in the streets. The
things that affect individuals themselves rather than the society
as a whole.

I sense the danger here with the approach. The danger being that
in the instance of this [jourmall entry, it sounds as if the
image is overriding the reality.

N It?’s a matter of putting the image onto the reality. What
he's saying is, "We?re emphasizing how we do it, and rnot the
"What?!s the benefit of it?" To shift the emphasis, g2 foor the
things.... In the publiec presertatiorn——it doesnm?’t mean stop
doing the work of govervment, stop developing the programs and
the mechanics of the programs——it means put them into a way....
Think politically about them. He’®s saying row what I?ve been
saying. He'!s saying, "Get the pecple who are doing the things
tos think about their berefits, rnot jJust the mechanics. Instead
of worrying about rurming things well, worry about what matters
to people.” At this stape, he’s convirnced that he doesn’t need
to worry that we will stop running things well., His problem is,

we?re spending so much time and effort rurming things well that
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were not getting any credit for doing anything at all. Thern he
hits this problem that is just the reverse of what he was saying
before. He's rnow saying, "We have a lot of PR people, but rx PR
ideas or phrases." My point is that they have to come from the
pecple who are working on the programs. They down’t come from PR
pecple. They don't come from outsiders. I kept working to try
and get that point across to him. And he's looking for ideas.
He's trying to get the thinge...

In answer to your point, here is a direct quote from the
President, right at that period, which I think is very
gignificant. He says, "Public relationms is right, if it
emphasizes the truth. It’s wrong, at least for us, if it's
untrue." That's the point you’ve got to keep in mind. Suwre,
you! re pushing the public relations, but yocu’'ve got to publicize
what we’re doingy, ot pie-in-the-sky. He said, "0Our substantive
pecple have to realize that they have to do the things with an
eye to public relations, to public opinmicon on it. They should
keep that in mind as they go along.” And I think that’s exactly
right. That was our problem, and the thing we did have to do.
Although I've jgust been thinking of two examples of potential fTor
difficulty here. It’s related to something else in the way that
the Nixon Fresidency worked. Nixon let others take on a good
little bit of his Presidential authority arnd responsibililty,
particularly when it was something that he wasn't interested in.
The best example is——these are both examples of domestic policy
programs——where he would let Ebhrlichman do a good little bit in

the President?’s name, both because he trusted Ehrlichman’s

76



HRH:

RHG =

HRH ¢

RHG =

HRH:

Judgement, but alsc because he wasn’t particularly interested in
ovie program activity.

He riever let him get out from under Presidential covtrol. There
W3S Aa.... He let him do all the work.

Right. And Emrlichman would. ...

He didn*?t spend time thinking about it, but he reviewed the
results of that before anything ever was implemented or approved.
Right, right, but I'm thinking of tws cases where something was
in process of being part of the Nixorn administration's domestic
progran. I jJust want to present this for your comment: I think
that whern Nixon started to loock these programs [inl terms of the
public relatiorns consideration, his attitudes were conbrary to
the work that had been dove [upl to that point. One example
being the envirormental program, which Ehrlichmarn carried o
quite a degree. When Nixon locked at the program, when large
parts of it were already ivn place, he saw that the environmental
issue is one that is very expensive. In terms of that guestion
that he keeps asking over and over again: "What is in this for
me?" that the individual man asks. What the iwndividual man sees
ig that he's losing a job because the envirormerntal propram has
shut dowrn a plant. It sounds as if at that point he tuwrns rather
strongly against that particular issue. That envirormentalism is
ot his program.

Well, it’s interesting——in August of '71, mid-year, he made the
comment to me that "We have the best staff in history in terms of
substance and the worst for public relations.” He followed that

up by saying, "We have four points that we’ve got to corncentrate
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o at this stage. Number one, the basic point of bald,
couragecus leadership.” In other words, [thisl mystique
caonceptual point. "Second, President Nixorn as the world leader
for peace.” The whole peace concept, which was again geveral.
Third was character, decency, (this is the Presidernt himself):
"Mis character, his decency, a family man, a respectable marn, a
fFirgt family to be proud of." Thaose are human points he wanted
to get across. And the fouwrth point was "Prosperity without war
and without inflation." Okay. Then he says to Ehrlichmarn in
that same context, "We’ve got to worry about the issues of crime
and drugs. Those are important. But don’t do anything more than
show compassionate interest on the ernvironmment.” In other words,
what he’s saying is, you talk about the envirvormernt, but don’t
do anything about it. Because it’s something pecple want to hear
about, but everything you do about it only does harm. Whereas
crime and drugs they rnot onmly want to hear about, they want
action, because they want something dore. So he's pushing that.
Then he expresses great disturbance with Colson because he
always wants vicicous attacks on people that do anything. That we
shouldn?t be doing the attacks. We should covcentrate on the
positive of the President. Thery on your budget cut thing, he’s
talking to [(Beocrge F.] Shultz at OMEB [Office of Management and
Budget,; thern called Bureau of the Budgetl about really pushing
for budget cuts at the "do—good" agencies. What he called the
eneny agencies, like HEW [Health, Education and Welfarel and HUD
[Housing and Urban Developmentl, where they?re spending money

that doesn’®t go back to the gerneral corncerns that people have.
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My thought——that makes it in a different way——-is that the way he
pursued his concept of public relations put him at war,
cccasionally, with his own administration.

That?!s exactly right. With segments within his administration.
Because there wasn’t unity within the administration. 8So when he
went to war with Shultz about cutting HEW and HUD, that put him
maybe at war with HUD and HEW and Shultz, but it got [RPatrick J.1
Bucharnarn and a lot of other people in the administration very
charged up positively.

Arnd with the ernvironmental proagram, too, I think the same kind of
thivng had happerned. The other example I was thinking of was the
Family Assistance Plan, where somewhere in [your jouwrrnal notesl
he starts musing about whether or rnot he wants it to pass. This
is after two or three years of working very hard on it. But he'’s
Just found ocut he’s rnot too sure he likes the way it's playing as
an issuwe and maybe he’d like to get rid of it. He starts talking
about whether he’'d like to jJust put it before the Congress and
dov®*t Fight for it too hard, and let the Democrats kill it.

He had ambivalent views on that whole thing all the way along.

He was never fully convinced that it really did what he was
trying to do in the welfare area. He was conmvirnced it was better
than other things, but he wasrn't totally sold. So there was an
ambivalence all the way through that thing. But he was anxicus
to try and get some form of welfare reform through in some way.
At first he wanted something doable, then he got to worrying that
maybe this one wasn't the right thing, but it was too late to

unda it. He had to gust let it flounder, if that’s what it would
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Leaking at the same point from the other directicon, I think his
potentially looking at issues from the point of view of the image
they will make, can lead possibly to a commitment which is wnot
entirely ingenuous. I'm thinking of the interest in crime and
drugs here. EBecause somewhere in your mnotes Nixon comes cut and
says, "Well, there’s not really too much the Federal goverwnement
can do about....", I forget which one of these, or both of them,
it was. "That has to be done at a local level. But we?ll come
out and we?ll be in favor of this because it sells great.”

Yeah, but there’s alsc an initiative that the Federal govervnment
can provide. We can't sclve the problem. The Federal government
can’t solve the problem but it cam provide impetus arnd, iwn the
process, pget credit for providing impetus toward solving the
problem. What he’s talking about there is that leadership has
got to recognize it's got to doe what it can in the directions the
pecple want action taker, and that’s an area where action is
needed. Even though it?s rnot essentially a Federal povervment
issue or area of regpomsibility, it is an area in which the
Federal pgoverrment can——and should appear to be providing
productive nudging, because it's an area [wherel people want
something done.

It's interesting, when we get to the start of 72, following
up some of what we wallowed through, back and forth, in 71, that
FPat Buchanan, the super—conservative on the White House staff,
had come up with a thesis that the whole concept of a

professional Fresident was the wrong posture. That Nixon should
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be presentirg himself as a fighting President and should find
someorne to do battle with so he could be a fighting President,
instead of just a professiomnal Fresident. In other words,
somebady that?’s out in the arerna doing something instead of gust
here quietly rurming the store. Which goes vipght back to the
Cormally thing of finding useable ernemies. Cormally said the
same thing. PBut he said, "First get [the People’s Republic ofl
China open, and thewn find an enemy. That led into a wide
ranging discussicon where Nixon got into the concept of maybe
forming a whole new palitical party after the election, and
bringing about a coalition that would be totally different from
what the Republicarn party represented. 0Obviously [hel didn’t po
very far with that.

Cormally?’s point on the ernemy thing was, "Wait uwntil the
natural eremy appears, and then embrace that natural eneny," like
[thel ecornomy, or ecology, or unemployment. Whatever might be a
good available eremy. Don't coreate onej wait til ocne appears.
But then, instead of igrnoring it or something, build it up. Use
it. Cormnally had the other interesting concept that the
PFresident needs to build four emotions in the pecple: love,
fear, hate and respect. All four. Which is....

RHG: That's a hard thing to....

HRH: 0Oh, yeah. Trying to get emotional response to the President.
That, as we got intac *78, a lot of this stuff—-—-the public
relationms, public opinion concerns——do relate directly to the
political question. That brought us up to the comment I was

looking for which we were talking about earlier, the 20% thing.
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In April the President was makirmg the point that, "The liberal
establishment is always going to be against us, because I",
Nixor, "am rot one of them and I won't pay attentiorn to them. I
don?t dominate them, so they’re going to coppose me.” He thought
we made & mistake in the first two years of the fFirset term by
talking to the liberals and trying to win them over when theve’s
no hope of wirming them over or changing them. "Instead, we?ve
got to build a new establishment of our owr.”

This is the guts of the start of the concept of the rew
coalition that was the thing he was was trying to work on Latd
the start of the second term. Building a rnew establishment.
Fight the press through the Colson aperation, the nutcutters as
Lthe President] called them, forcing our own rews. Making a
brutal, vicicous attack on the opposition. This is sort of
Nixonian over—rhetoric type stuff. He says, "We have to realize
that the press is 90%:120% against us, so we have to be 9Q%:18%
better in what we put out. In other words, nine times as good in
order to succeed. PAnd it’s hard to affect retwork television,
but we can have an impact on local television.

Ther he’'s back to the cuttivng out people like Sidey and John
Osborne. The concept of creating a new establishment which was
something he always believed in. He liked the idea but he didn®t
know how to do it effectively. I think we had started on socme
things that would have beern effective in the second term.

That's something I warnt to talk about at some length.
If it had worked.

Right. It was a very exciting thing that really crystalized
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during the.... There was a second transition that you all
created there, from the first term to the secornd term, and I
think at least part of the rnew establishment was to be coreated at
that time. Is it your memory that Cormally was at least one of
the founders of that rew establishment idea?

No, it wasn’t.

Na?

I may be wrong, but that isn't my memory. That was more
Nixoniar. I don?’t think Covmnally disagreed at all. I think he
concurred in it. But I donm’t think it was one of his main

things.

CInvterruptiond

RHG ¢

All right. We'll talk about that rew establishment L[ideal at a
later point at some lerngth. Just to make orne point about it now,
it strikes me that what we've been talking about here, for the
last hour or more L[wasl that the world was not with Nixon,
entirely. He had a lot of opposition built intao the system——
built into the establishment—-tz what he wanted.ta doy, and just
generally to his sense of freedom of action. We've been talking
about ways in which he hoped to sufficiently alter that so that
he did have this freedom of actiorn., The rnew establishment idea,
I felt whern I was reading about it, towards the end of the first
term, fighting with all these things for all this time, he Just
decided that he was going to re-make the world. He rnot only was
going to try to influence it, which is mostly what we?ve been
talking about. But he was going to try to completely re—-make it

as much as he could. He was going to buy a family television
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station, a family rewspaper——had plans to do both thase things or
at least thought about it. He was going to try to change the
political structure, the two-party system, so that he could get
the Congress that he wanted. What else? He was trying to change
the bureaucracy as well...

Yeah.

«.ssand that?’s what we?ll take about particularly, at greater
length. Sa that the whale world that he faced would be
different.

That'’s [al very valid observation. I think it?'s [a rotld
illogical evolution, actually, because you come into a situwation,
as he came intc the Fresiderncy, and you have to deal with what'’s
there. As you work at dealing with what's there, try to develop
the techniques and approaches and all that to working with what's
there, it becomes more and more readily apparent to youw that a
lot of what is there is undesirable from your viewpoint. Yet
there’s a lot that's there that is desirable but is ot coalesced
in a way that can accomplish [what’'s desiredl. Sm, you start
thinking, "If the structure that’s here row isn't workable for
me, instead of trying to change it, or change within it, maybe
what I should do is change the structure itself.” And that’s
exactly what he did set out to do.

A lot of unfortunate things happerned that knocked that
apart. Obvicusly Waterpate [wasl the worst of them all. But
[there was alsol the whale Agrnew situation, versus having had the
possible apportunity to bringinmg Cormally in as Vice President,

which I think would have been an enormous step toward a lot of
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what he was trying to do, had he been able to do that. This
concept of a new political party, he and Cornally together could
have been a very formidable figurehead in trying to bring a rew
paxlitical coalitionm together that might well end up being
formalized as a new political party.

This wasn't rew. This we talked about back iwn the 62%’s, in
the early *6@'s. The fact that there were segments of the
Republican party that were more Demcoccrat than the Democrats and
segmerts of the Democrat party that were more Republican than the
Republicans. The parties were rot reflective of a massing of orne
general ideclogical approach here and a massing of the other
ideolagical approach here. That there were a lot of criss—
crossing factors., That labor was traditionally Democrat even
though it was ideclopgically Republican in many cases. That the
South was traditionally Democrat but ideclopically Republican. A
lot of things like that. Plus, the opportunmity to opern the doors
of conservative Republicanism, in one sense, to people who were
traditionally liberal in arncther sense. There was a lot of
potential there. Hopefully with the Vietrnam War over, which we
thought it was——and it was, actually, in Jarnuwary [19731, there
was the opportunity to move ahead with initiative programs
instead of reactive thirngs. I donm?t know. I think that what you
say makes a lot of sense. That he didi... I hadn’t really
thought about it that way, but I think he did see a, firgt of
all, a reality that fighting the gstatus guo didn't work. It was
Just so solid. 8o much was so scoclidly entrenched you couldn’t

undo it. The way to deal with it was to leave it there and say,
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"Too bad”, and go over here and build your own rnew status guo
aover here. Live with the envirorment that you create for
yourself instead of the ernvirormert someorne else left you.
Obviously you [eculdrn’tl totally do that, but you could take some
substantial steps in those directions. And I think that's
exactly what he was aiming at.

tYoul mentiored yesterday in talking about Nixon's theory of the
PMresidency that he had a 1ot of ideas, but in the end, there were
locose ends everywhere. I den?t krnow what to think about this
e, In a way I'm inclined ta feel the same, that the public
relations issues were rnever resclved.

No, they weren’t, but progress was made. You moved.... I think
maybe that?!s the way, overall, the political process works. You
don’t get it all resclved. You don’t get all the loose ends tied
up and end up with a neat package. But you do, even with all the
loose ends sticking out, you do keep rolling the ball a little
bit in the direction that you want it to go. And you tidy up
some of the loose ends arnd pick up some nwew ores. I really think
we had made progress, and I think we had laid the groundwork for
substantial progress, and a lot of tidying up of loose ends in
the second term. And I also believe that had he been successful
in ending Vietrnam in €9, which he had every reason to think he
was going to be, that a lot of that would have progressed more
rapidly in the first term.

The octher thing I was going to say was that the new

establishment, at least as an idea when you see it referred to on

paper, certainly seems like a more comprehensive construction
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that maybe wouldn?t have had very many loose ends if it had
succeeded. Of course, it?'s the nature of political life, as
you® e sayinp, that he probably would have riever been able to do
it all.

They don't suceed. Yeah, yeah.
Maybe something. Some part of it. Well, just as a last
question, I talked a long time about this, and we've talked abaout
things that happered over a pericd of four years and more. S my
last gquestion really is, were you and Nixon as one on all these
questiocns?

Well, yes and ro. fLaughterl We were, in a gereral sense, as
oane on virtually, maybe all, of these questions. We were rot
totally as one ornu... That's conceptually. Implementationally
not. I ternd to.... I look at thivgs in how you are going to
carry [theml out. He does too, but he does it in a different
way. He does it in extremes. I think it?'s evidenrt that I very
much disapreed on his FR thing, that the solution was get more FR
mern. My solution was not get more PR men. It was get more
pecple atturned to the needs for PR considerations. I don?t think
I ever convinced him, and he rnever convinced me. I think that
was an area where we diverged in our way of dealing with
something.

I didn't bhave as extreme a view of dealing with the press as
he did, but I definitely shared his basic viewpoint and agreed
with it. I wasn’t as inmtrigued with this buildirng an eremy and
making it useful as he and Cormnally were, but I think there was

some merit to that as am approach. To work on it in the right
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way. I think where there was an enemy that you could unify a lot
of peocple with you in opposing, that that was worthwhile. Like
make crime and drugs an enemy, and that’s fine.

Makirng the media an eremy tends to be counterproductive.
It's very tempting, and evern more so now than it was then,
because I think the media, in a gereral sense, is held in lower
public esteem vniow than it was ten years ago, or twenty years agco.
That’s a whaole other issue. Saomething needs to be dorne about the
media problem. That's ore big problem that I think faces the
nation and the politiecs of the mnation and the governance of the
nation, and it's not a sclution to try and pgo into in this
context.

In a gerneral sense and very remarkably so, I would say we
were as one in pretty much everything. When I didn’t apree with
him, when I did have a divergent view, I expressed it. Often....
A lot of his more startling statements are to elicit response
rather than to state a conclugion. So, I responded to it when I
disagreed with him. Or, in sone of them, he kview I disagreed and
there wasn't any point in responding. I Just let it go. A lot
of them were highly repetitious, as you’ve seen in going through
his materials. There wasn’'t a rneed, once the viewpoint was
recorded, to repeat it over and over and prolong the discussion.

My policy, cobviously, was that he was the decider in all
issues and when somethirng was debated I took a viewpoint, if I
felt 1 had orne and was qualified to have one, but ornce the
decision was made I very definitely was one L[with himl. I rever,

on a final decision, went contrary to it, except in some cases
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not to act. I riever acted against a deecision. I sometimes
didn’t act pro the decision. And if that were the case, he krnew
it. I rever ran into anything where I was so opposed that 1 felt
we were down to an issue where I had to leave. I did that in one
business thing, in a busirness I was in for seven years, after I
got through the whole Watergate stuff, up until two years ago.
There arrived a busirness decigion that was made by the head guy.
It was a make—or-break decision as far as I was concerned. I
said, "If this is what we're going to do, I've got to leave. I
understand the decision but I carmot participate in it and will
vict.” Then it got modified and I didn't have to [quitl. I rever
got to that point at all at the White House. 8o, that kind of a
disagreement rever arcose.

Well, thank you bMr. Haldeman. We'll continue on the details of

public relations this afterncom.

[End side two cassette twol

[Begin side orie cassette threel

RHG 2
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All »ight, Mr. Haldeman. This morning we talked at scome length
about the President?’s need to progect himself and his program in
an appropriate way. Ore of the most important ways that was
available to him was by way of speeches [onl televisiom iwn
particular, but in gemeral througbh his speeches. Can you
deseribe a bit the problems that Nixon had inm getting his
speeches prepared the way he wanted them?

Nixcon was & tough elient for a speechwriter to have, because he
was very much irnvolved in speech preparaticr himself. He did not

simply wait until someore had written a speech for anm occasion
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and handed it to him and put it on the teleprompter, and then
Just read it. He was very directly irnvolved in speech
preparaticon. In the major addresses——S8tate of the Union,
Inauwpgural addresses, acceptance speeches at the conventions, that
sart of thing——he did an enormous amount of the basic writing
work himself. He spent lots of time on it. He worked with a
yellow pad and alare. That was cme of the subjgects o times
when he did want time to be alone and sit and work things through
himgelf. He did it in longhand on yellow pads (lorng legal pads).
He usually worked cut an cutline and then would spend a lot of
time Jgust jotting down notes arnd ideas of what he warnted to say,
and then he'd go back and re-work things. Get them into phrases
and start developing the thirg. It was a long, involved process
for a major speech.

As President, he had to give so many little speeches as well
as big speeches. Little welcoming remarks at pgatheringsg
speeches at all kinds of functions and ceremonies and arrival
things for state visitorsy and all that socrt of thing. Plus, the
major speeches: the addresses to the rnation on television in
prime time evening programs, and that sort of thing. So, there's
a whole range of speechwriting requirements. He couldn®t,
obviously, take the time to write all those things, and he
didn't.

But, his gereral pattern would be on a major speech——and
let’s sort of concentrate on those, because the minor ores were
lesg of a problem and writers basically did the research on them.

Gave him sugpested remarks L[on the minor onesl, rnot written
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speeches. He'd review the suggested remarks and talk from his
awn rotes or from the cutlive or from the remarks. Ornce in
awhile, orn something that was technical or something, he’d
substantially read a speech that someore else had prepared.

On the major speeches, he would give thought to what he
wanted to say, the general content, context, of what he wanted to
caover, would somethimes write some vnotes on it, and usually meet
with whichever writer or group of writers was assigned to do that
particular speech, and give them his thoughts at the ocutset.

They would then go back, wark on that plus their own research,
and any contributions they could make in terms of what might be
good things to include in that particular speech. Fut together a
draft that the President would thew go overy, reject, sit down arnd
talk with them about: "Re—do this inm this sense," and "Add some
things here,” and "Skip all this stuff," and all that.

Ultimately a speech would come cut that he’d be more or less
satisfied with and that he would deliver more or less in the form
that it was written. The task of doing these, working with him
on these, fell to the speechwriter group, which was a small
group. Initially the principals [werel Pat [Patrick J.1 EBuchanan
and Bill William L.J Safire and Ray L[Raymond K.J Price;, others
at other times, and some backup, more Junior pecple working under
those guys at times. RBut they were the principal speechwriters.

He was always dissatisfied. During the campaigns that I
worked with him on, and whern we got to the White House, there was
a constant dissatisfaction with speechwriters. I think that was

inevitahle. I thirk there’s a built—-in, automatic
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dissatisfaction, because he was dissatisfied with himself as a
speechwriter, tooc. He'’d work on his own speeches and say, "No,
that's rnot right.” And he’d start all over. When someore else
did it, he'd do the same thing. He’d say, "This isn’t any good.”

So we went through, and this was one of my areas of
responsibility on an oversight basis——I1 had nothing to do with
thé writing——the kinds of things that he’d raise in dealing with
a problem. He'd analyze it as he went, because he was constantly
trying to improve the speechwriting thing, recocgnizing the
enormous importance of Fresidential speeches——in terms of public
aopiniorn, their effect on other nations, and on Congressmen——that
it made a lot of difference. 8o he was concerned with the
content of his speeches.

He was always——sart of like in the FR gerneral sense he was
always looking for another PR man, he was always looking for
arcther speechwriter. There were constant reqguests to find a
speechwriter wha has the ability to do this or the ability to do
that, such as: ore who can really orgarnize a speech and get it
so it flows and times right for the spoken word. Some of the
pecple that were writing for him, he felt, were good at writing
for the written word. They wrote speeches that read well but
they didn't speak well, and he wanted speeches that spoke well.
That had cheer lines, and had emctional lifts, and suspense, and
the kinds of things that you rneed verbally that you don't always
put together the same way in written form. He frequently would
go back to the "What we really need is a Ted [Theodore C.J]

Sorenser. We need somebody like Kermedy had, who couwld think the
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way Kermmedy did, and say things the way Kermedy thought, and
really produce beautiful, well—-organized, bhighly literate, but
highly speakable, speeches."

In addition ta being speakable, they had to read well, too,
because FPresidential speeche are reproduced in substantial form—-
often with entire text of a major speech—-in the press. They
rneed to stand up urnder the reading test, too. Alsoy to get
samecne who had the gift of the turn for an effective phrase of a
lirve that had memorability, that would catch people’s
imagination. That would not just make the point, but would
emphasize it. Punch it home. Zing it, so that the speech had
some real effect: that it moved people or excited thew, or
roused them to action. Whatever the effort was.

As he was concerred, in a gerneral sense, about the staff
being good mechanics and good operators, he was also concerned
about the speechwriters being skilled craftsmen. Highly
literate, intellectual, and all that, but vnot down to the FTolks.
Gutsy erough. Not emotional evncugh. Not able to get down to the
maybe corny kind of thing that really appeals to people, that
grabs people. There was a gereral pressure over all those years
of trying to encourage the existing writers and, at the same
time, trying to find potential new writers who had that knack.
He'd hear other pecple’s speeches and say, "Find out who wrote
that speech, because that's the kind of thing we really reed."

I remember ivn his second State of the Uniown address, which
would have been in 197@, he had an interesting critique of [itsl

first draft, which was prepared by one of the writers: "It's
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absolutely too eloquent and a complete disaster.” Which is kind
of interesting. Specifically, his point was, "There’s not encugh
substance, there's not erough cheer lines, and there’s no
crganization. We've got to get someone who can put thoase things
in." Ore of the problems we had in dealing with that L[wasl that
Nixon, as President, was less able and less willing to devote the
time to working with the speechwriters. Less than he had been in
the campaigns, in terms of giving them real guidance as to not
Just the basic content of what he wanted to say, but how he
wanted to say it. The way he wanted to get it across, soc that
they had a better feel of what he was working for. I think that
was difficult.

I'm sorry, I was just going to ask on that point: he spent a lot
of time working on the speeches, but you’re saying that he
wouldrn’t work with the speechwriters very much.

Right, right. He did work with them, but not as much.... They
always were concerned that "If we could just get some time with
him. Go over and find out what he’s talking about.” Whern he was
under pressure he would talk to me, or to Rose [Mary Woodsl, or
tHerry A.] Kissinger, if it was a foreign policy speech——pecple
wha were rnot writers at all—-—and say, "Tell them I've got to get
this and this and this and this into the speech.” Well, we®d
make rotes as best we could and get them to the speechwriters,
but that isn’t the same for a speechwriter as sitting with the
guy and being able to do a little give—and-take of.... 8o the
writer says, "Well, what do you think about this?" And Nixon

says, "No, because...." Then they know why it's wrong instead of
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Just "Don't do that.” It was hard to get that kind of time
available for them.

Ancother problem was that speechwriting was hard work for
him, and he wasted an awful lot of time just.... Did I get
into the dog cirecling around point...

RHG: Yes, you menticorned that in the first interview.

HRH: ...before? Because that was definitely a factor in the
speechwriting thing. He just had to sperd a lot of time getting
himself into the mood to really get down to the nitty—-gritty work
of doing the speech. He Jjust procorastinated. 8o that would slow
dowrn the process and make it less efficient.

He took a hand in other pecple’s speeches, particularly
[Spiro T.J Agrnew’sS....

[Irnterruptionl

RHB: I think you were just memtioning how the President cccasionally
worrked on some of Agrew's speeches, is the last thing I remember.

HRH: Well, he was interested in Agrew's speeches and he felt that....
A lot of pecple were ocutraged at some of the outrageocus thirgs
Agrew was saying. Some of those were encourapged by the
Fresident. Pat Buchanan, who had worked with the President for a
long time, wrote a 1ot of the Agrew stuff. The President felt
that it made sense that Agrew could be the low rocad fighter, hit
hardey thavn the President. The Fresident had to stay on the high
road and be Presidential. That it was a pretty good one—two
punch kind of cperation. He felt that Buchanan's stuff with
Agriew at least was sharp and specific, to a greater extent.

[Input Ffor the Fresident's speechesl, he felt, was kind of fuzzy



a lot of the time, and that bothered him. He wanted to make it
clearer and that was one of the critiques.

His sort of constantly recurring complaint was, "I have to
dee all of the work. Nobody else around here can write a speech,
so it boils down to, when we get around to the major ocnes, I have
to do it and that’s a problem. We reed to find someore who can
doe it.” He would experiment with different processes, where you
would do aeewe Where he wouldn’®t do any writing at all. He'd
give an outline o a concept to the writer and then he'd have the
wiriter write a speech and he’d oritique it and have the writer
re-write it. HKeep going until he got it dore. He thought waybe
he could the satisfactory speeches in volume out of that
techrnique and that was one approach that he tried at times.

He also tried to cornvince himself, and successfully to some
extent, to take a speech that wasn’t what he regarded as jJust
right, and read it anyway, without re-writing it himself and
without worrying about making every gpeech into a major opus, but
rather to make do with what he had. Recopgnizing that most
Fresidential speeches, other than Inaugurals and State of the
Uricns maybe, and that sort of thing, are not that strongly noted
or remembered by peocple. Especially the ornes that are rot
covered, are not network television speeches. Those prime time
things that he did in Fresidential reports to the nation he rnever
backed off to this [extentl. But in the lesgs detailed caverage
type speeches, he did get to a point where he was willing to do
what he alsoc got to the point of being willing to do in

letterwriting, which was to sign letters that other pecple had
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wiritten for him, [whichl he krniew he could have written better
himself. Which was what Eiserhower told him was the mark of a
true executive: the man that can sign a letter someone else
wrote that he knows he could have written better himself, but
forces himself rnot to take the time and effort, which he doesn't
really have available....

Now, that was very hard for Nixon, wasn't it?

Very hard. It really was. He had to force himself to do it.
He'd go back and forth. "Ghouwld I...7" He'd say, "I’ve got to
do this." Then he'd read a speech which, after he did it, he'd
say, "That was a lousy speech,” or "medioccre speech, and I
shouldn’t have dore it."” Thew he thinks that’s a mistake and he
wori' € da it the mext time. Then he cycles back and says, "I have
to do that, and I will."”

There's o question, in my viewpoint, that the speeches that
he did by himself, or did mostly himsel, were his superior
speeches. I think he was, for his speaking, a better
speechwriter than any of the speechwriters. They pave him ideas,
there's no question about that, but he did a better jJob of
craftting a speech, partly because rnone of the writers was a
speaker. Writing a speech for someorne else, when you dom?t have
to speak it, is different than writing a speech for yourself when
you do have to speak it. You, as a speaker; are writing a
speech. You're thinking cheer lines and speech emphasis and that
kind of thing, where the writer is thinking literary flow. He
reads ity he doesn’t speak it. So it's different.

A example was a very major speech that he had to give to
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the National Junior Chamber of Commerce converntion, which I think
was in 8t. Louwis. Wherever it was, it was a major speech. It
was going to be covered by televisionm and it was the rnational
canvention. A huge crowd, Juriicor Chamber of Commerce, which are
yourng community leaders across the country. People that he
wanted to make a strong impression orn because it was at the time
whern we were having the battle with the youth. Having a good
reception by young pecple, even though Chamber of Commerce——rot
"mMippie", but they were young, anyway——was important.

He went round and round on that ocne. He had Fat Buchanan
work o it. He had Ray Price work on it. They?’d shift back and
forth. Ornme guy would do a draft and then he’d shift to ancther
guy and thern he’d work on it, and thern he’d say, "Geez, maybe
I"ve gust got to do it myself." Then he was agonizing, "“Maybe
this would be better to do as an off-the-cuff speech. Just not
read a speech." Because most of his Presidential speeches he
read. He krnew them pretty well, the major ones at least, because
he had worked on them himself. But he still read them. The TV
addresses he read, because it was so important in a Presidential
address to the mation, or in a foreign policy related statement,
that wo phraseclogy would orveep in that might be misinterpreted.
How the words were constructed and all did become important. S,
they were read. The rnet [resultl]l on the Junior Chamber speech
was that he ended up winging it. He didn't use a writtern speech,
evers though there had beew a lot of writing done. He had put in
an encrmous amount of time on it——rot in an organized fashion,

but onm and off-—and I think the rnet result was an absolutely
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sensational speech. It was an enormous success. He pot a
rousing recepticrn, and it was.... I think it showed that if he
did it himself, it did come cut better. We still couldn’t get a
standard practice that he would stay with.

RHG: Now, in that case, did he just go te the podium with no text at
all, arnd he'd just...?

HRH: Yeah.

RHB: OFf cowrse, he was familiar with all this speechwriting process.

HRH: He'd worked aver all those texts and and all the earlier drafts
and he had all the ideas in his head. I would imagine that he
probably had—-I can’t remember specifically—--but he probably had
a page of yellow notes with him, highlight wnotes, that he
probably didn’t use. But it was probably stuck in his pocket.
And he could have pulled it cut if he had wanted to get a
refresher on something. As I recall, he didn’t use any text at
all. That was where he really was at his best. He did that a
lot at of times at the little thivngs, the little ceremonmies,
pregsentaticon ceremonies and that sort of thing. Well,
Cornpgressional Medal of Honor things. He rnever read speeches at
those. But he did work on a speech before he went. Those he
wanted to be very personal, and he’'d use a writer for basic
research. He'd get the background on the peaple that were
getting the award or the medal or whatever, and maybe some
interesting corallary sidelights that he could weave in, but he’d
put the thing together.

Did I go into the John Adams...? One of the Adams’s Family,

Jobhrn Adams and Samuel Adams, John Quirncy Adams, the Presidential
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Adams family. I've written it somewhere, said it somewhere. It
was a fascinating exercise. The heirs down the line, of the
Adams Foundation, which was still Adams family, great
grandchildren, great-great, or whatever, how far down it wenrt,
presented two portraits of Mr. and Mrs. L[Johrn Quincyl Adams to
the White House. There was a ceremony in the East Room to
receive these and ackrnowledge the presentation and everything.
The curator of the Adams Foundation or Adams museum, or whatever
it is, prepared a talk. An Adams heir, one of the great-
grandsons or something, pave a talk about Adams. Both of them
prepared talks that they read. Finishing thaty; you have probably
the two foremost living experts in the world on Adams giving
their prepared talks that they read. Then, Richard Nixon steps
forward to acknowledge and accept, as President of the United
States, and speaks off the cuff, without a prepared text. Talks
about anecdotal story material relating to Adams, and when RAdams
died im the House of Representatives, and Adams's cormection with
Abraham Lincoln whern they had served together in the House as
Congressmen. He wove in thirngs that made a very moving, very
personal, very scholarly, in its own way, acceptance, and made an
enormous impression on these pecple.

He did a lot of that kind of thing. His toasts at dirmers
arnd that sort of thing were in that nature. That was usually, or
often, his own research, not.... And the Adams thing was. He
had read something the night before. Some book he was reading——
it was a book on Linecoln, I think-—that had the Adams cormection,

which lead him to the backgrournd on it. There [wasl that kind
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of thing. Every time we’d argue that he ocught to give more
speeches or somebody would argue that what we rneed is
Presidential speeches, he would.... His standard thrust back on
that was, "If you'd find me good speechwriters that could do them
sa I didn't have to spend all the time writing the speeches, then
I would do more speeches. Having to do it all myself, it becomes
a real problem. "

The State of the Union Address in 1971, which would have
been, '69-'"72-'71i, his third State of the Uniorn, he tried what he
regarded as a rnew speechwriting method. It was really a
madification of the old orne where he had Ray Price, the chief
speechwriter, write an initial draft of a speech. Write from
scratch, without any guidance. Thern Nixor worked on it, himself.
Then sent it back to FPrice with his annotations and comments and
so forth. Price re-worked it, sent it back. They'’d go through a
couple drafts a day that way, back and forth while [the
Presidentl, in the meartime, could go about his other busirvess,
a0 he didn't have to hole up and corcentrate on the speech. That
worked out pretty well. The disaster with that orne was that he,
as was customary, released the text of the speech prior to
delivering the address. The big punch thing in that speech was
Lthel re-organization covcept, and that was all leaked before he
gave his speech. That infuriated him, so we got into the leak
prablem, through the speechwriting problem, on that one.

Did he try that method again?
Yeah, and he modified it. The problem on that speech, though,

was he wasn't happy with the speech when it was finally done, and
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after delivery, because he didn't think it had a ccherent theme,
arnd the kind of organization that it would have had, if he had
written it himself. 8o, it bothered him, but he did try that
approach, in modified ways, in later gpeechwriting efforts.

We rnever did get speechwriting down to an accepted and
agreed upon easy way to get a speech prepared, and one of my
roles in the speechwriting process, especially in the latter part
of the first term, was on all majom speeches, he would end Up....
I would rever participate ivn the speechwriting thing at all, in
terms of content, o anything. RAssigned the writer and the
President would work directly with the writer on everything, rot
thyough me. That meant that I krew everything that was going on
that was involved, but I didn’t krnow what he was going to say in
the speech.

It dawred orn him, somewhere along the line, and weld done it
a little in the campaigns before that.... He started using me
as a sort of a final draft sounding board. He'd have me sit and
listen to what he had decided was his final draft, but before he
was locked into it, so that he still could make charnges. It was
fascinating for me, but I don’t think I'd ever presume to pet in
much to ﬁritiquing it. I¥ there was something that was
specifically missing o rot cleary, I'd make a point about that,
but that was about it. I did viot pget into trying to suggest
content, additional stuff, or additiconal approaches to doing it.
Did you just sgsit and he would stand in fromt of you and...?

He’d sit, and read it.

Sit down and just read the speech to you?
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He'd sit in his chair and vead it.

Arnd you would make comments? You'’d say, "I don’t understand
that?" or something to...?

I'd make rnotes as he was going. Then 1'd go back and say, "I
think there’s a part in the middle there that...", you kraow.

Did he do this with others in the White House?

He did on the foreign policy speeches with Henry. Usually with
me there, also. Herry and I, together, would be in there on a
number of the foreign policy speeches. It pave him a-—it was
easier to do that with somebody sitting there, than to read it
aloud to himself. Part of what he was doing there was tryirng to
get a feel of how it came through in the spoken form versus the
written form, because when you’re sitting there writing, you're
still just writing it.

I vivtice here July 15, 1971, he's pgiving a speech on the China
opening. "As was his usuwal custom, Nixon read the final draft of
the speech to Haldemanr shortly before time to deliver it."

Yeah. That was fairly standard. He constartly kept pushing for
getting move heart, more feeling, emotion. More persoral. Less
factual, less statistical. More inspirational. Uplifting.
Those were the things he was looking for, and tended to be
critical of the writers or.

It seems, from seeing these journal entries, that he never got
that. He gust really did.

Nz, mever really did. Never to his satisfactior. His line was
that he didn’t want beautiful prose, he wanted memorable prose.

He didn?’t want it to be literally beautiful. He wanted it to be
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memorable in the sense of unforpettable. Making the concept. He
kept pushing constantly for more anecdotal material, and they all
worked on trying to develop anecdotal things to work into
speeches after the main body was there. They’d go back and try
to weave arecdotal material in that would highlight it.

I think you mentioned Dick Moore was particularly good at that.
Dick Moore was good at that, because he was an old Irish
storyteller, and he was good at coming up with that kind of
thing. I think that?’s pretty much the flaver of the way the
speechwriting thing wernt to. There were specific Linstances]
where things got L[intcd problem arealsl. They were all really
reflections of the same thing. He jJust never was totally
satisfied with what came cut. 1 think with him [thatl was
inevitable. We could have been there arncther hurndred years, and
I don't think we wcould have ever salved the proablem.

Did he ever try very hard to find a Sorensen?

Yeah. But rever felt that he had. Ray Price came the closest.
But he expresses preat dissatisfaction with Price's work in here
[Haldeman's gournall.

Ovs and aoff, but that was because Frice wrote more of the
speeches. So he got more of the blame for them. The really good
speeches, the ones that Nixon was really satisfied with, were
often Frice speeches. The Buchanan ones were too tough and too
harsh for Nixon, although Buchanan had a lot of lirnes that MNixon
used from time to time. Safire’s were too clever. He didn’t
like the cleverrness. FPrice’s were more... Frice’s tended to be

more beautiful speeches, but he worked toward the President’s
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objective of making them memorable rather than beautiful. Ray
did a good job.

What about some of the others? [Jobhn J.1 dMcLaughlin was a
speechwriter for a while, I thirnk.

Yeah, I pguess he was. I'm vt suwres... He was a second-tier
writer. There were a viumber of them. HMKewn Khachigian, who was
writing for Reagan, was one the speechwriting staff. Mert
CLyndorn Kol Allin did some speechwriting work,

John fAndrews, I think, wrote a....

Johrrny Andrews did a lot of speechwriting work.

He was a very young mar.

(5.1 Bruce Herschernsohn did some. There were a number of people
in the second tier. The main triumverate.... Well, and then,
Ray Gerpger.

Dave [Davidl Gerpen.

Dave Gergern became the head speechwriter. He was Frice's
assistant. Whern Price left, Gergen took cver as the leader of
the speechwriting group.

I think Price stayed through the ewnd.

Yeah, 1 guess you're right. He did. But...

You krnaow, 1 think there were two..e..

«ssmaybe Frice moved out of speechwriting into....

I think there were two different staffs.

He was the coordinator, but ret the writer, or something?

Well, Price, for a while, did set himself aside a bit in the way
that Ebrlichmarn had dorne at the end of his term. To be someone

wha thought a little more about philoscphy for the
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administration. I think trying to be Nixorm’s philosopher, you
ment icned yesterday.

Um hram.

I'm trying to remember the staff set up for the White House and
my memory is that there may have been twa writing staffs, at
least at whatever time I was loaking at the staff structure for
it. Ore was a speechwriting staff, and the other was a statement
staff.

Right.

I'm wondering if Berpern was the head of the second.

That could be, that could be. Arnother facet of the writing was
letterwriting; there was alsco a letterwriting staff. There’s an
encrmous ancunt of Presidential correspondence that has to go
cut, in response to incoming correspondence. There was a big
staff doing that. Originally we started that by trying to get
someone from the State Department to come over, because the
President felt the people trained in the State Department stuff
had the gift of Presidential type language——the sort of exalted
language——that would be appropriate for letters from the
Fresident to individual pecple.

We had a fellow named Noble Melerncamp, from the State
Department, that came in and did an enormous amount of that, and
was in charge of the letterwritivng thing. The origimal guy on
that was Larry [Lawrerncel Eagleburger, who then became a senior
assistant to Kissirnger and a major foreign policy guy. HKissinger
stole Eagleburger away from me right in the very early days, but

he had beenrn brought over from State as the chief letterwriter.
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That was the thought with him.

Nixown was very much aware of the reed for doing those things
right, and had his ideas and his critiques of them constantly.
The statements, the speeches, the messages to organizations and
gerneral correspondence to people.

One of the things that I rnotice, going through [the jJournall, on
the speechmaking is that Nixon changes his mind from time to time
about how he feels about speaking to live orowds.

Right.

Can youw talk about that?

Well, it's one of those things that L[isl part of that constant
evaluating and re-evaluating the overall task of dealing with
public apinicn. How is the most effective way to communicate?
The argument, of course, was that a speech to a live audience is
a waste of time because you're talking to a few hundred or at
mast a few thousand people. You have a major impact on them, but
what bhappens from there ocn? You argue that if you do it on
television you can only do it 8o much and.... What it boiled
down to is you've got to do a little bit of all of it.

And every.c.. This one entry 1 was locking at is a day Nixon

felt the other way. It's February &, 1972. "Nixon says he wants
to meet with more live crowds. The peocple are sick of TV." Now,

the next day he’'d want to be back on TV, prabably.

Yeah, yeah. That’s the kind of thirg.... It’s a reaction to
something that... He was sensitive to the, as we've talked
about, to the overexposure on TV, and the concern that TV is a

double-edged sword. It gives you the cpportunity to reach a lot
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of pecple, but how often do they want to be reached?

Maybe we could jgust look at the Congressional relatiorns side of
publiec relations just briefly. I actually gjgust stumbled orm an
item here. A good way to oper, only because it concerns the
Congress and speechmaking. It raises a curiocus kind of question.
At any rate, this is March 1972. -Nixon has giver a busing
speech. I the speech he asks the American peacple to write to
Congress and tell them how they feel about busing. 8o, after the
speech is over, he turns to Coalson, and he asks Calsor to write
letters to the members of Covgress. What kind ofr an operation
was that?

OK, this isn’t really.... Doesn’t.... It relates to the
Congressional thing, but what that is is a different subject
Cthatl it's worth spernding a few minutes on, which is the whole
follow—up concept. The point, in this whole public opinion
thing, of rnot Just giving a Fresidential speech and then walkaing
away and leaving the issue at that. FBEut having prepared tollow-
ups giving back—up material out to editorial writers and that
sort of thing.,. BGetting public response generated, 11 various
ways.

By March of 72 Colson was in a pogition where
theoretically, at least, he had the ability to mobilize public
action and reaction. And it wasn't that Colsorn would write
letters. It was that Colson’s troops, Colson’s apparatus would
cause letters to be sent to Congress. In other words, Colson
would contact the Association of--thig is the busing speech--take

the pecople that would be opposed to busing, the various groups of
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peaple that were opposed to busing. Or ethric groups or trade
urnions or whatever it might be. Get those people to get their
pecsple to respond by writing to their Congressmen.

RHG: I see. That’'s gquite different.

HRH: And, uh, so it was a mobilization of suppart, or expressiorns of
support, in crder to get things to happenm. The point there would
be that Nixon having, in the speech, asked for people to write
Congress, the worst thing that could happen as a result of that
would be for Congress to say, "The Fresident asked for letters,
but we didn’t get any." 8o what he's doing there is using
whatever means that he hopefully had at his disposal to cause or
encourage or accelerate the response level, s there would be
sone appropriate response coming iv.

We [alscl had letterwriting kinds of things we used i1n the
campaign and carried some of them forward into the White House,
through the Republican National Committee and party organizations
in the states, that sort of thing, that were ladies, and men, but
a lot of senior citizen ladies were willing to volunteer to do
letterwriting. They'd write individual, thoughtful letters
vesponding to something that came up. It was a stronger form of
response than form letters, but somewhat alonmpg the same kind of
line. At least it wasn’t printing an ad in the paper that you
Just signed your name to and sent irn, it was a little more
personalized thanm that, but Nixorn was very strong on the concept
of follow—up.

That sort of ties to that thing, [asl I said, in terms aof

success, Lthat his attitude wasl very "Don’t let down". Way back
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in the fall of 69, when the Vietram demonstrations were stirring
up heavily, Hubert Humphrey made a substarntial statement
supporting Nixen’s policy in Vietnam, which was highly
significant. Humphy»ey having beeri his opponent in the election
and the standardbearer of the opposing party. Nixon, in his
usual political mechanics way, told me to get a hundred telegrams
sent to Humphrey congratulating bhim ovm his suportive remarks on
Vietram.

Yes, I’ve seen that.

We did. We'd use some of these letterwriting people. I den®t
kriow by then.... No, we hadn’t really put into ocrganizational
form that "Silent American Majority”, but one of the thirngs those
pecople did was write letters to their Corgressmen, send wires,
thirngs like that. Both in support——commendatory letters to
peocple that were supporting the President and accusatory letters,
condematory letters to those that weren’t.

Who were these people and how did you bring them into your
follaw—-up?

Oh, there were several.... They were leftovers from the
campaign. They were a part of.... When you set up volunteer
crganizations for the campaign, that was one of the activities
you set up for volunteers.

I see.

This was scrt of the remnants of that. The [Republicanl National
Commmittee, I think, tried to maintain that kind of thing. We
had political mailing lists that could be used for the support

things. You'd hit organizations. The Amevican Legion, for
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instance, as a huge national ocrganization, would be strongly
supportive of the FPresident’s Vietrnam policy. So we'd contact
the American Legion and ask them to contact their loecal posts and
get their peocple to respond to the White House, to the Comgress,
and so forth.

Letters to the editors, we had a whole "letters to the
editors” program, that was an apparatus of, again, volunteers who
would watch the editorials and the treatment of variocus issues
and so forth in their papers, and respond to those with letters
to the editors [whichl got printed a lot. Again, a lot of the
letters to the editors that you read in your paper come from that
kind of thing. Not just from us, but from lote of organizations
that, whern something comes out that corncerns them, whether it’s
the National Orpganrnization of Women, cr whatever, they get their
troops to mobilize and write a lot of letters to the editor.
Because they do get printed and that shows an expression of
public reacticorn, suppot or apposition, to something.

Was there ever a problem with the fact that the power of such a
follow—up, I would think, could possibly be diminished if the
apparatus were too blatant?

Yeah. It would be diminished, but it still has an effect. The
apparatus on a lot of those things is very blatant. They do rum
adg——coganizations run full-page ads in the rewspaper saying,
"Cut this out, sign it amd mail it to your Congressman.” It's a
printed thing that says, "Dear Congressman, I oppose House Rill
738. Please vote against it." Sign and you're set. It’s like

circulating petitions. It gtill mobilizes expressions of public
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support. They do have an effect on Congressmen; they have an
effect on rewspapers.

We had some organizatiorns during the campaigrn——1 think some
of them carried over during the administration——that were set up
to make telephore clls to radio stations and television stations,
commenting, responding, reacting to the news treatmert of
incidents. Most of those, they were told how to do it and
mobilized to do it, as volunteer groups, but thewn were left to
their own initiative to decide when to da it and what to say, and
o what basis. Which was the more effective way of doing it then
giving them a standard form to send i
How did word go out at the appropriate times that wmow is the time
to dae it?

Im vnot exactly sure. There were ways of doing it, and I dor’®t
krnow what they were exactly. I don't remember what they were. I
guess I probably knew at the time. I would guess that they were
carryovers from the mechanisms of the campaigrn organization that
would be available for doing that.

Ivn the fall of 69, after the Asian trip and the moon
landing, which was an encrmous sSuCCeSS.... The moon landing, of
course, enervated the entire world and got them really charped
up. It was absolutely fantastic, because we took the trip around
the world right afterwards. It was amazing to see the reaction
everywhere we went. All thyvough Asia and Euwrope and everywhere
else. The Fresident after that was very distressed because there
hadn't been a consistent follow-up. Pecople didn't seize success

and uplift and take advantage of it and use it and build from it.
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They simply said, "Bee, that was great, wasmn’t it?", and let it
go at that.

(The Presidentl had a sernse, that other pecple didn't seem
to have, of "Take advantapge of your pluses. Don’t Just relax and
enjoy them. Try to accelerate them, and expand on them." and
that was what the whole follow—up thing really was about, on the
positive side, On the rnegative side, it was to express
dissatisfaction with things that went the wrong way, o somebody
that made a speech covering things in the wrong direction. You'd
faollow up and let them know that they.e... The follow-up thing
was primarily positive. It was basically various ways of trying
to gererate and accelerate positive reaction, and make it felt,
and have an effect, to capitalize on those things.

Was the follow—up idea something that began with the begivming of
the Fresidency?

No, it began inm the campaigns. We hadea..

What I meant, it was there, it was something begun in the
campaign?

Oh, yeah. Started.... 0Oh, yeah. Absoclutely.

side orel

[Begirn side twaol
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«e syt had sort of started with Congress ard....

Right. Ard actually, I read the wrong thing, but it turmed into
a very interesting discussion.

It went of f the track.

There was something——1let me just loock at the list——that was

related, that might be more closely related to follow—up than
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something else that I don’t really feel I understand. That's the
idea of "attack".

OK. The attack thing was more internal. The follow—up was using
external resouwrces: pecple on the outside. Well, it wasn’t
really. It was internal follow-up to utilize those cutside
resources. We had anm attack group set up that was supposed to
work om making thimgs uncomfortable for people that were taking
opposing positions. I don?t remember a lot of specifics, and
I’ve probably got some riotes [in the jJournall that will give me
a--gpring out some of them. Nixow wanted an attack group set up.
He wanted the, and this is part of the political thivg, that in a
campaigrn you does.s There is a vegative campaign that goes on,
as well as the positive [campaignl. The candidate conducts a
positive campaign stating his position, and to some degree, at
the high level, he attacks the ocpposition, also. But, you also
try to gererate attack activity at the non—candidate level, where
youlre challenging the copporent at all ¢imes. Where you?re
making suwre that his slips and his faux pas are brought to the
maximum attention and built as much as possible. You try to
eveate opportunities for him to make slips and faux pas.

Futting hecklers into meetings to ask him questions that are hard
for him to have to answer. Nixownm was, to some degree, a
perpetrator, through his ocrganization, of this kind of thing. He
was also very much a viectim of it, from (whatl was perpetrated by
the other side. 8o, it isn’t something that was unique with us
at all.

LI'ml] trying to find some examples, maybe, of the attack
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kind of thing. There's one here, in June of 197@d, where the
PFfresident's saying to pet everyore cranked up regarding CBS’s
plarn to give the Democcrats free time to counteract the time the
Fresident pgets on TV. This relates very definitely to the
f=llow—up thing. I¥+"s the same kind of thing. It'8 mobili=ing
external public pressure. A reaction to something unfavorable
that's about to happen. CBS had decided.... The Democrats were
demanding free time to counteract the time the Fresident got.
Our argument was, that's absurd. That the President is speaking
as Fresident of the United States arnd not as a partisan person.
Free time to oppose him is rnot reguired. He was elected to lead
the country, and this is one of his ways to lead it. So we set
up to try and laurnch a wave of adverse reaction to CBES. You
know——"How dare you do this?" To encourage editorials opposing
it, to get letters and public commentary avnd all that saying,
"This isn’t right."

Here's orne where Nixonm wants the White House to continue attack
o the press, to erade their coredibility. Just a general
purpose.

That was something he wanted all the time, and that was movre a
wish tham a command, because there wasr’t.... What carn you do to
eraode it? You can encourage people to write things and say
thirnpgs arnd erncourage our partisans, Congressmen, other peocple, to
attack the press. Of course, Agnew was the leader of the attack
o the press. He girmed up some stuff that had a very stroug
effect in his attacks on the press. 0Other pecople picked up the

cudgel as a result of that. People that had that same feeling.



That whole area, I think, has accelerated very substantially
since the Nixon time, and I think you see now how much more of
the media, anti-media kind of feeling. Media credibility has
dropped encrmously from what it was at the time that we were iwn
the White House. I think & lot of that is the result of....

You could stimulate some of these things, but you alsos have
tSueee There has to be some substance to begin with. PFeople
won?t attack unless they believe in the attack. Youu? re
motivating people to express feelings that they already have.
You? yre mot, you're vrot fabricating the feelings to begin with.
The attack thing also was reflected in a sernse on the personal
basis by this tenderncy that when Hugh Sidey wrote a lousy column,
o an inaccurate coluwm, or something was.... "Down't let Hugh
Sidey on the plarne." 0Or, "Freeze Dan [Darniell Schorr aout because
he’s hitting us om owr parochial schools position”, or whatever
it might be. There was a lot of that sovrt of thing. Some of it
we could do something effective about. Most of it we couldn’t.

I see here ivn '72, in April, he warted to mount an
administration—wide attack onm the natiocrnal press, and praise the
lacal press. WEll,‘what he?s saying there is, "Get pecople to
pick up the Agriew line, and get administration spokesmern——the
Cabivnet, and sub—-Cabinet pecople, pecple like that that are
aut making speechegs——to do that.” A couple of months later he’s
saying, "We should move away from attacks on the press, because
they’re ideclogically against us, but we make a mistake whern we
act personally against them, rather than on the issues." Arnd

that was the mistake that Agrew and Reagan were making was they
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were doing it as a personal thing, rather tharnm substantively on
the issues. We should attack them for factual inaccuracy, but
rot attack them on just personal ideclogical grounds.

In April of '72 he was saying, "Mount the attack.” Irn June
of ?*72 he was saying, "We should move away from attacks on the
press. ” In August of 78 he says, "Bob Semple’s written a New
York Times story that the White House has issued orders to stop
attacking the press."” He thinks that’s counterproductive,
therefore we'd better continue the attack onm the press to
ercode their credibility. 8o, a lot of this is pressure vernting.
It’s like a lot of what you hear on the White House tapes when
you listen to Nixon in meetings with some of us, arnd probably
mast blatantly with Colson, where he’s gust venting his spleen.
Somebody's written a lousy article in the paper that morning, and
he’s wot real happy about it, and he’'s saying, "Welve got to do
this and do that."

I see that in September of 72 he wants Fat Bucharnan and
"Mort” [Lyndond Allin to establish a blacklist of reporters and
publishers. I dor?'t krnow whether it is, but that may be the
famous enemies list that became so muech of a factor in the
Congressional hearings and stuff. Thern, a couple of months later
backgrounders. Point out that "Face the fact that the press are
our enemies. Let’s use them as eremies." That’s going back to
the old concept of finding some evemies and making use af them as
useable eremies. "Get out that 8@ of 89 in the press corps

supported [Georgel McGovern." The kinds of things that come out
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in books and studies about the press that make it difficult for
them. In January he was reacting, "Nobody?s to talk to Hugh
Sidey because Time magazine put Marlon Brando on the cover omn
Inauguration week, " instead of using the cover Ffor Inaugural
coverage.

But, those are sort of petty, spite type reactions that I
think prove nothing more or less, really, tharn the President is
humanr. tLaughterl Doesn’t like pecple kKicking him. Reacts to
them by saying, "Kick 'em back.”

Can you evaluate the follow-up and attack procedures? Were they
effective?

My ocpinion always was, at the time, that they weren’t very
effective. That it was prabably rot a bad idea to do some of
that to maintaivn the pressure, arnd that they probably had some
effect. And some of them, there’s ro question, were effective.
The November 3rd "Moratorium” speech in 69, which pererated an
encormous input of telegrams that night, we moved quickly on
follow—up on that. We worked hard to get cut the fact of the
thing. We had to force the story. The press wasn’t interested
in covering the fact, and we took some very positive moves to
force it. We had a very memorable photograph where we piled the
telegrams on the Fresident's desk, and had the press in——the
press photographers——let them come in to get a picture of the
Fresident the next day, going through these telegrams, that were
runrning 25 to 1 in favor of the President’s position. Then we
realized we had something going. There was some nationmal

momert um.
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We followed up with reports from Westerrn Uniorn offices
around the country, saying they'd wmever been jJammed up so heavily
before in history, and thirngs like that that were to keep the
story going, of the fact that there was this strong public
cutpouring of support for the President. Thern we set up the
Silent American Majority orgamization. They had little lapel
pins and they moved ahead with variocus things to try and
capitalize, maintain the momerntum on that. And that, I think,
did have some effect as a follow—up activity.

The attack activity had some effect, and we saw the effect
at times. There was no question that RAgrew got to some of these
pecple, to the point where Walter Cronkite even went out to Omaha
o someplace and gave a half howr speech dealing with his cwn
reaction to Agrew attacking the press. It put those pecple on
the defensive, and by being on the defernsive made them think
twice at times, I think, before they Jumped with some of the
really irresponsible things.

S, I guess I would summarize it: I think there was some
effecty I don’t think it was anything like the effect that we
wauld have liked to have had. But I algoc don't think that what
we did had anmything like the force that we would have liked to
have had. It's a tough effort, at best, to try and get that kind
of thing going on an ad hoe, quick erank-up basis. I think it's
the kind of thirng where, why wnot do it? It doesn’t cost
anything, doesn?’t hwt anything. It may do some good, rather
than something that you can measure, that it accomplished these

specific objectives.
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RHG: Although in the case of Agriew, and I krnow that’s a very urmusual
case, but as a result of what Agrew was doing, some time later,
Nixorm had to meet with all the college presidents and they were
all afraid and the student bodies had become politicized.

HRH: That wasn’t because of Agrew. The student bodies were
paliticized because of Vietrnam and because of the weak backbores
of the collepe presidents who didn’t have the guts to stand up o
their studernts and run their colleges. And that was long before
Nixon. That was happerning when I was on the Board of Repents of
the University of Califormnia and we were havinge.... One of the
last major acts I participated in as a regent was gettivrg rid of
Clark Kerr as President of the University, who was a great
mediator and arbitrator, and vt a leader. The times called for
leadership on the [campusesl. Arn awful lot of the university
administrations just collapsed their own authority and let the
kids take over and run the campus. You had the inmmates rurming
the zoo, which is a little absurd, and totally defeats the
purpose of the academic free marketplace of ideas. Totally
eliminates the apportunity of most of the people on the campuses
who were there paying a lot of morney to try and get an education.

RHG: All right. Now to Cornpgressicornal relations, if you could deseribe
that operation a bit.

HRH: OK. [Brycel Harlow was the chief Congressional liaison persor,
and was responsible, gernerally, in the White House for
Congressional liaisorm. Congressional liaisorn is obviously an
important aspect of the President?’s dealing with public opinicon

and with reaction to what he's doing, because the members of
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Congress as individuals and the houses of Congress as bodies are
both makerse of public opinion, because they have voices that are
heard wide and far and frequently, and are users of public
apinion in that they are acutely sensitive to indications that
public opinion is going one way or ancther. Therefore, they mold
public opinicorn and are molded by public opinion, both.

Plus, of course, as Fresident, the support of Congress is a
vital rnecessity to carrying forward any Presidential program, if
for vo other reason than Congress controls the purse strings.

You den’t have any movey to spend until Conpgress gives it to you.
As Reagan is seeing and as the whole "Contra”" affair was a result
of a President versus Covgress. That’s orne of the argumernts that
Ollie [Oliverl North is making now, that he’s being indicted on
criminal charpes for his participation in a Congressicmal versus
Presidential policy battle, and there’s some merit to that
argumernt. It's vitally important.

President Nixon recognized that importance. He had been a
Congressman arnd a Sewnator and Vice President, therefore President
of the Sernate for eight years, so he had a lot of experience and
a let of background on Congress. He was not a coreature of the
Congress in the sense that a Lyndon Johnson, for instance, was.
Jack [Jobnl Kermedy was riot either, even thouph he had been a
Senator. He was a Corgressmarn too, wasn’t he?

That’s right.
Yeah, he was a Congressman at the same time Nixon was, and then
went over to the Senate jgust as Nixon did. Yet wneither Nixon rnor

Kermedy was really a Congressional person, in the sense that, as
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I said, that Lyndon Jobhnsorn was, and that Jerry [Geraldl Ford
certainly was. Ronald Reagan certainly is not. Jimmy [James]
Carter certainly was viot. EBut Nixon and Kermedy, altheugh not
Congressional people, were much more atturmed to and had much more
feel for Congress and its importance than Carter or Reagan, who
have had r exposure to Congress, had. Although as governors
they had to deal with their state lepgislatures.

The White House Congressional liaison office is a labbying
office, basically, toc try to lobby White House programs through
Cornpgress. Too try and pet the Corpgress to pass the bills that the
President wants passed. The office works in all kinds of ways to
dz that. They service Congressmen. Orne of their functions is to
pravide services, which are very small and seem petty, but very
important to Congressmen. Such services as getting a special
White House tour for an important comstituent, o Ffor the
Congressman himself, for his family, o saomethivng like that.

Making sure that Congressmen are proaperly farmy-patted:
invited to White House dirmers and other White House functions.
Farticipate in signing ceremonies on bills in which those
Congressmen were interested, or upon which votes in their
district depended. Getting them exposure to the Fresident.
Oppertunity to present their case to the President arnd to appear
to be presenting their case to the President. In octher words,
the Fresident. Setting up and organizing and mairtaining a
series of Congressional leadership meetings. Meetings with the

cpposition leadership and meetings with, in our case, the



Republican leadership.

Lots of little things like that to keep doirng. Flus,
hearing Congressmen’s complaints and desires and trying to deal
with them, at the White House level, to the extent that they
could be dealt with at the White House level. And making Hrnown
to Congressmen the President's complaints and desires as related
to what Congress could o shouldn?t do in moving forward.

Sa, a very importart relational direction, and Harlow was
absolutely superb at it. The fault to be fournd was that he was
too good at it, I guess you could argue. Was arguing too strongly
for trying to do the things that he felt were important in
maintaining Congressional relations. As with the speechwriters,
and with other peaple—-the so—called PR people, the press
raelations people, and sc on——the President had comstantly, coming
and going, dissatisfactions with the Corngressiomal office. Ony
time a Congressman came out against us on something, the
Pregident felt "Harlow's pecple should have handled that." RAlso,
he reacted regatively to the instarnt reaction of the
Congressional office [whichl was, "Use the President to keep
Congress happy." The President's view was that the White House
Covipgressional office should be finding ways for other peocple to
keep Congress happy, without using the President.

Bryce’s reaction, when we needed three more votes on a close
call vote, was, "The Fresident should call the three swing
Senators, and say, 'I'm counting on you? arnd all that." The
Fresident’s reaction was, "I can do that, but I can only da it so

many times, arnd pretty socon the guid pro gucs start setting ivy
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and I'm rnot going to be effective. 8o, don’t fire that bullet
unless youn have to." His argument was, "Get their constituents
to lobby them for it. Get their Bovernors, get their political
backers, get their firmarncial people. Get the interest groups
within their states uporn whom they?!re dependent to put the
pressure on them. Don't always jJust come to the President and
say (that'’'s the easy way cut), *'Call these ten Serators and get
them to do it.?" The hard way is, find some other pecple to call
those ten Senators who will have equal influerice on them, or
maybe greater tham the President. Because the Senators, they
like being called by the President and all that, but also they
know why the President’s calling. Most of them, especially the
senior ones, are rot urnduly influenced by a lot of those calls.
It was always the thirng in getting ready for a vote, call the
Senators, have a group over for breakfast, do these kinds of
things. The President’s view was, "Find other ways to do that.
That was where the problems arcse there, and the pressure was
always one way from the Cornpressiornal department and the other
way fram the Fresident. It worked out. We did a gocod Jjob,
generally, of setting those things up.

Bryce was a sensitive guy, and aoverreacted sometimes to the
Presidernt?s overreaction tx [hisl efforts. That would bother
him, and he'd feel he wasn't wanted, and he had to deal with
making that clear. 0f course, Bryce was dealirng with this whole
herd of prima dormas up on the Hill. He had to float all that
kind of stuff. I see things that arose, the President hitting me

CVeeaaa Hugh Scott, who [wasl the Republicar leader in the



RHG =

HRH:

RHGE

HRH:

Sernate: "Seems to be going cut of his way to cppose the White
House and complain about the White House in every way he can.
What are we doing to work that out?" Well, a lot of it was ego
massaging. You did need to keep doing & lot of the things that
Harlow wanted us to do. But the Fresident always wanted us to
try and do ather things.

Alsca, the Fresidernt did not have an overwhelming level of
respect for all of the members of Congress. He felt that some of
them should be taken own bhard and dealt with as befitted their
status, their lack of loyalty, and all that kind of thing. So,
we had to balance that. [(Wel had to alternate, I guess, between
the carrot and the stick.

I rotice in here that Hugh Scott is roughly handled on occcasion.
Yeah.

John Ehbrlichman, iv his book, called Hugh Scott "a hack." Did
the President feel that strongly?

I don?t think so. I think the Fresident actually had a higher
regard for Hugh, but Hugh was a pain in the reck a lot of the
time. He was, as those people tend to become, a sovrt of pompous,
sel f-important fellow, and you had to do this massaging of the
ego gtuff with him a lot. There were some hack.... He was an
old-time Permsylvania politico and that may qualify for
Ehrlichman'’s definition of hack. To some degree, 1 can
understand that.

But you've got to recognize, which we didn't, sufficiently,
in my view (we being pecple like me in the White House staff),

the role of Congress, the Senators and the Congressmen, the
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individuals in Congress, and the problem that they have. They!'re
up for re-election. They've got to deal with constituents.
They've got to maintain appeararnces. I have to say that I share
Ehrlichman’s rather low view of Corgress in geveral, but that's a
dangerous thing to do because you're throwing everybody into the
same boat, and there are ocbviously some pecple in Congress that
are autstandingly good people. Some are cutstandingly bad. Aid
most of them are in the middle., As I’ve said before, [thatl] is
true with any group.

I know in the mid-year 197@, Jure of 1278, we.... The
FPresident really blasted....
Here!'s an attack on a group of liberal dissident Republicarns.
That?’s it. Where is it?
It's December 1@, 196%9. "A despicable group."”
Yeah, OK. That’s the thing I was pgoing to pick up on a little
bit. This resulted, in December, af.... Several of us senior
White House staff pecple were coerced by Harlow into.... He
said, "The pecple in the Conpgress rneed to know you guys who are
arocund the Presidert. You ocught to humanize yourselves with
them. You rneed to spend time with them." Well, I resisted that
very strongly, because youw can get totally absorbed with that.
You become a conduit, and they're calling you all the time, and
you can’t refuse to take their calls. I% poses a real problem.
He did pet us to go upee.. There was a bunch of the liberal
Republicars who were a dissident group, in a sense, within the
Republican group, and Harlow warnted us to meet with them. Try

and allay some of their fears. He felt we were good, decent



human beirngs and if they Just had a charce to deal with us face
to face, we could calm some of the cppogsitior.

I told the President about this meeting afterwards. I had
found it a very.... 1 didn't engoy the meeting at all. They
seemed to me like it was a bunch of political hacks complaining
about non—important issues that weren't really valid, anyway.
Taking a lot of time to sit around and gab and rot getting
anything done, which was my general reaction to Congress. The
Mesident, whern I gave him this repowrt, his comment was, "Well,
that's a really despicable group of peaple, anyway." That was
his view. He identified some of [them asl] being especially bad,
some of the others as being just plain dumb and confused, and
some others as being not 8o bad, but not so good either. He
wasrn’'t very.... [The President] was really displeased that we
had gone to the meeting and thought that was a waste of ocur time,
which I was inclined to agree with.

I think we probably wneeded to do that kind of thing more
than we recognized that we did. It's unfortunate that you can’t
set up the liaison pecple to handle liaison and let them do it,
and let the people [like mel that were mechanics within the
system stay there and do your mechanics work, and not have to do
the out-fromt relational work, also. The problem is that you
become, eventually, perceived as being very cloase and therefore
influential and powerful, and you get all this balowmey about me
as the second most powerful man inm the world and all that kind of
stuff, which is absurd. But, these pecople start believing that

that’s the case, and then you have to deal with that perception



of you that they haold. It is a problem.

I did not have, and still don't have, much respect for
Congress. 1 have respect for the system, and I guess Corgress is
a rnecessary flaw in the system L[Laughterl, from my biased
viewpoint. That is part of what makes the system work in that
it's a check and balance type of function. I think that Coripress
is so much more negative than positive that it destroys more than
it constructs, and gets in the way of more than it facilitates.
I'm a facilitator and a "getting thirngs dore"” type rather tham a
ponderer and weigher and careful balarncer, and Congress’s role is
pondering, weighing, and careful balarcing. 8o, I’m personally
constitutionally different than the kind of peaple that find
themselves irn Conpgress, and like being in Congress, and therefore
it's hard for me to deal with them. For that reason, it's
important to have Bryce Harlows and Rill Timmorns and Hew Belieus
and people like that that we had, that kriow how to deal with
Congress, who are willing and able to do the shmoozing. Lyndon
Jahrnson was the master shmoozer of them all, and that sort
of thing.

Nixorn was rnot a master shmoozer. So, he rneeded more help
thar Jobhnsorn did in Congressional relations. He worked hard at
ite He did a good job-=Nixown did--of dealing with the
leadership, on both sides, and he had, [for instancel, a very
good working relationship with Mike Mansfield, the Democcratic
leader ivn the Senate. He also had a strong level of trust and
confidence in Mansfield, in terms of confidentiality and in terms

of judgemernt. He did wnot have that view of a lot of Congressmen



and Senatorse, on either side, either the Republicar or

Democcratic side. He felt comfortable, and he did, keep Mansfield
apprigsed of most of the secret things that we were doing in terms
of Vietrnam negotiations, troop withdrawals, the plan to invade
Cambodia (the incwrsion into Cambodia), the bombing kinds of
thivngs, because he knew that Marsfield was a man of total horor
who would ot viclate the confidernces. He did wot krniow that
about very many other people in the Congress, on either side.

A Congressman’s palitical mature causes him to have to,
apparently compulsively, tell pecople everybthing he knows. Make
sure that they think that he knew things before anybody else did.
S0, when you tell a Congressman something that youw expect to be
kept confidential, you find that it is vrxt. That?®s a problem.
There is a conflict betweeri the executive and the legislative.
It’s probably gocod. Adversarial relationships tend to provide
counterbalances that are worthwhile. We had, in mid-'7@, a
discussiorn——Ebrlichmarn, [Dornaldl Rumsfeld and I-——ov the
Congressional relations problem: the covncerns that the President
had and that we had. We did have problems. Every White House
has problems in dealing with the Congress. And they’re supposed
to. We figured ocut a program that we thought might make some
sense, that might work, that we then discussed with the
President, and he seemed responsive to, which was the corncept of
the separation of the twoa branches of goverrment as provided in
the Constitution. Rather than owr going directly to Congress,
that we should take ocw case to the people—-—sell the people——and

through the people to the Congress, rather than trying to sell



our programs directly to the Congress. Stop catering to the
Cangressmen and dealivng with them directly and trying to keep
them all happy and doing all these little things that I was
talking about that we felt we had to do, or that Harlow and his
office felt we had to do. Rather than daing that, to downgrade
the White House liaison office, downgrade our efforts to maintain
and coddle the Congressmen anmd so orn. Take each bill that was
going to Congressmen, deal with it on & prapgmatic basis where cur
pecple in the White House and/or the Departmental pecple for the
area responsible for that bill would become the project marnager
for petting that bill through Cornpress, ard start doing it with a
massive public opinion program dirvected to the people that would,
in turn, bring pressure to bear on the Corngress to support it.

We thought this was a better way to handle Cornmpgressional
relations and the Fresident was pleased with it.

It never really got going that way. It sort of became a
secondary part of the Congressiomal relations thing, rather than
a substitute for Congressional relations. We kept talking
throuph that period about ways too try and deal with Congress, and
a few months later, I krow that Senator [Howardl Baker and
Senator [Herryl Bellmon and Sevnator [Robert] Dole came in to meet
with the President to tell him that there were very poor White
House staff relations with the people that were the "good guys”
in Congress: the peaple like them. They regarded themselves as
the good guys. The pro-Nixorn men who were carrying the water for
the President in the Senate. And they esserntially were. Hernry

Bellmorn certainly was. Howard Baker to some extent was, and Dole



to some extent was. At that meeting Dole made the point that he
had rever even met John Ebrlichman. Here he was, one of the
leaders of the administration’s causes in the Senate, ard he
didn't even kriow the guy who was directing all these bills.

The President?s wnatural response to that was, as I could
have predicted if 1'd have krnown what they were going to talk
about, he overreacted. Got all ecranked up for all kinds of ways
that we've got to cure this. "Weve got to do something because
these guys are our ¢troops in Congress and we've got to set up
aopern lires where these people know that they can reach Haldeman,
Ehrlichmarn, L[Beorgel Shultz; Kissinger, whoever they reed to,
wherever they want to.” So we got into this with the President,
went aver it. Had me meet with the Senators later. The problem
there was that I met with these three guys, and the three of them
totally disagreed as tao what the problem was. Ore of them
thought this was the problewn; ancother thought that was the
problemi ancther thought something else was the problem. The
problem is endemic and systemic, and there’s nothing you can do
about it. It's there, and it’s goirng to be a prablem. Youlve
got to deal with it as it goes alorng. You can’t Just solve it.
We kept having discussions about how to solve it and I don’t
think we ever got as far as we would have liked to have gotten.
I krnow we never got as far as the Congressiornal people warted us
to get.

We talked a little earlier about Nixon's feeling in the end
of 1978 that Congress was leaderless and fallen apart, and that

Rockefeller and Reagarn were the only leaders cut in the country.



The only strong governors in the [Republicanl party. The
President was really the only source of strength and that we
should get this point cut and make the point. There was some
feeling that that was true, that there had beer.... The
President lamented the fact that, Mansfield excepted, there were
ot the old time leaders in Congress that there had been.
Eisenhower had Lyndon Johnson as the Democcratic leader in the
Senate. Johnsorn was an enormous asset ta Eisenhower, as the
cpposition leader in the Senate, because he was able to.... He
would sit down with Eisernhower and understarnd what he was trying
to do and thew help bim do it. He was a patrict and an American
befocre he was a Democrat, and he tried to help get at least some
of the programs through, and to deal with some of the negative
problems that arose on the opposition side. Mansfield did
somewhat the same thing-——a lot of the same thing--with Nixow. He
carried a lot of water for us on the cther side of the aisle in
the Senate. EBEut he did not have.... He wasn't the ocutgoing,
pusher, apggressive leader type that Johrsorn was, so was not the
asset, in that sense, that Serator Johnson had been to President
Eiserhower.

Everett Dirksen was a towering leader on our side in the
Senate, but he died while Nixon was President, and we had Hugh
Scott succeeding him as the Republican leader. Hugh Scatt‘didn’t
even begin to hold a candle to Dirksen in terms of strength of
leadership and value, therefore, to the White House. The old
Speakers like Sam [Samuell Rayburn were replaced by far less——by

[Carll Albert, pecple like that——that were just not the caliber
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of mern and the caliber of leaders and the caliber of political,
astute pecple that we had had in earlier times. At least that'’s
what Nixow felt, and 1 certainly felt so, too. Nixon did do a
laot of things to try and deal with it. He went along with the
thirmgs that Bryce and others would come up with as means of
dealing with this sort of thing, and the regular leadership.s..
Regular meetings with the Republican leadership, regular
breakfasts with the Democratic leadership, regular sccial
functions that we'd get the pecple in for. Go up on the Hill for
meetings with the Chowder arnd Marching Society, his old group in
the Congress. Tried to do things to keep the relationship as
open and as pgood as possible. I think they had, like all of ocur
opinion things, mixed effect. They did some good for some time,
but you have to keep doing them, arnd we didn’t keep doing them as
much as you probably had te to make it work well. 8o, there we
were.

I know, toward the end of the time that we were there,
Ehrlichmarn developed the feeling the FPresident waswn’t doing
enough himself to maintain his Congressional relations, and
pushed for more aggressive Presidential activity within the
thing. Up to the time 1 left they were still trying to figure
cout how €0 handle dealings with Congress, and at that point it
had become much more vital because the Ervin Committee was about
to do the Waterpate investigation, and that then expanded, after
I was gone, into the Rodire Committee doing the impeachment
hearings, and other committees doing other hearings in presumably

Watergate—-related kinds of things. Ultimately maybe [because ofl]
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the lack of earlier, sounder relations, (the Fresidentl erded up
with certainly not much of strength to lean on in Congress,
except for a few super loyalists like Chuck [Charlesl Wiggins in
the House and, I puess, a few of them still in the Senate, who
carried the NMixon flag as long as they could. I'm vyt sure, that
rio matter what we had done, things would have been much
different, in that I think the Congressicnal people are
essentially political animals [whod in their view, have to bend
with the wind, arnd sernse the political flow, and go along with
it. And I think they do. So, the valid part of our job, I
thirk, was influerncing the Corngressmen in terms of creating as
much flow as we could, [whichl they would then feel compelled to
go along with.

Just one last point. You mentiored that the problem that
Harlow?'s office had was similar ¢to what happerned with the Cabinet
cofficers, 1 think, in that he tended to regard the Congress as
his constituency, and thew he himself acted as a conduit Ffor
Congressional opinion to the Fresident. The President wanted him
to sell the programs to the Congress, and that wever got going
from the Harlow office.

No, that isn't fair, It did get pgaing. He did, very definitely,
do that. He did both. It wasn’t that he rever did the selling
of the President’s programs to Congress. It was that he did
that, but in additicn to doing that, and I think rightly so——nrct
fram the FPresident's viewpa;nt, but row, looking back at it with
the benefit of hivndsight--I think Harlow was right in really

considering that he had two constituencies. That he had to



represent the President to the Congress, but he also had to
represent the Congress to the Presidernt.

I think any of those representations, almost, when you?re
dealing with opinions and trying to influernce people, they all
waork that way. I think that's the point ivn our ombudsmarn type
things, the Colson—type thing, dealing with interest groups, and
that sort of thing. You represent the White House to the
interest group, but you must also represent the interest group
back to the White House. Because all those things work on a guid
pro gus basis. The Press Secretary and the information guy,
Klein, represent the White House to the media, but they?ve also
got to represent the media’®s rieeds back to the White House, and
the White House does need to be sensitive to the media’s needs.
The media is an institutiorm that’s there. You carmot wish it
away. You have to figure out how to deal with it. The same with
Congress, the same with interest groups across the country, same
with the political constituency itself: the total populace.

We recopnized that, maybe rot sufficiently. I don't know.

I think that we tried toc deal with both sideg of those issues,
and recognize that you had to deal with both sides, deal with
them both ways. I''m sure, fram the extermnal viewpoint, we didn’t
recognize it sufficiently. From the internal viewpoint, I'm not
s sure we fell too far short. PBecause you can’tea.. Your
ultimate goal has got to be to get dore what you'vre there to get
done, wnot to make Congressmen happy. Youw're only making
Congressmen happy as a means to your end, which is to get the

Congressmen to do what you want them to do.
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Just a couple of last items reparding Harlow's successor, Bill
Timmons. February 1273: "Timmons is a Harlow without the Harlow
gift of mystique." L[Youl talk about getting Ehrlichman and
Kissinger invoalved in Congressional relations. Then, March 2@th,
the last entry in this group: "Timmons won’t do as head of
Congressional liaison. He gives no guidance to Congressional
leaders. Does rot develop and sell a PR plan to the
Congressicrnal leaders.”

I don?’t krow whether that was my view or the Fresident?!s view
that was recorded there at that time. I thirk that (A) Harlow
got more oredit vis—a-vis Timmons than he deserved, and [Bl

Timmons got less coredit vis—a-vig Harlow than he deserved. I
think that Timmons was a younger guy, a Jurnior guy, and a new guy
comivng in. He did rnot have the Harlow advantage of many years of
association with Richard Nixon as a peer, and therefore did not
have the stature in Nixom’s eyes that Harlow did. That made it
very tough for him to furnction as a Congressional relations
person.

I think that he was goad, and I think he’s since provewn his
ability as a Congressional operations and relations person, in
terms of his enormous success as a Washington lobbyist. I think
that these comments are ruat really a fair evaluation of Timmons.
I think they were the ad hoc view at the tiwme, and saying that
"he gives rno guidance to Cornpgressional leaders. Doesn't develop
and sell a plan to the Cungrggsiunal leaders,” is simply vnot

a fair commentary, although it was probably what was felt at the

time. The idea of brirnging Ehvlichman and Kissinger, or me,



o any of the other White House staff people, into doing that
sart of thinmg is, ivi my copinion, a terrible mistake, because it
gets us to this problem of people that should be doing internal
staff work being forced to do external work, which is going to
preclude their ability to do the internal worh. They?re going to
become partisans for Congress rather thaw for the White House,
salely, to some degree, inevitably. I think it’s wronrg. It’s
rmat the way to do it. I don’?t think they should be external
spokesmer. I don?t think Ehrlichman or Kissinger shouwld have
become external spokesmen, as Kissinger did early on, and
Ehrlichman did later ooy, because I thirk it hurts their
effectiverness as hornest brokerisl. They became issues in their
own righty, which is the first way to destroy your value as an

intermediary.

[Evd side two cassette threel
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There are a few names on the list here of people who were
involved with the public relations work in different ways. Could
youu Just talk about them briefly?

OK. I1'11 pick them at random without any particular order,
because it’1ll be easier jJust to get it on the record that way,
and I'm not swre what order they belong in, anyhow. I think
we've covered Klein and Ziegler adequately, probably, unless
something comes up as we go along here. Certainly Harlow in
terms of Corgressional relatiorns.

I think Cormally, too, we talked about quite a bit.

Arnd probably Cormally, right.
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Ore that we haven’t talked about really at all is sort of a gray
eminence, which is Cliff L[Clifford]l Miller, a wame that means not
much to most people in the political or public world at all.
Cliff Miller is a fellow wha was President of a major public
relaticons firm in Los Angeles, Ted Braun and Company. Ted
CLThecdomrel Braurn, the cripinal fournder of the company was an old
paxlitical ally and advisor of Nixon?s, going way back, from a
professional PR viewpocint. He was, and the firm is, primarily a
public relatiorns consulting firm to major corporations. They!re
riot what's popped up now, these praoliferation of political PR
firms that deal with political campaipgns, and all that.

They were, in the pure sense, public relations counsellors.
They did no press relaticons work and nio press release activity or
event promoticon or that sort of thing for their clients at all.
They counselled them on how to deal with their publics, whatever
they were. Ted was a very wise guy, and Cliff, who worked under
Ted and then tock over the company whern Ted retired, was
similarly so. We used Cliff as a krnowledpgeable professional in
the field of public opiniorn and dealing with various publics, as
arn outside consultant to us. It was on a purely volunteer basis.

He came back to Washington from time to time, would sit down
with wme, and go over what he, looking at it frowm the outside,
viewed as aur public relations corcerms. He would listen to me
expownd what I viewed, avnd the President viewed, as our covnicerns
in dealing with public opinion matters, specific issue matters,
and general operatiormal and procedural matters. Then he would

ponder it and pgive us some cournsel on how we might appreoach and

138



handle some of these things. He alsa spent time counselling
Ziegler and Klein, specifically, on the same kinds of things, and
o their structurlall and procedural ideas. So he was, I would
say, Lan] outside viewpoint resocource that we found very valuable
ivn working in areas of public opinion kinds of things. I don?t,
offhand, think of any specific thirngs that he presented, and it
wasr’t really.... We didn’t look to him for specific ideas so
much as geveral coursel on dealing with areas relating to public
opinion and issue reaction and that sort of thing. He was sort
of a gadfly. He'd come in and expound his viewpoints and go home
again. Tht's what he warnted to do. It's what we wanted him to
doy, and how we used him.

A better krnown name, unfortunately, in this area, that we
haven't talked about much, is Jeb Magruder, who was a young
man out here in Califoarnia, who came highly recommended by
friends of the President, as somebody that would be a very gocod
staff person in this area. On that basis, and my interview with
him, I did bring him, ard he did become Herb Klein's deputy.
Worked in the Director of Communicatiorns office for some time,
and was the guy that I saw that I could turn to with the
Fresident’s "Get this kind of PR program” or "that kind of
promot ional effort" or "this kKind of follow-up going, " and that I
could turn to him. He was an administrative type as well as FR-
ocriented. Therefore, unlike Klein, who was rnot an administrative
type, could set up procedures, pgroups, systems, and so forth, to
get some of these things dore. That?s what we looked to him to

doe.  What he did, for a comsiderable length of time.... I'm vt



exactly sure when he came in, but I think probably in mid-to-late
*E69. I think came on originally on my staff, and then moved over
to the Klein staff, which was a better place for him to be,
because the kirds of thiwngs he was doing should have beewn, and
were, implemented through Klein. I think, agairn, Cliff Miller
probably had a hand in that structuring,; too.

Jeb later had the misforturne of being re—assigned to the
Committee to Re-elect the FPresident, the political campaign
committee for the 72 re-election effort. Got cauwght up rather
completely in the Watergate ernterprise and consequently became
better krown thanm he had any desire or intent to be. The outecome
of all thaty, I think, is pretty gernerally kriown. I don’t think
there's much I ecan add to the public record on it, because the
public record is really more complete thanm my kriowledge is, or
was., 9o, unless there's something I need to go intoe Further on
Magruder, I?11 skip him and go to ancther name that has become
well knowr row, which [isl Lyn [Franklynl Nofziger, who was
brought in as a hatchet marn, really, in the Congressional liaison
aperation.

Lyn was, by wnature, a hatchet maw. He's a tough, attack
persorn. He was a guy we used to handle the gloves—off dealings
with pecple, [whilel Harlow and Timmons and those people were
handling the kid gloves side of the treatment. We recognized
Nofziger as a risk in twoe sernses. 0One, that he was a tough
hatehet man, and he was pretty much an urcontrollable guy. He
had his own views. He was a very astute political operator. The

cther risk was that he was a Ronald Reagarn loyalist. He came to
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us Trom the Reagan California staff. But we had krnown him in
California, tooc. Lyn made a classic comment to me when I went
back to the White House after Reapan became Fresidewnt. [I1
visited Lyn, who had taken over, in his inimitable fashion,
Fresident Nixon’s old EOBR [Executive Office Buildingl office,
which was a huge, beautiful office that we had set up for the
President on top of the outside stairs going into the EOB. That
had become Lyn's office under the Reagan administration. He was
in the office with his tie undore, and ro gacket or, and v shoes
on his feet. He had socks on, but vo shoes. That was sort of a
typical Nofziger locok. We had a nice chat. One of the comments
he made I thought was quite astute, which was, "If we——you and I
-—-ccunld have put together your guy?s brains and wmy guy?s charisma
arnd charm, we would have had the unbeatable Fresident of all
time." [Laughterl There was something to that.

What kimd of a thing does a hatchet operator do whern dealing with
Cornpgress?

He deals with the threats. The threats to withheold, as
contrasted to the offers to provide. He deals with strategy in
the rnegative way. "How do we put the screws on this guy?”

You mean, "He's got an Aly Force Base iw his district that we
could close,” that sovt of thing?

Could be. We didn’t deal quite that heavy—-hardedly. That was
Johnson's tactic. Nofziger was capable of moving pretty strongly
in that direction, though, as a matter of fact. 8o I think that
may be a valid question. Im trying to see what.... I don®t

think I had anything elese to add to Nofziger.
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Anather name—-—-we’ve covered Klein, we’?ve covered

Magruder. Let's see what other rnames....

[John] Scali.

Well, let me.... I've got Frarnk Borman here in context, and he
was early on, so let me deal with Frank Borman. Frank Borman,
the astronaut——that was his claim to fame at that time——he was
the first one to go out to the moon and back, without landing.

I think he may have beewn in Apolleo IX [i.e., Apcllo VIIII.

It was orne of those "firsts". A very fine guy. An cutstanding
guy. Very impressive, and impressed the President enormously.

We talked.... Frank was going to move cut of the astronaut
program arnd into something, and was trying to decide what he was
goimg to do. We talked to him about coming in to work in the
public apinion and public relations area, because he had obvious,
enormous skills in that area, and was an enocrmously strong, out-
frant figure. A person with a compelling persorality and some
fame that he had acquired on his own, too, that made him
recognizable and acceptable at all levels. A guy that could mave
arournd and doo things.

We talked to him about various posgibilities in that regard,
and he was very much interested in doing it, but he was corcerved
abaut moving to Washington for personal reasons, with his family.
As a result, it ended up that he rnever did come in on a formal
basis, although he did make himself available on a consulting and
cperational basis from time to time, mostly inm relationm to space
activities. He was very helpful in those.

In the first year in office, arncther thing we were toying

14



with, which Bormarn was a possibility on, and which would have
sxlved his family praoblem of coming to Washington to work on the
White House staff, was trying to set up an exterwnal organization
that would be a volurteer, support activity from outside that
would be a scrt of cheerleading public support—-developing arm of
the Presidevricy. Backing this administration, but doing it with
cutside funding, rot goverrnment-—-suppovted in any way, and totally
indeperndent of the White House but closely coordirated with the
White House-—in the way that the Republican National Committee is
politically——this would be in dealing with the general public. A
"mon—political" political-support group, let's say. Non-
palitical support group.

The opportunity there arose, in a sense, because [afl Ross
Perot, wha's since becaome famous because of his Gerneral Motors
thing, but at that time was in the data processing business in
Texas. L[Hasl enormously successful and enormously wealthy
perscvally, and very desirous of tryirng to be helpful to support
the administration. Ross believed in things we were doing and
felt that it was a private citizer's duty to back goverrment's
activities when they believed they were doing the vight thing.
Peraot made a proposal that he woauld fund such a thing. His
original proposal, as I recall it, was that he would contribute
Fifty million dollars of personal funds——his ocwn money—-—to
support the administration in whatever way we felt would be mast
supportive. What could he do, that would really be of value to
us? Our first answer was, "Buy a television network." He said,

"OK, " and he wert out to see if he could buy a television
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retwork [Laughterl, arnd found that fifty wmillion dollars didn't
quite get him very far along that line. S8So that became a non—
doable thing. Then the thought was, maybe buy a major
influential rewspaper arnd try to become a supportive medium. The
analysis of that got to being that any ore wnewspaper is very
limited im the range of influence that it couwld have, and that
probably didn't make sernse.

Sm, then he was talking about setting up & Silent American
Majonrity organization ocutside the White House that Frank Borman
might be the executive director of. That locked like an
interesting possibility for awhile. It rnever came about. It
would be an cutside arm that would do——send out mailings, issue
press releases, set up spokesmen arnd speakers to travel around in
suppovt of the administration, and all that sort of thing. Or &
totally external, volunteer, support basis. It was very
appealing, but I'm not sure exactly why, never got put together.
That was how Ross Peroct was going to help us. Frank Borman was
tied in to that. Going along with other people....

Was PFercot a disappointment to the administration? Did he...?

No. He was a loose carmon to an extent, because we rnever really
worked out.e... It was a disappointment that we didn’t get that
worked out, and I forget exactly what got ivn the way of getting
it worked ocut. Later on he took it uporn himself to do some
things that he felt were in support of what we rneeded to do, such
as going over to get priscorers released and that sovt of thing.
Thern, of couwrse, his famous thing that’s beern made into books and

movies where he got the hostages out of Iran, which was, I think,

144



RHG s

HRH:

RHG =

HRH:

after our time. I dom’t think Nixorn was President any more, by
that time. It wasn't hostages cut of Iran--his thing was pgetting
his own people out of Iran that made the big movie....

Ross, of course, was a self-made marn. A super-—
entrepreneurial type who was hard to comtrol.  You couldn’t give
him orderss youw bhad to give him suggestions, and hope that he
would pick them up. It was rot a bad relationship at all. I
would say "disappointed” only in the sense that we didn’t really
find the way, arnd wark out the way, to take as full advantapge as
we might have, of what was an enormously valuable offer.

He alsa helped during the campaign, didn’t he? I dom’t mean with
contributions, but he....

Dovmated people.

Feople, and did some management studies, or something like that.

Yeah, he did. He did. And he was a terrific guy. On a similar

sense, Walter Armenberg had gotten into this area-—-Walter

Form——another very successful and very wealthy individual. There
were discussions with him at various times about trying to start
cur own television stations——I mean a Ted Turner type of thing,
that might work out——or a rnewspaper. The same thing we'd talked
to Perot about, which never worked out, and ultimately Armenberg
got his first love, and became ambassador to GBreat Britain.
Actually did an cutstanding Job in that post.

I'm tryivng to see here what other people 1 wanted to cover.
There, of course, were all the people in the administration who

had varying roles at varying times, as spokesmern and all that
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kind of thing. So they came in and out of the public opinion
area as they reeded to. There was a fellow wmamed Dick Moore, who
was the FPresident of KTTV here in Los Angeles, and who had known
Nixonm over the years. 6Onother old-timer from the Times—-Mirror
Company. Dick was a guy [for whoml the President had a lot of
regard for his dowrn—to—earth good sense. Also a successtul
busiressmarn, but rot at the Perot or Anmenberg level. Dick came
inta the White House and Cworkedl in the area of Presidential
image and tried to help in speechwriting kivnds of things, on
anecdotal development. He did a lot of traveling with the
President and watched crowd reactions, and counselled on speech
comtent to which people seemed to be responsive.

Also, on the whale color progect——the Fresident felt we were
rniot getting any feel of Presidential private meetings with people
cut to the gereral publiec, and that we ought to try to do that.
Because some of them were very impressive: meetings with blind
childreny the blind Indian in the White Housej retarded children
at the home for the incurables. Not ocnly unforturnate pecple;
alsz meetings with fortunate peocple, L[whoml the Fresident
established very good rapport with but nobody every krnew it. So,
Moore would sit in on meetings and then talk with press pecple
afterwards, givirng them views to the outside of what was being
dovie on the inside. He was also supposed to sit in on meetings
and then write a color report on each of the meetivngs, to get
something in the files as to how the Fresident handled things
with pecple in his personal imape sort of thing.

Is there anything else ycu remember o Moore that...?
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The last wame that I took from your list was John Scali.

OK. John Scali came along later——let me see if I can figure from
rictes here——roughly when I would say, sort of midstream in
the.... Yeah, locks like he was brought in somewhere in the mid-
'71 area, which would be midstream in the first term. Scali had
beern a radio and television reporter and commentator, and a man
who had also fallen in, by accident, [intol a highly sensitive
rnegotiating position in some foreign policy.... He was a foreign
affairs correspondent. He had fallen into some position where he
became the negotiator on——maybe you remember, you carn tell me.
[The 1362 Cuban missile crisis.]

[Nz, I I doen’t remember.

Well, the researchers will have to look this up, because I can’t
remember. In some very famous, highly semsitive foreign policy
rnegotiating thing, Scali became the go—between betweewn the United
States and some cther country [the Scoviet Umionld. Not in our
administration, an earlier administration——I don't remember
whether it was Kermedy or Johnson, and I'm rnot sure exactly when
it was, but he had achieved some fame and expertise as a result
of that, because it became kriown afterwards that he had played
this magor role.

He was brought in to the White House in a sort of gereralist
sense to begin with, and 1I'm rot clear as to exactly.... I don®t
remember exactly what it was that his task was to be. I know
that he did take on some respornsibilities as repgards
communication and press relations, and he had substantial respect

from the President. Orne of the thivngs he was doing was trying to
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deal with——because of his stature as a newsperson himsel f——he
took on a program of trying to correct factual errors that had
appeared in the press. To deal; on a very positive, upscale
basis, where somebody reported something, that it was factually
wronge Johw would sit down with themwm, try to explain to them
where they were wrong, why they were wrong, and what was raight.
Trying to get it corrected. I kriow the Fresident thought this
was a good thing to do, but then sort of backed of 1t and said,
"Youu krnow, there’s rio use doing that. You?re not going to charnge
their attitude. They don't care about the facts, and they’re
going to do what they?re going to do, wo matter what. So don’t
waste time on them.” But Scali did.

He was i on a lot of substartive discussions and provided
counsel, internally, in areas of press relations and that sort of
thirg. Are there some specifics here that might remind me ot
some of them? Oh, I see one here.

I’m rot swre I took any rotes. I think [ remember Trom listening
to youwr gournal that he tried to take something of a ieadersnip
role in this selling "Nixon the mam" sort of approacnh that Jonnm
Cormally was also doing.

Right. I see a point here on a November 1971 Cabinet meeting at
which Scali gave the Cabirnet a long dissertation on how they
should present themselves to the public in an election year, to
be most effective (because we were only a year away from the
election at that point). Hig points were to present "Nixorn the
man": "Talk about your dealings with him as a man, as a person.

Summarize his accomplishments in the most colorful way that you
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carn, but in capsule form. Not in long, drawrn—out things. Get
Nixocr the marn? out to the people, not Just the policies. Hlways
consider”——he was advising them as a TV persor——"carefully how
you will look and how you will scund on television whenm you?re
doing a public event that's covered by television. Remember that
the television impressiorn of that is more important thawn the
first—harnd impression because it goes to many, many more times
pecple than the actual activity does.” He made the point of
getting something on TV every day, amd in doing it, advocatiingd
arnd defendlingl Nixon. "Take strong positions and be partisar.
Be strong. Deal with what goes on.

Scali did a good jJob of that, as Cormally did, as Moynibhan
did. It was interesting, because all of them were ocutside
pecple. They weren't Republican partisan pecocple. Cormally was a
rencowned Democratic politiciarn. Moaynihan was a rencowned
Democratic politicianm and academician, from Harvard. Scali was a
rencowned rewsmar. These were pecple talking From the ocutside to
the people on the inside, and telling them how to more
effectively conduct themselves and to do a better Job of building
the President in the public’s eye. That was an effort that we
felt was important arnd Scali was good in doing that.
Our last topic under the public relations rubric is leaks. The
Mixowr administration, of course, had some very, very Famous—-—to
say famocus leaks is probably too mild—-—they had some very famous
leakivng going on. The problem is both larger and more chronic
tharn the fact of a few famous leaks. I wonder if you could say

something gevneral about that?

1493



HRH:z

Well, the leaks started early on and one of the famous areas that
was reflected right at the beginming of the admirnistration were
leaks that Nixon was very covicerred about—-—-foreign palicy,
natiomal security type of leaks——that resulted in his having the
Director of the FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigationld [J. Edparl
Hoover put wiretaps on newsmen and alsc on potential leak sources
within the White House. That was obviously a ron—-publicized
activity that became hiphly publicized when revealed much later
ovi.  But this was done right at the early-on days in 1969, and
lasted on-ard—-off, on various pecple, over an extensive period of
time. It didn’t really help wmuch in determining where the leaks
were coming from, arnd it didn’t help much in stopping the leaks.

Later there was the "plumbers" ocperation that also became
famous, that was an effort to stop leaks. It didr?t have any
great effect on stopping leaks. There was the great episcode of
the Pentagon Papers that became the most instantly and widely
publicized leak effort. You had a case where Daniel Ellsberg
simply took a whole stack of classified material regarding
Vietnam——not regarding the Nixon administration, it was all
material from the Johwnson administration——and he gave the
material to the New York Times.

The reaction to that is sort of a classic one that maybe is
worth talking about a little bit because it relates, in more
garish form, let’s say, to all of the leak problems. Which was
that rwot that the leak itself, or the contents——the material in
the leaks——didn't hurt us, particularly, but the fact that we

couldn’t comtrol classified information any better than



apparently we were. Recause these materials were being published
in the New _York Times, lit] caused Kissinger irncredible levels aof
concern in that it totally destroyed the United States
gavernment?’s oredibility inm dealing with both both friemds and
enemies on a confidential basis, which we were in the midst of
doing ov a number of fronts. The secret Vietrnam negotiaticons
being the most upfront of those, but alsc the whole [Feople’s
intense and intevsely secret negotiations and discussions,
Cwhichl, had they become kriown, would have sunk the whole effort,
as a lot af the Vietvram peace talk thirngs would have.

The feeling here was that we must do something effective awnd
rapid to deal with the Pertagorn Papers issue, or it?’s going to
destroy the integrity of cur goverrment. It?’s (A) going to
encourage octher people to do the same kind of leakinag, and (B)
destroy our ability to deal confidentially with other goverrnments
or within our own povernment. Also, it was Telt that it was in
complete violation of the law. They had violated the security-
clagsgification system. Ultimately the courts decided against
that concept. It resulted in an enormous stiv within the
administration, with all kinds of pecple being mobilized.
Ehrlichman and me and HKissirnger at the top level of the White
House staff. John Scali. The public information type people
like Dick Moore and Clark MacGregor and BEryce Harlow. All sorts
of people. We tried to figure out how to deal with it. Tried to

develop strategies and approaches and did vt really fivd a good

way to do it.
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Some of the offshoots of it were the [Thomasl Huston plan,
which was set up to deal with classified material and secret
documents, and to do some counterleaking of stuff that might get
into blunting the Pentagorm Fapers story. There was constant
concern that we weren’t handlivng the issue adequately or
properly, and we never did find the right way to handle it,
adequately or properly. It ended up leaving us with a very bad
overall situation that diverted the administration for a laong
time. Caused the President and us to try and react in ways that
didn’t do us any goond, and set us up for doing some harm, as it
came back to haunt us, in terms of "plumbers” and the other Kinds
of activities.

It was followed up very shortly by a SALT [Strategic Arms
Limitation Talksl memorandum that was leaked to the New York
Times, and the FPresident’s reaction to that was an instant ocreder
to polygraph everybody concerrned, which we couldn'’t do and didn’t
do.  There was overreaction to that kind of thing, on Nixon'’s
part. But urderstandable overreactiorn. It was perceived as a
serious praoblem; and actually was. Later on, after it simmered
down some, Nixon took a reverse tack. Sori of a cvossfire tack.
Wanted to be sure and try [tol keep the issue alive, as an issue,
as a ploy on our part, in order to hurt the Democrats. To get
the thivgs out and make the point. Because there were a lot of
things in the Pentagon Papers that were harmful to the Democrats:
to Johnson and the Democrats, as a whale.

Yeah. I think ore of the things he did, too, was try to

declassify a great rumber of documerts regarding Vietnam, the
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LNge Diwnhl Diem assassination, and try to do the Democrats some
harm by the idea of opening classified documents. I kvicw this
was, wbviously, a very difficult issue for the White House and it
brought out things in Nixorn—-the darker side, I guess it's fair
to say-—in the way he reacted to it, in some ways. Such as....
Yeah, it did. Because he felt the real core of owr integrity was
being threatened, and he was very frustrated because he did rnot
see a good way to deal with it. 8oy, it was sort of a flourdering
thirng, & flailing out. Tryivng to do something. It was both a
substantive concerw, and a public opinion corcern. He was trying
to deal with both of those concerns in figuwring ocut what to do.

I would say, in retrospect, we never did really deal with that
issue itself, ror the overall issue of leaks, in an effective
marmer. We have the ongoing problem. The currewnt
administration’s got the same problems.

I should say, 1 included this subject within the public relations
rubric because it shares with the whole public velations
enterprise the fact that the President is trying to govern, and
has tao use information in a certain way, and this is the case
where information is leaking out and it’s hindering his ability
to goverr. In fact, the first leak that I have in my wvotes from
your journal is earlier than the FPentagon Papers, and was one you
ment iored earlier. Which was the leak of a text of the
recrganization part of the State of the Union message, which was
leaked to the Times and the Fogt in Jarnuary 1271, and L[wasl much
less controversial.

That was, of course, rnt a rnatiomal security leak. All that was,
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was a concern that, from owr own public opinion viewpoint, it
blunted the impact of the President’s arnrnouncement of this inm his
address, by pre—armmouncing it before he gave the address.

Let me ask you., There?ll jJust be two thinpgs with the Pentagon
Fapers because I feel very humble before this issue, because all
the most infamcus parts of the Nixor administration have received
s much attentior...

Right.

- s« that they?’re an industry unto themselves. Someone in my
position has to face, in his life, as one of my teachers said
about literatwe.... 8he said, either she devoted herself to
Firmegan's _Wake, or to all the rest of the world’s literature.
[Laughter.l These issues are very similar for me. I would like
to ask orne guestion, and that is: [ read Johw Ehrlichman’s book
rizt too long agoy, and in his book there’s jJust a cry that comes
through the print fairly well to the reader. It was that this
marn went to prison for one of two reasons. Orne reason was the
fact that he had authorized the burglary of Daniel Ellsberpg'’s
psychiatrist’s office. He says he just did rnot do that.

There’s a memorandum that may have been ore of the main
documents that caused the conviction, It’s from Egil HKrogh (I
forget the recipient), and he’s ocutlining some things that could
be done, and talks about getting some information about
Ellsberg’s mental strerigth and health. Ehrlichman writes,
(paraphrasel "It’s all right, as long as it canm’t be traced."
Now, it sournds terrible.

Um hmn.
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Ehrlichman says in his book [thatl, all he meant by that was,
"Well, go ahead, but do it discreetly. Dorn’t brivng it back to
the White House." He said he didn’t have the slightest idea in
the world there was any break—in involved. Importantly, he says
something like that would have reguired a budpget, a significant
amount of money. Somebody had to authorize that. He didn’t do
it. Do you kriow whoo did?

Nape. I deni't., I dov?t have anywhere near the knowledge of that
whxle thing that John has, because I was wot involved at all in
that, and they haven't even accused me of being involved in that
o, [Launghterl For that reasocn, I didn't have any particular
overvriding interest in it. I've rnever made any effort to try and
untargle it. I'm sure John has. I dor®t kriow what the result,
if any, is.

Well, his book just says that HKrogh has said different things.
that "Yes", he authorized it.. I doem®t kriow whether Krogh was
sufficiently senior to authorize something like that. I think
Ehrlichman suspects that Nixown authorized it-—well, that’s what
he says in his book——and that Colson was involved in some way.
You get into that sort of thing., You get into.... It’s the same
thing as the Watergate break—irn. We still don’t know who
authorized that, either. I said in my bock on Watergate that I
thought Nixon had caused the Watergate break-in, so that was
translated instantly by the press into saying Nixonm ordered the
break—in, which is rot what I said at all, and I do rot believe
that Nixorm did order the break—in. Nor that he evern krnew aboutb

it. But I do believe that he caused it. I think he believes



that he caused it, also.

He caused it by his insisternce on getting information. I
don't think he ever insisted, suggested, or evern conceived that
anybody would get information by bugging phornes in the Democratic
Mational Committee. What happerns there is some orne person, well-
meaning, says, "Bet this information," which Ehrlichman
apparently approved. "Get some information about Ellsberg, if
you carn.”  Jahrn, I remember, arguing-—I guess in his trial--the
point that they sreered at him and said, "Well, getting
informatiov.... How else are you going to get information,
except by breaking into the office?” Well, there’s lots of other
ways.

You usually get information by other ways tharn breaking into
an office. There are aoftern employees who are disgruntled. Who
will bring information to you. We get that all the time. In
political campaigns you get information from the disgruntled
Democrats, who think they're doing something wrong. I alluded to
that to a degree in talking about the bombing halt problem
CLduringl the Nixon campaigrn. We got information from somebody at
the Democcratic administration, who was distressed with what they
thought the President was doivng, and felt they owed it to the
world, o themselves, or history, or something, to tell us about
it. That we were beinp alerted to look out for what they’re
goivig to do. I don’t think it was because they warnted to help
us, I think it was because they wanted to stop the doing of it.
Whatever the motivation, you get information.

Nurses in doctors?! offices are rotorious for providing



information. PBellmewn in hotels are notoricus for providing
information. If you want to Hrow who somebody was sleeping with
in a hotel last night, it?’s very easy to find out. Without doing
anything illegal. Without breaking into his room and
photographing him, or stealing bis papers, or anything like that.
You can find out what doectors were treating people for, without
getting the papers out. I think that, gust as Mixon was trying
to get campaign information, and that got mis-translated, through
a chain of events, into somebody telling somebody to go break
intos the Democratic Natiomal Committee, I suspect that in the
Ellsberg break—in case that you had Ehrlichman apparently
authorizing getting informatiorn, and that wltimately being
translated into somebody, probably thinking he was doing what he
should doe... Just as I think the Cubans Lwhol broke into the
DNC thought they were doing something somebody proper wanted them
ta do. I believe those guys when they say they thought they were
serving America—-—that they were lead to believe that. I think
they were. I think whoever broke into Ellsberg’s [psychiatrist’s
officel prabably thought he was serving the President.

I donm’t think that either the Presidert.... Maybe
Ehrlichman does think the President ordered it. I would doubt
that. I daem?’t think you have to have ordeved it at that level.

I think, what happens is (what I call) the cowboys down at the
lower levels in these action—oriented enterprises, tend to
trarnslate what?’s told to them into their language. What comes in
as, "We've got to pget some informaticn about this, " comes out,

"We've got to break in and kill these people, and do whatever is
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necessary to be able to prove the point that welre trying to
prove, " I jgust think that happens.

Arnd there were a couple of cowboys in this case, in [E. Howardl
Hurt and [G. BGordonl Liddy, down in the White House basement.
That?'s right.

Did you ever meet Liddy?

Nope. Never met Liddy or Humt. Still haven?t.

I spoke to someorne who had met Liddy, and he said that youw could
tell, alwmost right away, that you were dealing with someone with
wildress ivn his eyes.

Yeah, an urusual persor.

Yeah.

Well, you see that in Liddy’'s public appearances. I have seen
him or television, in interviews and stuff like that, and you can
see it there. You can see it in what he's writtern; the way he
condueted himself during the trial and his prison time; and
everything else. The guy has a different approach to life than
most people do.

So the misforture was that he was ever brought into the White
House. Someore made a real mistake.

Yep.

Let me Just go through a few of the things I took from your
Journal about the Pentagon Papers...

OK.

cecand see if you have any comment to make on them. Some of them
are veryeueess It was a difficult issue, and thirngs were

happering and things were said. Here’s Mixon saying, "Anybody on
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the White House staff who talks to the New _York Times is to be
fired instantly."

That'!s a typical-—and it's my reporting of what Mixorn said, so 1
believe it’s accurate [Laughterl, and it doesn’t surprise me--
it's a typical overstatement, overreaction kind of thing. He
doesn’t mean that. What he means is, people at the White House
be considered an order and he expects that order to be carried
out. It’s also possible that he actually did, at the time he
said it, intend that if we catch somebody talking to the New York
Times, we will fire them as an example to prove to people

they'd better wnot. I donm?’t think if we caught thirty people

them.

[Ernd side one cassette fourl
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In the same erntry I notice that the White House tried to get
Lyrndon Jobnson to take a part in this and to make a statement in
defense of the Presidency, and here it sayS.... I guess Harlow
called him, had a lengthy conversation with him.s..
Yeah.

oeeand Johnson "became unstrung” (it says here).

I don?t remember that, and I can’t expand on it. Johrson was
very supportive of President Nixorn in a lot of things relating to
Vietrnam. It was a logical thing to contact him because, of
couwrse, the "Fapers" covered things that were of corcern to him.

Apparently, he was so upset about it that he wouldrn’t get into
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the issue at all. I don't krnow what his reacticns were. I have
o insight beyond what?s heres 1 have ro memory beyond what'’s
here, really, except to say that it'’s not surprising that the
President would have told socmeone, and Harlow would be a logical
ome (I would have been arnother lopgical ore, it could gust as well
have beern me)--but someboady like that——to call Lyndon Johnson and
ask him if he would make a public statement owm this thing.
Fecause the Fresidency and the integrity of the poverrment was
threatened.

It was felt, at that time, that it was an issue of that
level. Kissinpger put it in very apocalyptic terms. He said,
"Our ability to govern is totally threatened here, if we carvot
get ahold of this, and get comtrol aof it, we may find ourselves
in a position where we will not be able to govern." Because we
had all these other uprisings and things, and rnow, here it is,
Just throwing it right in your face kind of a thing. "0t her
goverrments will vt understand ouwr inability to handle something
like this."” I think Hernry was overstating the case, somewhat
substantially, and I think the Presidernt, in his own mind, was
inelirned to lack at it in apocalyptic terms, and he was aided and
abetted to a fare-thee—-well by Hermy, whao churned up the thing.
The whole atmosphere in the White House at this thivng was very
aoverreactive.

Why Johnson collapsed and became unstrung, I dom't krnow. I
don’t kinow exactly what Bryce means there. Unfortunately,
rneither Bryce nor Johnson are around to tell us anymore.

All right. This is Jure 29, 1271, inm a Cabinet meetirng. Nixonm
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emphasizes the problem of hostile bureaucrats. "They? re
bastards, out to screw us."” And you are desigrnated the "lord
High Executiocrmer", and your ocoders are to be acted upon.

That was again this substantially inflated rhetoric to make a
pairnt. To overstate the case to get it through that we’re not
kidding. That this isn’t a mivrnor matters that it isn't something
of routine concern. It was building up. That was June 29th.
The papers were released the 13th. 8So, we’'re looking at sixteen
days later, a couple of weeks later. The problem is that the
thing is still rumbling. We haven't gotten our hands around its
we haven't gotten conmtrol of it. I see orne of my notes on the
24th, saying, "Nixon's concerned that the administration is rnot
handling the Pentagon Fapers simply enough. We have to always
repeat the same simple story." In other words, it was getting
confused and turned into a complex story, where to Nixor....

As he said in my vrwtes on the E4th, in the week right after
the thing, "That the Pentagorn Papers don’t matter, per se. What
matters, is that someorne stole and published classified material,
land]l broke the law. What happers theve is, if somecre car do it
ornce, someone caw do it apain. What that proves is, that
classified material is rnot sacrosanct. It'"s rot safe. That's
absolute proof that classified wnatiomnal secuwrity material is not
safe.” That's what corcerred him. What he was corncerrned with
is, "Somehow we've got to simplify that so people understand it.
We don’t let it pet muddied into the waters of "This was a moral
issue,? and that "This man did this because these were terrible

thirngs that were being dorne that the public should krow about,?
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and that "The Times had a right to print it 'cause the man gave
it to them,? and all these things must, rnot be allowed to confuse
it. "

That?’s why, on the 24th, he’'s saying "We're rot handling it
simply encugh. We have to always repeat the same simple story.
The documents were classified. They were illepgally stolen and
and published. The law was broken. And we reed to Frighten
peacple about the rneed to [punishl the coriminal wha endangered the
country." To him it was a very simplistic issue, and it needed
to be put in those simplistic terms. He likered it several times
to the [Alger] Hiss case, in the same sernse. That it wasn’t
necessarily the content that was damaging, it was the fact that
it happened that was damaging.

Then he gets into the Cabinet wmeeting and emphasizes that
"There are bureaucrats," and he’s using Ellsbern as an example,
"haogtile bureaucrats, that are out to get us. They’re cut to
degtroy the country, " is what he's really feeling. He uses his
colorful lampguage, and uses it ther in describing me. He said,
"Haldemar: is the Lord Hiph Executioner. What he tells youw is
crders from me, and you are to carry it out. We are going to act
effectively. MHWHe’'ve got to figure ocut how, and I down’t want any
second—guessing or anythivng like that." That’s what he’s saying
ivw this Cabirnet meeting.

He geoes further. He's declared that same day that he's
designating John Cormnally as the ecoromic spokesmarn, anmd that any
Cabinet views, if they're different from the administration line,

are not to be said publicly. "All leaks will be discovered ard
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all leaks will be pgotten rid of. You all have under you
Departments full of vipers. They'll strike. They want us to
lose next year. Arthur Burns is talkivg too much. There will be
o wage-price controls,” which, shortly after that, there were.
"There must be confiderce in the country that we Hnow what we?re
doing.” That's what really bothered him. Then he's saying,
"Haldeman is going to be down the throat of anyore regarding
leaks. If Haldeman talks, it?’s the Fresident talking. Don?t
come to me." Then he got up and stalked out of the Cabinet

meet ing.

That sounds like a very roupgh meeting.

It was rough. He wanted them to krow it was rough. He warnted
them to be uncomfortable. He wanted them to be very concerrned.
He wanted them to be worried. He was putting on a show for the
Cabivet, and he did it in this very blatant, profarne, outspoken
way, which was not his normal way of dealing with the Cabinet, at
all. He blasted them and then he got up and stalked out of the
meeting, so that he didn’t give anybody a charnce to argue back
with him, or anything else. It was done for dramatic effect.
The rnext day; really the same sort of torne contiruwes: “"Wants
somebody byought in like [Thomasl Huston——an S0B—-to head an
osperation dealing with this case."

Right.

Theri, I guess a week later, he wants to polygraph concerved
bureaucrats.

Right.

He wants [J. Edgarl Hoover and [J. Fredl Buzbardt, from the
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Defense Department, to push ahead on discovering the conspiracy.
"Boing to hire Colson’s CIA guy" (who I presume is Hunt).

That's Tascinating. It is Hunt. Is that your parernthesis there?
Yes, that's mire. I jJust presumed that.

OK. OK. I didn*t have that in the notes, then? 0OK.

N, jJust "Colson’s CIA guy.”

Right. That must be right, though. "Revoke the security
clearances of all the Hermedy and Johnsovw holdovers.” He L[the
Fresident] sees, at the time—-—and maybe rnow you can lock back at
it and say it’s gross overreaction, and in some ways it was
cverreaction——but on the other hand, he sees a real threat here.
And Hevry is encouraging his seeing it this way. A threat that
could bring down the government. He's unable to figure out how
to deal with it, and the Supreme Court shoots him down by

the "Papers” in a larndmark decision that totally [shootsl down
the pogsition he [isl in. It was toupgh stuff, all the way around
in there at that time.

But on the other hand, he's bringing in vipers——some of the ohter
ones——"Colson’s CIA guy."

He doesn’t look at him as a viper. He looks at him as an
operative wha is going to.... I'm sure Colson’s told him, "This
i a guy wha knows how to get things done. "

Now, ore of the most peculiar leaks—-1 don’t have any notes on
this here. I don’t know why. Ore of the most peculiar leaks
from the Nixon administration occcurved just prior to this in, (I

think), May of 1971, during the India-Fakistan War. It was a
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leak from the Natiocnal Security Council, initially to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and thern to Jack Arderson, in some part. The
[Robertl Welander—-Yeomar [Charlesl Radford incident.

Yeah. That’s iwn here, somewhere.

Have I got that in...? I just didn't find it.

Yeah.

Very strarpge. How did Nixon respond to something like that?
Well, it was very strange. Let me find this, because I.... Let
me use my notes to refresh myself.

OK. I think it was in May.

It was in here, I'm sure. Well, that may have been when it
happered, but the reaction was later.

Mram. A1l right.

Here it is. December £lst.

Oh. All right, that’s why I missed it.

See, I didn’t krnow about it. Because that’s whernn I first heawrd
about it. Ehrlichman told me about this Yeomarn Radford incident.
I think that's when we came to krnow about it, or something. I
don?t know. I forget what the timing was, but anyway, that’s
whern Ehrlichman first learved about it, and told the President,
I guess. The Presidernt wanted to take strong action, but he
[didn't] krow how to take strong action against the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. The upshot there is, we found cut the rext day....
Ehrlichman de—-briefed Admiral Welander at some point, and that
tape is available, which you probably have. Some journalists
have it, I know, and are using it. There’s a book about too come

out on this whole subject.
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I think that tape is restricted, as far as the Archives is
concerned.

It may be restricted as far as the fArchives is concerved...

But somebody’s got it.

enas lbutld the guys that are writing the book have the tape. It's
beevn effectively de-classified at this point.

Well, all I have to say for the Archives is, they got it from
somewhere else.

That's quite prabable. I think I kriow where they got it fraom,
but I'm vt sure. In any event, the journalists that are writing
the book have the tape. This is a main feature of the book, this
whole thing. They’ve dorne a lot of in—depth research that goes
way beyond what I knew at that time, and way beyond what I krow
at this time. I would rot want to try and carry that case
through to ite conclusion. I would simply say that here, it was
an astonishing revelation to discover that there was a Navy
yeomar, assigrned to Kissiwngewvr's staff, by the Navy, who, upon
orders of the highest command of the Navy, was apparently (as far
as I kvow), purloining papers from Herry Hissinger’s briefcase,
and delivering those papers to Admiral Welander of the Navy, who
was transmitting those papers to Admiral [Thomasl Moorer, who was
Chairman of the Jaoint Chiefs of Staff. Apparently this Yeoman
Radford, we thought at the time--1'm rt sure this was ever
sugtained—-was transmitting material to Jack Anderson. That was
assumed, because there was presumed to be some Mormon
relationship. Radford was a Mormon and Andersorn?’s a Mormon and

there was supposed to be...
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Some personal relationship. They'd had divmer together,
something like that.

«s.some family tie, or he had lived at Anderson’s house, or
something. There was something that tied.... I don?®t Mviow
whether it was krnown or just assumed, maybe he had, or what. At
thig time, what I was told was, apparently he’s doing that.
That's what 1 wrote down in my Journal at this tiwme. NMixon was
very upset, because Kissinger and [RAlexanderl Haig didn’t raise
the issue with him. Apparently, they had kriow this earlier, and
had not told Nixong probably for fear of Nixon's reaction to it.

That's what this book poes into, is the whole mystery, and
they draw all kinds of potenmtially exciting cornclusicorns from the
fact that the Fresident's naticoral security advisor and his
military deputy, Gereral Haig, krow that the Chairman of the
Jaint Chiefs of Staff has stolen material fraom the naticrnal
security advisor, for intelligewnce purposes at the JCS, and have
not informed the President of that.

My rnotes here, which cbvicusly, I'm sure, come to me from
Ehrlichmar.... Ehrlichman was handling this case avd he's
telling me this, and I'm Jgust making wotes of it inm my Journal,
say, "I[Melvinl Laird is trying to kill the matter completely.”
Thern I say, "There will probably be a mornumental hush—-up all the
way arcournd on it," which is wmy opinion of this issue as it's
firsgt come to my attention, that there’s going to be a monumerntal
hush—up. That's exactly what happened. Yecmar Radford was
secretly, quietly transferred to some distamt post, and no action

was taken against any of these people. Later on, during the

167



RHG:

HRH:

Watergate era, when the Houge Military Affairs Committee
subpoenaed both Ebrlichman and wme to testify reparding various
things, pseudo—-Waterpgate related, this matter was given the
imprimatur of the highest level of secrecy.

I assume there are probably White House tapes that add a lot
of information to this, at this point, but they’re probably
clagsified. What I know is rot classified, as far as I krnow, so
I'm not violating any classification. Im perfectly willing....
I know what these jourmnalists have got, which goes substantially
beyond what I krew. The interesting thing that I knew, was that
it was deemed absclutely imperative, at the time of the Waterpgate
investigations——this was December of 71 and the Waterpate
investigations were summer of 73, so it’s almost two years
later——we were told we are rot to say anything. If any question
arises, indirectly or directly, bearing on this, we are to impose
executive privilege and national security secrecy on the matter.

It was obvious that some of the Congressmen or Senators,
whichever committee it was that we were before, were aware of
some of the factors irnvolved in this, because we would say, “"That
relates to a matter that’s rot to be discussed,” and they’d say,
"Firne. Don't discuss it."

How had they found out?

I den’t know. I don't kriow any of the stuff about this. To me,
it’s a fasecinating mystery, arnd to the guys that are writing this
book, it's a fascinating mystery, and they?!re making a
fascivating mystery out of it. They po way beyond fhis. They

have a thesis that ties Bob [Rabertl Woocdward to naval
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intelligence, to Al Haig, and to Fred Buzhardt, and they come up
with aw irncredibly fascinativiQe«e.. From my viewpoint, I can’t
shoot it down. I've told them, I will mnot participate in their
praject, in the sense of providing any information, either Ffrom
my knowledge or from my files. EBut I got interested encugh that
I told them what I would do is I would tell them if anything they
were telling me was, to my knowledge, not true. I said, "I won't
verify that anything you’ re saying is true. But if you tell me
something that 1 know is viot true, I will tell you that I krnow
that is nat true.” I have rwot been able to come up with any
thirngs where I could tell them that what I krow is true. Some of
what they’re tellirg me I know is true. 8Some of what they’re
telling me 1 simply don't kricow, orne way or the other. I denn?t
have any kriowledge or sufficient kriowledpge to verify or [refutel
the item. The fact remains that I can’t shoot dowre. ... I can?t
tell them that I krnow they’re wrong, either in their facts or
their hypotheses. I think it’s going to beec... I car hardly
wait to read the book. 1 think it?s going to be an absoclutely
fascinating book. I keep telling them 1 wish they'd quit asking
me questions and publish the book, so I can read it.

RHG: This case is similar to the FPentagon Papers case in that,
obviously there are leaks involved and it’s classified
information.

CIntervupticnmld

HRH: You were raising the point of the parallel with this Radford
incident and the Perntagon FPapers case....

RHG: Both are leaking classified informatiorn. I think, arpguably, in
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the Radford case the information being released is much more
sensitive. Yet the responses from the White House were much
different.

Yeah, I think there are differernces in the case, at least to my
knowledge. Unfortunately I have to deal in some igrorance on
this. I don't know what the ocoutcome of this sentence was, that
says "Radford was apparently also tramsmitting India—-Pakistan
material to Jack Andersor.” (A) I don't krnow that Jack Anderson
published any classified India Pakistan material, and (B) I donm’t
kvicw that they know that he got it, that he actually had any,
that he didn’t publish, or that he did publish, and (C) I don’t
krow that if Anderson did publish such material, 1 don’t know
that it was ever established that he did get it from Radfood. It
was assumed at this point, but my recollection is, that as that
case went on, that they were either ot able to establish that
Radforrd had ever given anything to Andersorn, or even more
strongly, that they were able to establish that Radford had rot
given anything to Anderson. Therefore there was rever a case for
nailing Radfowrd on giving anything to Anderson. The only case on
Radford that 1 recollect being clearly established and on the
record, was Radford giving stuff to Welander. That there was v
actuwal or presumed legal violatiown, probably, because the
material that he was giving Welander, Welander was praobably
cleared to see. So he wasn't viclating the classification, and
all that.

It’s gust, 1 guess, an administrative crime.

He was violating the veed—-to—-know question, although you could
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argue that Welawnder, his superior, had orderved him, L[andl that he
had a reed to know. You can also say, as a matter of policy,
that the way of getting informatiorn.... It’s rot a proper way of
getting information to send some kid over to take it out of
someone’s briefcase. The way you get it is to ask the principal
to give you a copy. This was an underhanded maneuver, obviously.
My recollection is, that at the time of the Waterpate
related hearings, when this issue came up, that I was told, and
that we were told, that we were rot to testify as to anythinmg on
this, or allude to it in any way, or even indicate that it
existed, because of the Fresident’s covcern as to what this would
do to the status of the military in a country where the military
was already suffering badly from an image and public opinion and
public support viewpoint. Were it to become publicly krnown that
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 8taff was, in effect,
stealing material out of the mational security advisor's
briefecase, in order to provide himself with information, that
this could be something of incredible damage. In other words,
that the viewpoint on this one was that letting out the fact that
this process had taken place would be more damaging thanm the
process itself had been. Therefore, [it] rneeded to be protected
as a secure matter, in and of itself. It i longer is a secure
mattery, s I don't have any problem talking abaout it, because
it’s going to be known publicly. These pecple do have the
Welander tape, where Welander admitted: (RA) that he got the
material from Radford, and (B) that he gave it to Moorer. So, 1

donm?t thivnk there?!s any questicom that that process took place.
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The question that remains is, why it took place, and why it was
so important to keep it a secret after it was found to have taken
pPplace. Even two years later it was so important to keep it a
secret.

I suppose, too, that if Nixer had internally, in confidence,
taken some action against the Joint Chiefs, that could have
presented some problems for his future dealings with the
military, as well.

Well, he’'s the Commander in Chief. The Joirnt Chiefs, I mean he
can fire every one of them.

But if he does, it's rot going to make it easy to conduct
business the next day.

You ecan arvgue both ways. You ecarn argue that if doesn’t do
something, it doesn’t make it easy, either. If he doesn’t, then
he's letting the Joint Chiefs get away with doing what they did.
Ore can argue that he.... I’m very curicus as to what he did. I
don? t krnow what he did on this thing. Im interested to see here
this thing that says L[Elmol Zumwalt was apparently involved,
because 1 didn't realize that, ard I was on a young president’s
organization speaking program with Zumwalt in Venice in May of
last year. Just a year ago. At that time I krnew about this book
these guys were writing, and 1 asked Zunwalt if he krew about it.
Net because 1 thouwght he was involved, but because I was curious
as to whether he knrnew. I was curicus to see what the military
reaction would be. He did rot. I told him that what their
thesis wsy, and that they had all the informaticrn on this Welarnder

thing. He acted as if he couldn’t care less. I donm?t kviow Lifl
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he cared o wWnot.

The interesting thing I would like to know in this, vis—-a-=
vis what we?re talkirng about here, is, what did Nixowm do——or what
did avnybody do——about this? In other words, was Moorer
reprimanded? I think Welarnder was transferred cut of the Joint
Chiefs. He was a staff member of the Joint Chiefs, I think. 1
think he was transferred out.

He was liaison officer to the Nationmal Security Courncil?

Yeah. Foor the Joint Chiefs. I think he was, at least. Im rot
totally sure how the cast of characters fit together on this.
It's interesting to me that it'’s rnot typical that something....
That Nixon would have let this, what I would think he would have
to have viewed as a gross breach of prapriety, if rothing else,
g wcovered. Moorer was considered to be a friend. I*m told
that Moorer was rot a friend, as Zumwalt was also root a friend.
He was very anti-Nixon for twe reasons. One, his reduction of
strength of the Mavy, and twx, his rapprochement with [the
Feople’s Republic ofl China and detente with the Soviet Union.
Well, the last leaks item 1 have is the fact that Laird was
apparently a notorious leaker, of things having particularly to
do with the troop withdrawals. Can youw talk a little bit about
that? )

I was rever totally sure whether that was actually the case or
Just believed to be the case. Nor what was believed to be the
reasar. My recollection is that it was thought that he wasn't a

leaker in a [damagivngl way. It was that he wavited to get credit.

It was a politician doing what politicians do. It was a former
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Congressmen doing exactly what Congressmen do. When yow tell
them a secret, they run out and reveal it in order to get credit
for it, if it's something good. Or, they vun cut and reveal it
if it's something bad, in order to get credit for urcovering the
problem. That's what Laird was doing in those things. These
were—-—it wasn’t so——it was leaking, iV & SEISEe... I*ve got to
say that Herry Kissinger did exactly the same thing.

A leak is a bad, pejgorative term if you dom’t want the
information put out. I¥’s viot, if you do want the information
put out. There is a lot of leaking, as [everyorel in Washington
kvriows, that’s dorne on & constructive basis. It's dove
intentionmally. I did leaking, on ovrders. I was told. We used
Jack Avderson, indirectly, as a resouwrce to get things published
that we wanted published that we didn't want to put out as
official amouncements. We had a side charrmel to Jack Anderson,
ane step removed. If the President wanted something made
publicly krowrn, but didn't want to armounce it, didn’t wanmt it to
be official in any way, we had a way of leaking thaty, as "a high
White House official knows that" or "says that", or something, to
Jack Anderson. With rnever any attribution of the souwrce, and we
got it printed, as a leak, because we wanted it printed.
Hissinger did a lot of leaking of things that we warnted printed.
He also did leaking of things we didn’t want prirted. HKissinger
was guilty of doing what Laird is accused of, also. We had
ancther leaker. Nixon leaked stuff sometimes, too. tLaughterl
All right. We're going to spend a few minutes on domestic

intelligernce, and J. Edgar Hoover. There's a note in here that I
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put an exclamation point by, which I guess is an indication of my
incredulous response. It was that Nixon had thought, at least at
orie moment, of making J. Edgar Hoover a counsellor to the
President in the White House, and I wonder if we might use that
thought as a way to talk a bit about J. Edgar Hoover, and what he
was like, and what his relationship was with Nixon.

Yeah. Where is it, because I want to get it into context——do you
kriow?

It's September 18, 1971. Working on the Hoover resignation—-—
actually, it was a way to get him out of the....

Yeah, that?’s why I rneeded the conltextl.... I agsumed that’'s
what it was. You have to look ate... Through *71, the questiom
arose, periodically, as to the retention of J. Edpar Hoover as
director of the FBI L[Federal Bureauw of Investigationl. Part of
that was in relation to concerns within the White House, vis—a-
vig L[Johnl Mitchell at the Justice Department, on the need for
internal security plamiing. Part of which arose out of leaks and
ather things that we?ve been talking about. Hoover was very
strongly opposed to any apparatus or effort or program of
internal security, in any way, shape, o~ form, that was rot under
the conmtrol of, and handled totally by, the Federal Bureaun of
Investigation.

We were talking about things that would rot be. We were
talking about a coordinated effort between all of the
intelligence agencies. President Nixon brought the heads of all
the intelligerce agencies together to discuss this coordinated

effort, which became the "Huston Plan” proposal. Hoover was



vialently opposed to it. In his cwn devious ways, did everything
he could tao sink it. That lead to the guestion of Hoover
resigning, and so forth. In February of 1971, early in 1971 when
that was being discussed——-the issue of Hoover beivng kept on-—-—
Nixon made the point to Mitchell and me that Hoover must be
urged, forced, to resign, or be put out of the posty before the
end of Mixon’s first term. 8o that Nixon would have the
cpportunity to appoint the rnext director of the FBI, in order to
preclude a Democratic President, should one end up succeeding
Nixon, appointing the vnext director of the FRI. The concern here
is that that orne facet of it was primarily political.

The director of the FBRI had, under Hoover—-I1 have no idea
how the FRI is run today——but Hoover, in his many, many, many
years as director of the FBI, accumulated an enormous reservoir
of information about an enormous range of subjects and an
encormous range of people. Some of his information was very
valid, and some of his information was highly questionable. His
sources were questionable, in some cases. His methods were
gquestionable, in some cases. His evaluation of information that
he had, was questionable, in some cases.

Nornetheless, Nixon, coming into office, had a high regard
for J. Edgar Hoover, and an affectionm for himy, and a respect for
him. Had every intention, although Hoover was terrified that he
was going to be replaced immediately, had every intention of
keeping Hoover on as director, I think the first person he told,
as President—-elect, the first appointment, in effect, that he

made, was telling Hoover that he was going to stay on as director
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of the FRBI. Nixown krnew that Hoaver knew an awful lot, and that
an awful lot of what Hoover knew was valid, as well as some that
wasn’t. I think he hadev.. He krnew that Hoover couwld be very
helpful in dealirg with some of these problems. Hoover was very
anxious to be very helpful, as apparently he was with most
Fresidents, in dealing with whatever problewms they had that had
security ramifications to thew. 8o, this lorngtime friendship—-—
Hoowver had been involved with Nixow in the Hiss case and other
FBRI agents had worked with Nixonm in the Hiss case, at Hoover’s
direction——so, he had a longtime relationship, going way back.
The point that Nixon was getting to, however, in 71, was
that it became increasingly clear that Hoover had been in office
too long, and was proabably older than he should be, in terms of
mevntal age, at least...
How?
«osta have that sort ofcces I don’t know how old he was.
Ny, I mearn, how was that clear?
He was showing some signs of incipient senility, or apparent
signs of ivncipient senility. Some of these things I comment ovi——
his repgaling us with tales of all the good old days, and the bad
guys, and all of these things——were a little odd. I puess he had
always been sort of a different kird of guy. But I think Nixon
felt that he had gorne a little too far.
This was a delicate gituation, though. Hoover had enormous
following in the Congress and in the courntry. He was a public
figure with a substarntial long, longtime public image. There was

a question of the delicacy of having him leave office, and the
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reed to have him, if he were to leave office, to resign, not to
be fired. There was a discugsion, irn that Spring of 71, with
Hoowver, about that possibility, and Hoover assured the President
that wherever the President wanted him to resign, he would do sa.
He had full loyalty to the President.

He hated Bobby ([Robertl Kenredy and.... He didn’t hate Jack
CJohndl Kerwedy, as I understand it, but he had no respect for the
Kermedy administration. He was a very close ally of Joe L[Josephl
Hermedy?’s, the father. 8o, he had some ties to the HKermedy boys,
but he had intense dislike for Bobby Kermedy. He seemed to have
a pretty good rapport with President Johnson, from what he told
us. He seemed to have encrmous respect, affection, and regard
for Fresident Nixor. That may be what he told us, because he
krew it was what we wanted to hear. In any evert....

The mind-boggling, to you, covncept of brivnping Hoover onto
the White House staff as a counsellor to the Fresident was....
The counsellor to the Presidernt role was a very flexible ocne. it
was a high rarhing, prestigious post with no pre—-desoribed
mearning. One could be brought in as a counsellor to the
PFresident withaut havinge.... What could have been dore is, he
could have beern brought on as a counsellor to the President with
very little portfolio, and only as someone to advise the
President on matters regarding security and dealing with the
various security agencies and security problems, and that sort of
thing. I'd forgotten that, but what it was was a way to ease
Hoover aut of office, as painlessly as possible and maintaining

as much dignity and prestige for Hoover as possible, in the
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process of doing it. That’s what it would be.

A couple of days after that, I see that I have a rnote:
"Moover will not resign.e He feels his departure at this time
would be politically damaging.” That was, I think, early in the
Spring, whern Hoover said he would resign whernever the President
wanted him to, he said that as a pro forma thing, because he felt
that was the proper thing to say to the President on that
subjgect. When the time came to discuss specifically Hoover
resigning, Hoover said, "I would not resign now because I feel
that would huwrt you politically if I were to leave, and I would
ot want to do that to you." What he was saying was, "You can’t
kick me out, or it’s going to burt you." L[Laughter]

The ret [effect] was that the Hoover resigrnationm thing got
held up, partly because of Hoover making it difficult, and partly
because there were other matters going on that apparently
comfused things, and I'm not sure what they are. I dom?’t know
what the Frinceton hearirngs are that I refer to here in the
rivtes, and I don?'t krnow what the Mitchell question is, except
Lford the question of whether Mitchell would stay om at Justice,
o move over to become campaign mavnager, which he did., The final
upshot was that in the Spring of 72, the problem was solved by
Hoover dying. The Fresident then decided to appoint an acting
director of the FBI, who was Fat [L. Patrickl Gray.

Did yoeu say--sorry, I dom’t know this area too well, but did you
say that Mitchell was the one, initially, wha wanted to have some
kind of a domestic intelligerice capability?

Ny I think the President was, but he had Mitchell working it.
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All right. Why...?

Mitchell, as it turned out, was opposed to it. He was vioclently
opposed to the Huston Flan.

Why was that?

I don?t kviow. 1 don’?t remember.

Why did...?

vMaybe because it wasnm't under his control. It was White House
rather tharn Justice Department.

Why did Nixen want to have such a thing in the White House? Why
vt give it to the FRI?

Because the FRI was only one agericy, and it was an agewncy that
was by statute limited to domestic intelligernce, and he saw a
rneed for coordivating domestic and foreign intelligerce. There
were the problems of the Black Panther insurrection programming
and training, and those pecple were being trained by
revolutiornaries in Algeria or someplace. There were intermixings
in the President’s belief, and in Hoover's belief, irncidentally,
of foreign and domestic intelligernce prablems and matiormal
security problems, that bore on domestic irntellipgence and
domestic security issuwes. 8o, like the rneed for a drug czar, the
Fresident felt the rieed for an intelligerce czar, that's when he
hauled this meeting together of the Justice Department, the
Defernse Intelligerce Agercy, the Naticrnal Security Agercy, the
Naval Iwtellipence and the FBI, and the CIA. He brought all of
them in. That?s when he said, "I'm tired of.cea"

Wher was that? Can you give me...?

Im vzt swre, but the record shows it. I'm surprised it isn’t
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here. It has to be probably in the Spring of '7@.

1711 tell you, it probably was classified, and I didn’t include
anything classified in my rnotes.

OK. That’s what it is.

It may be around this June 1978, because here I am asking a
gerneral questioh, and vot having anything from the notes, and 1
sugspect that's why.

Maybe it took place later or, because I see in the August 25th
notes, "RAlso discussed domestic security problem, which
Ehrlichman and I had discussed with Mitchell yesterday. The
Fresident said I should take it over, because I'm the only one
Hoover trusts, and he'll take crders from. Others, especially
Mitchell, want it under the Domestic Councily, with a staff of
intelligernce types to evaluate input and order rnecessary
projects. We'll do it one way o the other. In any event, we’ll
drop the interagerncy task force approach, which we'!ve started and
run inmto a smag with FRBI and Hoover. The main problem there is
Tom Hustornm. " 8o obviocusly the Huston problem was prior to
August, and it had rurn into the Hoover and Mitechell snag, and
Mitchell wants it urder the Domestic Council, and the President
wants it under the White House, and that?’s the thing we’re
bobbling arcund in there.

The reason for it, he wanted coocrdinated intelligence. We,
the President had this strong feeling that I think he’s probably
expressed in his owrn memoirs, that we do rnot have, did rot have,
an outstandingly good intelligence capability, either domestic o

internatiornal. Compared to some of the other nations in the
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woarld we had a poor intelligenice capability. Our CIA-—he was not
satisfied with the CIA's performance. He was rot satisfied with
the FRI’s performance. He was covcerned about some of the
aberrations in the Hoover dossiers, and so forth, despite his
regard for Hoover. That's why——Huston was rnot supposed to be a
czar. Huston was supposed to be a staff persom that was the guy
that assembled the papers. These people were going to be a
commission of their owne: the director of CIA, the director of
FRI, the director of NMaval Intelligence, the director of Defense
Intelligerce, and the Attorrney Gereral. Were going to be a five-
pxint commission that would be the coordinating task force,
interagerncy task force, of which Huston would simply be the staff
mar.

These people saw it——and probably rightly so-—that it would
put Huston in a position of encrmous potential power, and they
weren’t about to let him get irto it.

Where did he come from?

I don't kinow. He came out of the woodwork, somewhere. He was a
Fat Buchanan protepge.

A very young fellow, I take it.

Yes, pretty young.

I've heard saomebody say——1 can't remember where this was——that
Huston, at after dirmrmer conversations today, says that the
Fresident asked him to do something {(that is, draw up some kind
of a plan), s he did it, and then, when it became politically
very hot and sensitive, it became the "Huston" plan. [Laughter]

He says, here he is, essentially a twenty-five year old guy, the
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President asks him to make a report. He makes a report, and when
it's hot, it's his.

Well, the reason it became his was rint because it was being
foisted on him because it had become hot, it was that, as it
became hot, it was identified by the press, as the "Hustonm Plan®
because it evolved cut of a Huston memorandum to the President.
They couldn’t put "The Mixon Flan”, because there were three
thousarnd Nixor plans. The way to identify it was the "Huston
Flarv. "

Arnd, in effect, it was, in a sernse, because he had authored
the paper that drew up the plan. He was very much an activist iwn
it. He was rnot a blushing violet who was drawn, kicking and
screaming, into this project. He was, as I recally; an extremely
intelligent guy. Very, very bright. Somewhat sort of reclusive,
non—sociable, but I didn’t really krnow him very well. I*m quite
sure Pat Buchanan brought bhim into the fold, and I don?t know
from where.

Did very much come of all this plarming?
N, It all evaporated, basically.
Why was that?

Well.... I don?t krnow. The Huston plan thing got shot down, and

ir-White House thing to deal with this leak and domestic security
problem, and I guess it took the place. Being unable, on his
first attempt, to get the agenrcies topether in an interagency
thing, and given the jguwrisdictional disputes, 1 guess the

Fresident set up his own thing as the "plumbers unit" inm the



WHite House instead.
RHG: Thank you, Mr. Haldeman.

[End of intéryiew]
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